CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION
CITY COUNCIL CONFERENCE ROOM
418 EAST SECOND STREET
MONDAY, FEBRUARY 7, 2022
6:00 PM

1) Call to Order
2) Continued discussion on Medium Term Rentals
3) Public Comment
4) Adjourn

To attend the meeting via Webex, and provide
live comment on your computer, tablet or
smartphone, attendees should go to the web link
below. For best participation experience,
participants should download the Webex App to
their desktop.
Webex Meeting Link
Meeting Number: 2492 484 6110
Password: 22F3b07
• For the Audio Conference Call
option: call the number below and
enter the access code.
• United States Toll Free: (From a
land line phone) 1-844-992-4726
Access code: 2492 484 6110
• We encourage individuals to provide
written public comment; to the City Clerk,
Michelle
Howke
at
mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org or deliver by
3:00 p.m. February 7, 2022, to City Hall.
Written comments should include name,
address, should be short and concise,
courteous, and polite.
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MEMORANDUM
To:

Mayor Muhlfeld and City Council

From:

David Taylor, AICP, Planning Director; Angela Jacobs, City Attorney

Date:

February 7, 2022

RE:

Work Session on Medium Term Rentals
Background
At the City Council meeting held June 21, 2021, the Sustainable Tourism Management Plan
Committee presented its “Prioritization of Recommended Action Items.” The first action item
was for the City to redefine a short-term rental (STR) as a paid visitor accommodation of less
than 90 days rather than less than 30 days. The Committee expressed concern that the current
definition allows a series of staggered short visits rather than encouraging long term rentals.
The Committee also brought up instances where owners in districts that are not zoned for STRs
enter into “leases” for at least 30 days, but the unit is only occupied by visitors for a few weeks.
Council directed staff to further evaluate the proposed change.
Because of the challenges posed by changing the definition of STRs, including those associated
with bed and resort tax, staff proposed changes which created new restrictions for medium term
rentals. The City Council recently adopted staff’s proposed changes to the zoning Short Term
Rental standards on January 3 but held off on including the additional restrictions for medium
term rentals.
The original approach presented to the Planning Board and City Council defined medium term
rentals as residential rentals to transient guests from 30 to 90 days and permitted the use in the
resort and downtown WB-3 zones. That change would have effectively made medium term
rentals illegal in the standard residential zones. After the public hearing, the City Council
adopted the portions of the zoning text amendment providing better tools for enforcement of
short-term rentals restrictions but removed the portions relating to medium term rentals and
asked for further staff input.
At the public hearing, the following concerns were raised by the public and City Council:
1. How such regulations would affect properties that currently have 30 to 90 day rentals
booked for this spring and summer and if we could delay the effective date;
2. Whether the city could regulate rentals to tourists and remote workers differently than
other tenants;
3. The legalities of cities regulating rentals over 30 days due to State statutory restrictions
prohibiting cities from regulating landlords’ activities beyond what is provided in the
Residential Landlord Tenant Act; and
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4. Could the City make medium term rentals a conditional use in standard residential
zones?
The City Council asked staff to come back in 60 days with additional research on the concerns
and issues as well as the possibility of making medium term rentals a conditional use in
standard residential zones.
Analysis
Item 1. Pursuant to § 7-5-105, MCA, any adopted ordinance can have an effective date built in
to allow time for the public to prepare for it. If a new ordinance is adopted that attempts to
regulate medium term rentals, it could be designed to go into effect on January 1, 2023.
Item 2. The previously reviewed draft language defining Medium-Term Rentals read as follows:

The rental of an entire furnished privately owned house, townhouse unit, condominium
unit, apartment, or other residence to tourists and remote workers for stays between thirty
(30) days and ninety (90) days, without the intent to rent to the same individual or group
for long-term housing.
One of the City Council members raised a concern that by regulating owners who rent to
tourists and remote workers differently than those who rent to local workers, we may be unfairly
discriminating and possibly creating legal issues. While staff drafted that language in an effort to
not prohibit locals, seasonal workers, students, etc. from renting between 30 and 90 days, that
concern is valid. Regulations should apply equally to all homeowners based on the rental
period, not who they rent to. That discrimination may also run afoul of Montana’s Residential
Landlord and Tenant Act of 1977 and Title 7 Chapter 1 of the Montana Code Annotated (MCA)
that defines what local governments may not regulate. More on that in Item 3.
Item 3. Attached to this memo is language from the MCA stating that local governments with
self-governing powers are prohibited from exercising any power that “applies to or affects
landlords…when that power is intended to license landlords or to regulate their activities with
regard to tenants beyond what is provided in Title 70, chapters 24 and 25 (Residential Landlord
and Tenant Act of 1977). This subsection is not intended to restrict a local government's ability
to require landlords to comply with ordinances or provisions that are applicable to all other
businesses or residences within the local government's jurisdiction.” While residential rentals of
less than 30 days are recognized separately by the State as “tourist homes” and currently can
be regulated by local governments, rentals of 30 days and more are protected and regulated
under the Residential Landlord and Tenant Act, which expressly allows month-to-month rentals.
Staff has concerns that any language added to the City zoning code that regulates how
landlords can rent property beyond 30 days would be challenged in court. Zoning requirements
have to apply equally to all business and residences and shouldn’t single out renters with 30 to
90 day leases.
Item 4. With regard to regulating medium term rentals by making them a conditional use or
administrative conditional use in zones that do not currently allow short term rentals, staff is
likewise concerned that the City would be regulating landlords renting or leasing between 30
and 90 days differently than other landlords by requiring special licensing or regulations.
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Recommendation
While staff has serious concerns about the legalities of implementing regulations affecting
landlords of medium-term rentals, not to mention enforcing such regulations, we continue to
believe that improved enforcement of our current regulations with regard to rentals of 30 days or
less is our top priority. That includes cracking down hard on landlords and/or rental agencies
with properties in zones that don’t allow short term rentals advertising for 30-day minimums that
still rent for less than 30 days. With the new enforcement tools adopted under the previous
ordinance adopted by the City Council in December, staff feels we are in a much better position
to tackle that loophole.
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Montana Code Annotated 2021
TITLE 7. LOCAL GOVERNMENT , CHAPTER 1. GENERAL PROVISIONS
Part 1. Nature of Self-Government Local Governments
Powers Denied
7-1-111. Powers denied. A local government unit with self-government powers is prohibited from
exercising the following:
(13) any power that applies to or affects landlords, as defined in 70-24-103, when that power is intended
to license landlords or to regulate their activities with regard to tenants beyond what is provided in Title
70, chapters 24 and 25. This subsection is not intended to restrict a local government's ability to require
landlords to comply with ordinances or provisions that are applicable to all other businesses or residences
within the local government's jurisdiction
(9) "Landlord" means:
(a) the owner of the dwelling unit or the building of which it is a part;
(b) a person who has written authorization from the owner to act as the owner's agent or assignee for
purposes related to the premises or the rental agreement;
(c) a person who has written authorization from the owner to act as a manager of the premises for the
purposes of the tenancy or the rental agreement; or
(d) a lessor who has written authorization from the owner of the premises to sublease the premises.
Montana Code Annotated 2021, TITLE 70. PROPERTY
CHAPTER 24. RESIDENTIAL LANDLORD AND TENANT ACT OF 1977
Part 2. Rental Agreements
Rental Agreement -- Terms And Conditions
70-24-201. Rental agreement -- terms and conditions. (1) A landlord and a tenant may include in a
rental agreement terms and conditions not prohibited by this chapter or other rule or law, including rent,
term of the agreement, and other provisions governing the rights and obligations of the parties.
(2) Unless the rental agreement provides otherwise:
(a) the tenant shall pay as rent the rental value for the use and occupancy of the dwelling unit as
determined by the landlord;
(b) rent is payable at the landlord's address or using electronic funds transfer to an account designated
for the payment of rent by the landlord;
(c) periodic rent is payable at the beginning of a term of a month or less and otherwise in equal monthly
installments at the beginning of each month;
(d) rent is uniformly apportionable from day to day;
(e) the tenancy is week to week in the case of a roomer who pays weekly rent and in all other cases
month to month; and
(f) if either party terminates the rental agreement without cause prior to the expiration date of the lease
term, the aggrieved party is entitled to monetary damages up to 1 month's rent or an amount that is agreed
on in the rental agreement, which may not exceed 1 month's rent. Landlords shall follow 70-24-426(3)
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and are entitled to rent from defaulting tenants up to the date a new tenancy starts or the date the rental
agreement term expires.
(3) Rent is payable without demand or notice at the time and place agreed upon by the parties or
provided for by subsection (2)
Extension Of Written Rental Agreements
70-24-205. Extension of written rental agreements. If the landlord and tenant fail to establish a default
extension period for the lease in the rental agreement and neither party gives a 30-day written notice to
the other to terminate the tenancy before the rental agreement's original termination date, the tenancy
continues on a month-to-month basis.
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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, February 7, 2022, at 7:10 p.m.
Hybrid (In-person and/or Remotely via Webex)
To attend the meeting via Webex, and provide live comment on your computer, tablet or smartphone, attendees should go to
the web link below. For best participation experience, participants should download the Webex App to their desktop.
Meeting Link: Webex Link
Meeting Number: 2492 484 6110
Password: 22F3b07
• For the Audio Conference Call option: call the number below and enter the access code.
• United States Toll Free: (From a land line phone) 1-844-992-4726
Access code: 2492 484 6110
• View live streaming on the City of Whitefish YouTube Channel
• We encourage individuals to provide written public comment; to the City Clerk, Michelle Howke at
mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org or deliver by 3:00 p.m. February 7, 2022, to City Hall. Written comments should include
name, address, should be short and concise, courteous, and polite. All written comments received by 4:00 p.m. will be
provided to the City Council and appended to the packet following the meeting.
• Public comment by those attending the meeting "live" via WebEx or in-person will be limited to three minutes per
individual.

Ordinance numbers start with 22-02. Resolution numbers start with 22-02.
1) CALL TO ORDER
2) PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
3) COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE PUBLIC– (This time is set aside for the public to comment on items that are either on the
agenda, but not a public hearing or on items not on the agenda. City officials do not respond during these comments but may respond or follow-up
later on the agenda or at another time. The mayor has the option of limiting such communications to three minutes depending on the number of
citizens who want to comment and the length of the meeting agenda)

4) COMMUNICATIONS FROM VOLUNTEER BOARDS
a) Whitefish Community Library – Consideration of a request to appoint Kelly Peppmeier and Terry
Peterson as Trustee-in-Training to the Board of Trustees (p.18)
5) CONSENT AGENDA (The consent agenda is a means of expediting routine matters that require the Council’s action.

Debate does not
typically occur on consent agenda items. Any member of the Council may remove any item for debate. Such items will typically be debated and
acted upon prior to proceeding to the rest of the agenda. Ordinances require 4 votes for passage – Section 1-6-2 (E)(3) WCC)

a) Minutes from January 18, 2022, Special Session (p.23)
b) Minutes from January 18, 2022, Regular Session (p.24)
c) Ordinance No. 22-01; An Ordinance amending the Climate Action Plan Committee (Second
Reading) (p.31)
d) Consideration of a request for a Final Plat for Vanee Subdivision, a 2-lot subdivision located at
502 and 508 Dakota Avenue (WFP 22-01) (p.33)
e) Consideration of a request for a Final Plat for Fulkerson Homestead, a four-lot subdivision
located at the southwest corner of O’Brien Avenue and Sawtooth Drive (WFP 22-02) (p.59)

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

a) Ordinance No. 22-02; An Ordinance approving the Mountain Gateway Residential Planned Unit
Development to overlay Tracts 1HA, 1H, 1CD, 1C, 1CB, 1, 5C, and 5 in Section 23, Township
31N, Range 22W, to develop a residential and commercial development on 32.7 acres at the
intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road, Whitefish (WPUD 21-02) (First
Reading) (p.83) CONTINUED FROM JANUARY 18, 2022 – PUBLIC HEARING OPEN
b) Ordinance No. 22-03; An Ordinance rezoning approximately 3.966 acres of land located at 2015
East Lakeshore Drive, Whitefish, Montana, from WR-2 (Two-Family Residential District) to
WR-2/WB-1-SC (Two-Family Residential District/Limited Business District with a Statement
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of Conditions)(WZC 21-03) (First Reading) (p.1231) CONTINUED FROM JANUARY 18,
2022 – PUBLIC HEARING OPEN
WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENT RCVD AFTER 1/18/2022 (p.1220)
c) Consideration of a request from Richard Lewis for a Conditional Use Permit to construct an
accessory apartment over a new garage, located at 800 West 7th Street, zoned WR-1 (One-Family
Residential District) (WCUP 21-28) (p.1321)
d) Ordinance No. 22-__; An Ordinance amending the Whitefish City Code to add Article Y, Chapter
2, Title 11 to establish the WB-T zoning district (Business Transitional District), as an
implementation of the Highway 93 South Corridor Plan (WZTA 22-01) (First Reading) (p.1355)
e) Ordinance No. 22-__; An Ordinance amending the Conditions of Approval of the Trail View
Planned Unit Development MOVED TO FEBRUARY 22, 2022 PUBLIC HEARING
7) COMMUNICATIONS FROM FIRE CHIEF
a) Consideration of a request to annex four properties to the Whitefish Fire Service Area (p.1382)
8) COMMUNICATIONS FROM CITY MANAGER
a) Written report enclosed with the packet. Questions from Mayor and Council? (p.1396)
b) Other items arising between February 2nd through February 7th
c) Review and consideration of the annual 2021 Impact Fee Report (p.1401)
9) COMMUNICATIONS FROM MAYOR AND CITY COUNCILORS
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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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
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.

and

value

broad

community

Adopted by Resolution 07-09
February 20, 2007
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February 2, 2022
The Honorable Mayor Muhlfeld and City Council
City of Whitefish
Whitefish, Montana
Mayor Muhlfeld and City Councilors:
Monday, February 7, 2022 City Council Agenda Report
There will be a work session at 6:00pm to continue discussion pertaining to Medium-Term Rentals.
The work session will be in-person and via Webex. The link to the meeting is provided on the agenda.
Food will be provided.
COMMUNICATIONS FROM VOLUNTEER BOARDS
a) Whitefish Community Library – Consideration of a request to appoint Kelly Peppmeier and Terry
Peterson as Trustee-in-Training to the Board of Trustees (p.18)
The recommendation letter from the Whitefish Community Library Board of Trustees is provided in
the packet.
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 January 18, 2022, Special Session (p.23)
b) Minutes from January 18, 2022, Regular Session (p.24)
c) Ordinance No. 22-01; An Ordinance amending the Climate Action Plan Committee (Second
Reading) (p.31)
d) Consideration of a request for a Final Plat for Vanee Subdivision, a 2-lot subdivision located at
502 and 508 Dakota Avenue (WFP 22-01) (p.33)
e) Consideration of a request for a Final Plat for Fulkerson Homestead, a four-lot subdivision
located at the southwest corner of O’Brien Avenue and Sawtooth Drive (WFP 22-02) (p.59)
RECOMMENDATION: Staff respectfully recommends the City Council approve the Consent
Agenda.
Items “a, b, and c” are administrative matters; Items “d and e” are quasi-judicial matters.

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

a) Ordinance No. 22-02; An Ordinance approving the Mountain Gateway Residential Planned Unit
Development to overlay Tracts 1HA, 1H, 1CD, 1C, 1CB, 1, 5C, and 5 in Section 23, Township
31N, Range 22W, to develop a residential and commercial development on 32.7 acres at the
intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road, Whitefish (WPUD 21-02) (First
Reading) (p.83) CONTINUED FROM JANUARY 18, 2022 – PUBLIC HEARING OPEN

b) Ordinance No. 22-03; An Ordinance rezoning approximately 3.966 acres of land located at 2015
East Lakeshore Drive, Whitefish, Montana, from WR-2 (Two-Family Residential District) to
WR-2/WB-1-SC (Two-Family Residential District/Limited Business District with a Statement
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of Conditions)(WZC 21-03) (First Reading) (p.1231) CONTINUED FROM JANUARY 18,
2022 – PUBLIC HEARING OPEN
From Senior Planner Wendy Compton-Rings updated memo agenda item 6a and 6b.
This memo is a follow-up to the City Council public hearing on January 18, 2022, on the Mountain
Gateway project. At that meeting, the City Council held public testimony until 10:30 PM then, due
to the lateness of the meeting, approved a motion to continue the hearing until the February 7, 2022,
public hearing. The Council noted the public comment will start with those on Webex that did not
have an opportunity to comment since all in attendance ‘in-person’ had spoken.
Background
Arim Mountain Gateway is requesting:
• A Residential Planned Unit Development (R-PUD) overlay to develop 318 residential units (270
rental apartments, 24 townhouses and 24 condominiums) on 32.7 acres on the north side of Big
Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive intersection and
• A Conditional Zoning with a Statement of Condition on 3.966 acres at the northeast corner of the
Big Mountain Road and E Lakeshore Drive to allow a blend of the WR-2 zoning and some of
the commercial uses from the WB-1 zoning district.
In exchange for the one zoning deviation to allow a portion of the multi-family buildings to be four
stories, the applicant is offering the following community benefits:
1. Dedicate 1.51 acres to the City for a future fire station.
2. Develop SNOW bus stops along the Big Mountain Road.
3. Construct a roundabout at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and E Lakeshore Drive.
4. Construct a public detached path along the west side of the Big Mountain Road connecting
to the Wisconsin Avenue trail.
5. Dedicate 8.8 acres of land on the east side of the Big Mountain Road for 48 permanently
affordable units to an affordable housing entity.
The properties are zoned WR-2 (Two-Family Residential District), WR-3 (Low Density MultiFamily Residential District) and Flathead County R-4 (Two-Family Residential). The Wisconsin
Avenue Corridor Plan, the 2018 amendment to the Growth Policy, designates this property as a “Key
Development Area” shown with a Suburban Land Use designation with a hatch.
RECOMMENDATION: Staff continues to recommend approval of both the PUD and ZC.
Next Steps
The City Council will continue the public hearing starting with those members of the public
participating via Webex that did not have an opportunity to speak at the January public
hearing. Once the public hearing is closed, the City Council will deliberate the merits of the
project and two separate motions will need to be made – one for each request.
This item is a quasi-judicial matter
WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENT RCVD AFTER 1/18/2022 (p.1220)
c) Consideration of a request from Richard Lewis for a Conditional Use Permit to construct an
accessory apartment over a new garage, located at 800 West 7th Street, zoned WR-1 (One-Family
Residential District) (WCUP 21-28) (p.1321)
From Planner I, Jessica Nymark transmittal report.
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Summary of Requested Action: Richard Lewis is requesting a Conditional Use Permit to construct
an accessory apartment over a new garage at 800 West 7th Street. The site is developed with a singlefamily home and a detached garage, woodshed, and storage building. The existing garage and storage
buildings will be torn down. The property is zoned WR-1 (One-Family Residential District) and the
Whitefish Growth Policy designates this property as ‘Urban’.
Planning & Building Department Recommendation: Staff recommended approval of the
Conditional Use Permit application subject to seven conditions set forth in the attached staff report.
Public Hearing: The applicant’s representative spoke at the public hearing on January 20, 2022.
The draft minutes for this item are attached as part of this packet.
Planning Board Action: The Whitefish Planning Board met on January 20, 2022 and considered
the request. Following the hearing, the Planning Board unanimously approved the request. In making
their decision, the Planning Board adopted staff report WCUP 21- 28 with Findings of Fact and
recommended Conditions of Approval.
RECOMMENDATION: Staff respectfully recommends the Council, after considering public
testimony, approve WCUP 21-28, the Findings of Fact in the staff report and the seven.
This item is a quasi-judicial matter.
d) Ordinance No. 22-__; An Ordinance amending the Whitefish City Code to add Article Y, Chapter
2, Title 11 to establish the WB-T zoning district (Business Transitional District), as an
implementation of the Highway 93 South Corridor Plan (WZTA 22-01) (First Reading) (p.1355)
From Planner I, Tara Osendorf transmittal report.
Summary of Requested Action: This is a request by the City of Whitefish to add the WB-T zoning
district to Title 11, Chapter 2 (Zoning Regulations) of the Whitefish City Code. The recently adopted
Highway 93 South Corridor Plan calls for the creation of a highway transitional zoning district for
newly annexed properties in the area south of Highway 40. The plan states that “to ensure properties
at the entrance to Whitefish that annex into the City in the future are developed in a manner consistent
with the community’s vision for Segment C, and to better buffer adjacent residential properties from
negative impacts, a new transitional zoning district should be created to apply to annexations in areas
currently zoned by the County as Secondary Business. Traffic intensive uses should be moved from
permitted to conditional uses.”
Planning & Building Department Recommendation: Staff recommended approval of the
proposed text amendment at the January 20, 2022 meeting of the Whitefish Planning Board.
Public Hearing: At the Planning Board public hearing, no members of the public spoke on the
amendment. There has also been no written comment submitted up until the date of this letter. The
draft minutes for this item are attached as part of this packet.
Planning Board Action: The Whitefish Planning Board met on January 20, 2022 and considered
the request. Following the hearing, the Planning Board the Board moved to approve the text
amendment to add the WB-T (Business Transitional District) to the Whitefish Zoning Regulations.
In making their decision, the Planning Board offers the zoning text amendment in Exhibit A and the
Findings of Fact in Exhibit B for the Council's consideration.
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RECOMMENDATION: Staff respectfully recommends the City Council, after considering public
testimony at the public hearing, approve WZTA 22-01, the Findings of Fact in Exhibit B and the
language in Exhibit A, as recommended by the Whitefish Planning Board on January 20, 2022.
This item is a legislative matter.
e) Ordinance No. 22-__; An Ordinance amending the Conditions of Approval of the Trail View
Planned Unit Development MOVED TO FEBRUARY 22, 2022 PUBLIC HEARING
COMMUNICATIONS FROM FIRE CHIEF
a) Consideration of a request to annex four properties to the Whitefish Fire Service Area (p.1382)
From Fire Chief Page’s staff report.
Introduction/History
The Whitefish Fire Service Area has received a petition from a number of property owners in the
Highway 93 South – KM Ranch Road Area requesting to change fire protection from the Flathead
Fire Service Area to the Whitefish Fire Service Area. These properties are already within both out
first due Fire and EMS response areas.
Pursuant to the Inter-Local Agreement between the Whitefish Fire Service Area and the City of
Whitefish any changes to the Whitefish Fire Service Area’s boundary must first be approved by the
Whitefish City Council prior to being presented to the Flathead County Commissioners for final
approval.
Adding these additional properties to the Whitefish Fire Service Area would not change the response
by the Whitefish Fire Department.
RECOMMENDATION: Staff respectfully recommends the City Council approve the additional
properties into the Whitefish Fire Service Area so the property owner’s petition can be presented to
the Flathead County Commissioners.
COMMUNICATIONS FROM CITY MANAGER
a) Written report enclosed with the packet. Questions from Mayor and Council? (p.1396)
b) Other items arising between February 2nd through February 7th
c) Review and consideration of the annual 2021 Impact Fee Report (p.1401)
The annual Impact Fee Report prepared by former Finance Director Dahlman is provided in the
packet.
RECOMMENDATION: Staff respectfully recommends the City Council review and accept the
annual report on impact fees.
COMMUNICATIONS FROM MAYOR AND CITY COUNCILORS
ADJOURNMENT
Sincerely,

Dana Smith, CPA
City Manager
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Table 1: Common Motions Use d in a Meeting.
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No

Yes

No
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No
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Yes*

No

(7)

Yes

Wording

Vote
Required

Reconsider

Privileged Motions
Fix time for next
meeting (12)
Adjourn
Take a recess (12)
Raise a question of
privilege
Call for the orders
of the day
Subsidiary
Motions

Lay on the table

Previous question
(to close debate)

Limit-extend debate
(12)

Postpone to a
definite time (12)
Refer to a
committee (12}
Amendment to
the main motion

,.

~

Postpone
indefinitely (12)

"I move that we meet
next at..."
"I move that we
adjourn"
"I move that we recess.

.. "
"I rise to a question of
privilege affecting the
assembly"
"I call for the orders of
the day"

"I move to lay the
question on the
table" or "I move that
the motion be laid on
the table"
"I move the previous
question" or "I move
we vote immediately on
the motion"
"I move the debate be
limited to ... "or "I
move that the
speaker's time be
PXtPnrlerl hv..
"I move that the
question be
,,
postponed until. ..
"I move to refer the
matter to the ..
. committee"
"I move to amend by
adding/striking the
,,
words ...
"I move that the motion
be
postponed

Main Motions
Main Motion

"I move that we ... "

Incidental Motions
(11}
Suspension of rules
Request to
withdraw a motion
(13}
Objection to the
consideration of a
question (10)
Point of order

Parliamentary
inquiry
Appeal to the
chairperson

"I move to suspend the
,,
rules so that ...
"I move that I be
allowed to withdraw
the motion"
"I object to the
consideration of the
question"
"I rise to a point of
order" or "Point of
order!"
"I rise to a
parliamentary inquiry"
or "A parliamentary
inauirv. olease"
"I appeal from the
decision of the chair"

3
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Point of information

Division of
assembly

Division of a
question

Wording
"I rise to a point of
information" or "A
point of information,
nlease"
"Division!" or "I call
for a division"
"I move to divide the
motion so that the
question of purchasing
... can be considered
separately."

Interrupt
another
soeaker

Requires
a second

Debatable

Amendable

Yes

No

No

No

(1)

No

Yes

No

No

No

(14)

No

No

Yes

No

Yes

Majority

No

No*

Yes

(S) {16)

No

Majority

No

No

Yes

No

No

Majority

No

No

Yes

Yes {16)

Yes

(6)

(3)

No

Yes

Yes (16)*

Yes

(6)

(3)

Vote
Reauired

Reconsider

Renewal Motions
(8)
Reconsider* (2)

Take from table

Rescind

"I move to reconsider
the vote on the
motion relating to ... "
"I move to take from
the table the
motion relating to ..
"I move to rescind the
motion passed at the
last meeting relating to.

.. "
Discharge a
committee

"I move that the
committee considering.
.. :::: -''--harged."

1 Source: Robert, H. 2000. Robert's Rules of Order (Newly Revised, 10th Edition) New York: Perseus Books Group; Sturgis, A. 2000. The
Standard Code of Parliamentary Procedure (4th Edition). New York: McGraw-Hill.

*Refer to Robert's Rules of Order Newly Revised
(1) The chair decides. Normally no vote is taken.
(2) Only made by a member who voted on the prevailing side and is subject to times limits.
(3) Only the negative vote may be reconsidered.
(4) Only the affirmative vote may be reconsidered.
(5) Debatable when applied to a debatable motion.
(6) Majority with notice, or 2/3 without notice or majority of entire membership.
(7) Majority or tie vote sustains the chair.
(8) None of these motions (except Reconsider) are in order when business is pending.
(9) Rules of order, 2/3 vote-Standing rules, majority vote.
(10) Must be proposed before debate has begun or a subsidiary motion is stated by the chair (applied to original main motions).
(11) The Incidental Motions have no precedence (rank). They are in order when the need arises.
(12) A Main Motion if made when no business is pending.
(13) The maker of a motion may withdraw it without permission of the assembly before the motion is stated by the chair.
(14) The chair can complete a Division of the Assembly (standing vote) without permission of the assembly and any
member can demand it.
(15) Upon a call by a single member, the Orders of the Day must be enforced.
(16) Has full debate. May go into the merits of the question which is the subject of the proposed action.
(17) A 2/3 vote in negative needed to prevent consideration of main motion.

4
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!
January 21, 2022
The Hon. Mayor John Muhlfeld
City Councilors
City of Whitefish
PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
Dear Mayor Muhlfeld and Whitefish City Councilors:
RE: Appointment of Applicants for Whitefish Community Library (WCL) Trustee-in-Training
Positions
The Whitefish Community Library Board of Trustees would like to recommend the appointment
of two alternate trustees to fill the Board’s Trustee-In-Training positions. Our previous Trusteein-Training, Jessica Tubbs, transitioned to a full Trustee effective upon Anne Moran’s term
expiration in June, 2021. Given the 2020-2021 turnover we experienced wherein 80% of our
Board changed over, we have amended our bylaws allowing multiple alternate trustees rather
than limiting it to just one. Consequently, we are now recommending two Trustee-in-Training
positions to be filled immediately.
We were blessed with two outstanding applicants for these positions, and would like to
recommend approval of the following:
• Former Whitefish Community Library employee Kelly Peppmeier for the first Trustee-inTraining position recently vacated by Jessica Tubbs. Please see her application letter,
attached.
• Former Whitefish Library Association Chairperson Theresa “Terry” Peterson for the
second Trustee-in-Training position. Please see her application letter, attached.
As noted, we could not have asked for two better applicants for these positions and are so
grateful for their interest and willingness to support the Whitefish Community Library. We feel
that they will be superb additions to our Board and Library family.
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Page 2
Ericson/Muhlfeld & Council
January 21, 2022
As most of you are aware, awhile back the WCL Board of Trustees and the City Council
cooperatively amended the WCL Board structure and related Bylaws to accommodate a Trusteein-Training program. This was modeled on the Missoula Library Board of Trustees' extremely
successful Trustee installment process, which has been in force for over 20 years. Consistent
with the WCL Board's Bylaws, the WCL Board interviews potential applicants for the Trusteein-Training positions and recommends candidates to the Mayor for appointment to those seats.
The appointees then have up to a year or more to gain experience as non-voting members before
transitioning into full Trustee roles, with the next new pool of candidates then applying for
Trustee-in-Training positions. Since the size of our Board is statutorily limited and Trustee
service requires significant institutional knowledge, this process benefits everyone involved.
To that end, we are now recommending that you: 1) Appoint Kelly Peppmeier to fulfill the
first Trustee-in-Training position, and confirm her transition to full Trustee effective upon
the first Trustee vacancy; and 2) Appoint Terry Peterson to fulfill the second Trustee-inTraining position, and confirm her transition to full Trustee effective upon the next Trustee
vacancy. (Please note that Kelly will most likely advance into Richard Hildner’s seat when his
term expires on June 30, 2022, unless some other seat is unexpectedly vacated first, and note that
Terry will most likely advance into Deb Bond’s seat when her team expires on June 30, 2023.).
The above action would minimize Board vacancies and the related anticipated quorum issues,
and allow us to proceed promptly with advertising and interviewing for our next Trustee-inTraining openings. Since Montana Code Annotated only allows us five trustees, anything we can
do to do assure a quorum ongoing is critical.
We deeply appreciate both the City Council's and the City staff’s ongoing support for the care
and operation of the Whitefish Community Library. Thank you.
Sincerely,
/s/ Sarah T. Ericson
Sarah T. Ericson, Chair
Board of Trustees
Whitefish Community Library
cc:

WCL Vice Chair Deb Bond
WCL Director Joey Kositzky
Dana Smith
Michelle Howke
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WHITEFISH CITY COUNCIL
January 18, 2022
SPECIAL SESSION AT 5:30 PM
1) Call to Order
The meeting was held in-person in the Council Conference Room. Mayor Muhlfeld called the
meeting to order. Councilors present were Sweeney, Feury, Qunell, Davis, Caltabiano and Norton
(5:39 pm). Staff present were City Manager Smith, City Clerk Howke.
2) Interviews
City Council interviewed Alan Meyers-Davis for the Sustainable Tourism Management Plan
Steering Committee; John Peschel and Pam Sbar for the Board of Adjustments.
3) Public Comment
None
4) Appointments
Mayor Muhlfeld appointed with ratification from the Council to appoint Alan Meyers-Davis
to the Sustainable Tourism Management Plan Steering Committee.
Councilor Qunell made a motion, seconded by Councilor Caltabiano to appoint John Peschel
to the Board of Adjustments. The motion carried.
5) Adjourn
Mayor Muhlfeld adjourned the Special Session at 6:09 and opened the work session.
__________________________________
Mayor Muhlfeld
Attest:
_____________________________
Michelle Howke, City Clerk
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WHITEFISH CITY COUNCIL
January 18, 2022
7:10 P.M.
1) CALL TO ORDER
Mayor Muhlfeld called the meeting to order. Councilors present were Qunell, Feury, Caltabiano, Davis,
Sweeney, and Norton. City Staff present were, City Clerk Howke, City Manager Smith, City Attorney
Jacobs, Planning and Building Director Taylor, Public Works Director Workman, Parks and Recreation
Director Butts, Interim Police Chief Kelch and Fire Chief Page. Approximately 70 people were in the
audience and 92 attended virtually.
2) PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Mayor Muhlfeld asked Ed Doctor to lead the audience in the Pledge of Allegiance.
3) OATH OF OFFICE AND SEATING OF COUNCIL
a) Administration of ceremonial oath of office to Ben Davis – Mayor Muhlfeld
Mayor Muhlfeld administered the oath of office to Councilor Ben Davis.
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)

Kent Taylor, 1735 East Lakeshore Drive, Hidden Moose Lodge, is frustrated that some of the lodging
facilities continued to provide lodging during the pandemic, when businesses were shut down. He lost
revenue during that time.
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 January 3, 2022, Special Session (p.35)
b) Minutes from January 3, 2022, Regular Session (p.36)
c) Ordinance No. 22-01; An Ordinance amending the Climate Action Plan Committee (First
Reading) (p.46)
Councilor Caltabiano made a motion, seconded by Councilor Sweeney to approve the Consent
Agenda as presented. The motion carried.
7) PUBLIC HEARINGS

(Items will be considered for action after public hearings) (Resolution No. 07-33 establishes a 30-minute
time limit for applicant’s land use presentations. Ordinances require 4 votes for passage – Section 1-6-2 (E)(3) WCC))

a) Ordinance No. 22-02; An Ordinance approving the Mountain Gateway Residential
Planned Unit Development to overlay Tracts 1HA, 1H, 1CD, 1C, 1CB, 1, 5C, and 5 in
Section 23, Township 31N, Range 22W, to develop a residential and commercial
development on 32.7 acres at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain
Road, Whitefish (WPUD 21-02) (First Reading) (p.50)

The City Council held one Public Hearing for both Ordinance No. 22-02 and Ordinance No. 22-03.
Council will vote separately on each ordinance. Senior Planner Wendy Compton-Ring presented her
staff report for both Ordinance No. 22-02 and Ordinance No. 22-03 that are provided in the packet on
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the website. Since the November Planning Board meeting, the applicant reviewed the public comments
and made the following updates to their project:
• Land Gift of Residential Land on the East side of the Big Mountain Road for the Purpose of
Affordable Housing. The applicant will donate the land to a non-profit that develops affordable
housing for permanently affordable housing.
• Application Typos. The application indicated they were requesting a ‘Community Residential
Facility’. This was incorrect. They are only requesting multi-family through the PUD
application.
• Site Plan Updates. The site plan was updated to align intersections, show pedestrian accesses
throughout the development and through the intersections, and reconfiguring the ease side of
the project to shift twelve (12) residential product type from condominiums to townhouses and
reroute the primary road on the east side. Those changes were at the suggestion of city staff and
MDT.
Adjacent landowners within 150 feet of the parcel were noticed, along with a legal notice in the Whitefish
Pilot and the full application was placed on the city’s web page in September. When the applicant agreed
to continue this application until January, staff sent out an email to 400 folks that had submitted public
comments updating them on the council public hearing. A legal ad was also placed in the paper on
December 29th and January 12th.
After the second Planning Board hearing the Planning Director certified a zoning protest that was
submitted. Pursuant to M.C.A and city code and because the city received signatures from more than 25
percent of adjacent landowners within 150 feet of the subject property, the amendment will not become
effective except on favorable vote of two-thirds of the present and voting members of the City Council.
Councilor Sweeney asked and Planner Compton-Ring stated 48 units is what is there currently. That
approval does not change the number of units; it just changes the ownership. Instead of being privately
developed by a private owner, and developed for market rate units, it would be developed for affordable
housing. The unit count does not change. Councilor Sweeney asked and Planner Compton-Ring stated
the condition states deed restricted apartments. Staff will not issue a building permit until the deed
restrictions are recorded.
Councilor Caltabiano asked and Director Workman stated traditionally we have not required an
independent traffic impact study. That is something Council could direct staff to do. Councilor
Caltabiano asked and Planner Compton-Ring stated it is in the zoning regulations that direct when to
take it back to the Planning Board. This instance they were not substantive modifications.
Councilor Davis asked and Planner Compton-Ring stated the PUD chapter permits one to do multifamily, which is one of the permitted uses. A residential PUD permits multi-family. The PUD chapter
outlines the different types that are permitted and multifamily is one of those. The entire area is
encumbered by the PUD, including the donated parcel. Councilor Davis asked and Fire Chief Page
stated the need now for a new fire station ISO reasons. This station would serve both the city residence,
the rural fire service area, and the flathead fire service area.
Councilor Norton asked and Chief Page stated city water would service this location. Chief Page also
stated taller buildings are required to have a secure stairwell, and a fully sprinkled building. Chief Page
stated this location being at the bottom of the hill, not far from the lake is not going to be the target area
for a catastrophic event. Fire would move uphill towards the Big Mountain Fire District. From this
location, you could probably go around the lake and come out at Olney.
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Councilor Qunell asked and Planner Compton-Ring stated currently there are 11 deed restricted
apartments. Councilor Qunell stated they are not asking for a density bonus, and they do not have to
provide affordable housing. Planner Compton-Ring stated the 40 feet they get regardless because they
are providing affordable housing through the Legacy Home Program. The only thing they are asking for
is to build four stories within a portion of the multi-family building. Councilor Qunell asked and Attorney
Jacobs stated the affordable housing would be enforced prior to building permits being issued. It will be
required to be deeded to the city or another entity to develop. We have the ability to enforce our
conditions. We can pull the PUD approval if the conditions are not complied with. Councilor Qunell
asked and Interim Police Chief Kelch stated the office emergency services for the county would work
with the sheriff’s office, the police department, and other agencies to coordinate evacuation efforts. Fire
Chief Page stated the evacuation would be dependent on the emergency event.
Councilor Feury asked and Director Workman stated the analysis has been completed, and the Viking
Lift Station can handle this PUD. Big Mountain was different because it was an actual sewer agreement,
in this scenario we require the developer to show that the capacity currently exists. If council wanted to
add a condition that they pay some portion that would be at council’s discretion.
Mayor Muhlfeld asked, and Director Workman stated the building permits would be conditioned upon
the construction of the roundabout and building the roundabout would be conditioned upon MDT
approval.
Mayor Muhlfeld opened the Public Hearing for both agenda item 7a and 7b.
Mike Brodie, 431 First Avenue West, Kalispell, WGM Group, representing the applicant. During this
process they have made some minor modifications; they reduced the number of intersections that were
on Big Mountain Road from the t-intersections to the four-way intersections; townhome units are more
affordable to construct and were intended to be high-end units, built into the hill side. The zone map
amendment is being requested as a part of this just so that they can incorporate that neighborhood
commercial piece that is identified in the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan. Storm detention or retention
would be subject to DEQ and city requirements for treatment. The majority of open space they are
providing is natural which doesn’t’ require watering or fertilizer. The Wisconsin Corridor Plan was used
as a guide. They understand not everyone is happy, but it does still generally comply with that. There
are two opposing features here; affordable housing which requires more people and adds more traffic.
You want affordable housing, but you don’t want traffic and they tried their best to balance that out. The
traffic impact study was conducted between Christmas and New Year’s, which tends to be the busiest
time of year up here. The roundabout does bring it back to a generally good condition. The majority of
the seasonal traffic is going to be going up the hill versus going into town to go to work. The level of
service is essentially the time it takes to make a turn movement at an intersection. The Legacy Home
Program being proposed is optional thing and would be subject to preliminary plat to do any of those
town homes.
James Barnett, owner of the property and developer and stated he has attempted to lead the project in a
direction that benefits the community by providing long-term rentals instead of another subdivision with
multi-million-dollar homes. It will be developed in some way, and he feels his proposal does the best
job of helping with the housing crisis. They designed this project to address the issues based on the
Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan. He is worried about the type of growth we are seeing here and the
changes it will bring, like businesses closing because they can’t find employees. Or just the character of
the town changing. The need for housing is at crisis level. Rental units are needed for those that cannot
afford to own but want to live and work in Whitefish. The alternative is more homes. Early on he spoke
with Lori Collins, Executive Director for the Whitefish Housing Authority, to figure out what they were
looking for. She directed him to the 60-80% AMI (Area Median Income). She also pointed out that they
don’t want three-bedroom units because they get too expensive. These are deed restricted in perpetuity
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to 60-80%. The community shouldn’t want all deed restricted. The vast majority of full-time employees
in Whitefish cannot qualify for low-income deed restricted housing at the same time cannot afford to
purchase a million-dollar home. The 32 deed restricted units are mixed throughout the building. The
tenants will be allowed to stay in the unit if they have to go to market rate. The next one that comes up
becomes the affordable unit. Mr. Barnett stated the fire station benefits everyone, not just the
development. The proposed buildings will have interior sprinklers built to the newest codes. It is needed
with or without this development. He has a lot of faith in the first responders and the emergency services
personnel in this county. You are never going to have a plan to cover every single possible scenario in
this county.
He listed the community benefits; 1.5 acres of land for a new fire station; roundabout at the intersection
of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road; 32 deed restricted units for rent as affordable and
workforce housing; transit stop; tree retention; neighborhood commercial; donate 8.8 acres of land to the
city or non-profit for future affordable housing, 36-town homes and 12 condos. In conclusion he is trying
to be a part of the solution. This project is unique because of the location and how it mixes affordable
market rate attainable in workforce housing rental and ownership in one place. Approval sends a message
that you don’t have to be wealthy or fortunate to own a home and live in this town in a great location.
This will not solve the housing crisis in Whitefish, but it makes a major step towards helping.
Pat La Tourelle, 418 Lupfer Avenue, opposes this project due to the traffic impact. Wisconsin Avenue
to Baker Avenue is the only access from the north side of the railroad tracks to the south. She suggests
solving the problem with collaboration of the city, county and railroad and not add to it. More than one
access is needed north to south.
Kim Wilson, representing Flathead Families for Responsible Growth (FFRG). His client is opposed to
this project. His co-counsel Michelle Weinberg and Lindsay Hromadka have submitted detailed
comments to the Planning Board and supplemental comments and proposed findings that are provided
in the packet on the website. This development is not appropriate here and does not comport to the laws
and regulations intended to manage growth in the Whitefish community. His clients urge the Council to
deny the application.
David Trousdale, 2763 Rest Haven Drive, opposes this development. It is not the right time. The
infrastructure needs to be improved to accommodate the traffic along with many other reasons.
Connie Johnson opposes this project. A fire station is needed in this area but not through development
this property should not be developed in a high-density way with the traffic issues. She asks the Council
to decline this development.
Nathan Dugan, 937 Kalispell Avenue, supports both of the items before the Council. Rental units are
needed in Whitefish. The project is possibly proposing the largest number of affordable units ever
provided by a single project. He asks the Council to support this housing.
Mallory Phillips, 937 Kalispell Avenue, supports this project. If the Whitefish City Council and the
community members continue to oppose denser and infill housing within walking distance and biking
distance, the core people who keep Whitefish running will be forced to live in sprawled housing on
former agricultural land. We cannot keep pushing the problem down the road and be surprised when
middle class and lower-class folks can no longer inhabit the very places where they work and have built
their lives. She hopes the Whitefish City Council votes in favor of the Mountain Gateway including both
the housing and commercial aspects. Vote in favor of Mountain Gateway so that we can contribute
towards working to build a more equitable and economically diverse Whitefish.
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Ellie McMahon, 405 Bills Lane, Columbia Falls, grew up in affordable housing in Whitefish. She asks
the council to support this proposal. Housing is needed, and this project would almost triple what we
currently have.
Carolyn Pittman, 1 Tides Way, addressed the comments that were made towards affordable housing,
Whitefish Housing Authority, and non-profits. A non-profit should be responsible for the 8 acres donated
by the developer. The Whitefish Housing Authority has created a non-profit entity called Housing
Whitefish. It is to undertake the challenge of the securing of both funding and more affordable housing.
One million dollars has been committed by Mark and Robin Jones to the planning phase of the affordable
housing project on Monegan Road. A steering committee through the Whitefish Community Foundation
is working on a concept of quality affordable workforce community. The plan is to have 100 rental units
of various types owned by the non-profit Whitefish Housing in perpetuity. They are 100% affordable
units built as a public private partnership. We are a can-do community, and we can do this. She does not
think it has to be for profit.
John Collins, 38 East Lakeshore Drive, a member of the FFRG. He has submitted comments and spoke
at the Planning Board meeting in opposition of this development. Mountain Gateway represents over
development at an inappropriate location, and it will add to traffic congestion. The traffic congestion
will compound public safety issues in the event of a catastrophic wildfire. The only reason why Mountain
Gateway has any support is the affordable housing component. This underscores the fallacy of tying
affordable housing issue to the development approval process. It leads to the approval of unsound illconceived projects such as Mountain Gateway in order to achieve affordable housing goals. He would
urge the City to move in the direction of public-private partnerships that will directly address affordable
and workforce housing issues. He urges the Council to deny Mountain Gateway.
Roxanne Gallagher, a public finance, and commercial attorney stated there is a lot of fallacies. This
particular parcel is spelled out in the growth plan specifically. It is not recommended for high density
projects. This is not what a community supported project. Very few people support this project.
Carole Atkinson, Dakota Avenue, a member of Flathead Families for Responsible Growth, opposes this
project. It is time to rethink the growth policy and rethink the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan and the
infrastructure.
Will Hagen, Delray Road, on behalf of his family, the Foley family, and the Glacier Restaurant Group.
All are in opposition of this application. This project does not preserve and protect the character of that
neighborhood.
Nick Polumbus, 303 Stumptown Loop, speaking on behalf of Whitefish Mountain Resort, Winter Sports
Incorporated. Primarily the mountain remains opposed to this project, based on the transportation issues.
Mike Talbot, 2125 Houston Drive, oppose the project due to the traffic issues. He doesn’t think the
infrastructure is at the point it can sustain another 300 homes.
Dale Cockrell, 2317 Houston Point Drive, on behalf of the Houston Point Homeowners Association.
They oppose this project. A project like this does not comport with the character of the neighborhood.
Kent Taylor, 1735 East Lakeshore Drive, opposes this project due to the traffic issues and infrastructure.
Brit Cooper, Wisconsin Avenue, is concerned of fire and traffic issues. He opposes this project.
George Losleben, 2798 Rest Haven Drive, opposes the project. This is the wrong place for this
development.
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Barb Janni, Big Mountain Road, opposes this project. She is concerned with how emergency services
will be able to respond and get to the hospital with the increased traffic issues.
Ed Doctor supports the project. He supports anything that resembles an apartment building, he knows
this is not a perfect place, but where is. He stated the ski hill has a lot of employees, why wouldn’t you
put housing in between a major employer and town? If employees are forced to live in Kalispell, they
won’t come back to work in Whitefish. If we keep denying projects, it isn’t going to get any better.
Jessica Bubar, 250 Highland Drive, Kalispell, owns Integrity Property Management and manages about
600 doors in Kalispell. There is a huge need for an apartment. She understands Wisconsin is terrible and
it is a nightmare. There needs to be housing whether this project is approved or something else in the
city of Whitefish. It is needed. The 48 units is going to help single mothers and low-income residents.
She stated she moved here to get away from people, and she doesn’t like it, but it is coming, and you
will need to deal with it.
Marcia Sheffels, 450 Parkway Drive, she has worked hard to maintain a life here in Whitefish. She is
not against growth; she agrees what has been said by the opposition. She hopes the Council has truly
listened to the number of people who have opposed this.
Jim Stroud, via Webex, 108 Ridge Top Drive, opposes this project. He stated there are all sorts of
arguments for and against, but the main is until Wisconsin can be made into four lanes, this thing won’t
fly.
Rick Nys, vis Webex, principal traffic engineer with Greenlight Engineering, Oswego Oregon. He has
been hired by Flathead Families for Responsible Growth to review the traffic impacts of this
development. He provided a letter on November 4th, that is provided in the packet, that addresses the
issues. There are four issues; 1) Trip generation -the results of the applicant’s traffic study cannot be
relied upon because it grossly underestimates the amount of traffic that would be generated by this
development; 2) Access to Lakeshore Drive – city standards call for no access to arterial roads unless
there is no other option, MDT standards require an applicant to limit access to arterials; 3) Limited study
area – he suggests requesting the applicant to expand the traffic study area; 4) Lack of concern for
pedestrian safety issues – city standards require sidewalks along the east side of Big Mountain Road, yet
no sidewalk has been provided on the developments frontage, the traffic study does nothing to evaluate
the safety of crossings of the Big Mountain Road for the pedestrians.
Councilor Norton asked Rick Nys to comment on the roundabout versus a light. Rick Nys stated a
roundabout is a good solution for that intersection. He does have concerns about what he has seen thus
far with the access points on the southern side of that roundabout as well as the pedestrian crossing. He
believes roundabouts are a safe option and would be a good option at that intersection.
Mike Jensen, via Webex, 919 Dakota Avenue, representing Flathead Families for Responsible Growth,
and himself. The community of Whitefish is overwhelmingly opposed to this project. The problem of a
wildfire and evacuation of the entire region are very serious. This is not an area with the current road
system that works for high density housing. He asks Council to turn down this proposal.
Councilor Sweeney made a motion, seconded by Councilor Caltabiano to postpone Ordinance No.
22-02 to February 7, 2022, keeping the Public Hearing open. The motion carried.
b) Ordinance No. 22-03; An Ordinance rezoning approximately 3.966 acres of land located at
2015 East Lakeshore Drive, Whitefish, Montana, from WR-2 (Two-Family Residential
District) to WR-2/WB-1-SC (Two-Family Residential District/Limited Business District
with a Statement of Conditions)(WZC 21-03) (First Reading) (p.1103)
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WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENT FOR 7a) and 7b) (p.153-929)
ADDENDUM – TRAFFIC UPDATE MEMO – RCVD 1/13/2022 (p.1195)
Councilor Sweeney made a motion, seconded by Councilor Caltabiano to postpone Ordinance
No. 22-03 to the February 7, 2022, keeping the Public Hearing open. The motion carried.
Mayor Muhlfeld called for a recess at 10:34 p.m., reconvening at 10:42 p.m.
8) COMMUNICATIONS FROM CITY MANAGER
a) Written report enclosed with the packet. Questions from Mayor and Council? (p.1193)
None
b) Other items arising between January 12th through January 18th
City Manager Smith reported it is a struggle to hire people. This is something she will be looking into.
The best thing to do right now is to retain people. We have a great team here. She also reported BNSF
Foundation awarded the Fire Department a $25,000 grant for a new airboat.
9) COMMUNICATIONS FROM MAYOR AND CITY COUNCILORS
a) Consideration of appointments to volunteer boards and committees not made during the
Special Session preceding tonight’s meeting
Council Comments
Councilor Caltabiano thanked the community for civil comments tonight. Councilor Sweeney stated it
was very heartening to him to see everyone who wanted to participate did and wore a mask. Councilor
Norton mentioned Council did not deliberate on the letter provided from Hurraw! at the last council
meeting. She would also like to look into using ARPA funds for the Food Bank, the majority of the
Council agreed to place this on the February 22nd agenda. She also mentioned she left the January 3rd
meeting early and didn’t agree with the decision that was made about the medium-term rentals. She feels
it was a significant deviation from what the public had known to happen, and the public wasn’t involved
in that decision and left out the people on the Council that are on the Strategic Housing Committee in
that decision making. She feels if Council goes back into deliberation about that in the future, it should
go to a first and second reading and let the public come back on the decision making.
Councilor Feury reported he and his wife did the winter shoe delivery to Browning in December. The
city donated $3,000 to purchase shoes for their students. About 25% of their student population is
functionally homeless. Shoes are difficult for them because it is not something they take as a used
donation. He would like to consider in the budget to provide a donation next year also.
10) ADJOURNMENT (Resolution 08-10 establishes 11:00 p.m. as end of meeting unless extended to 11:30 by majority)
Mayor Muhlfeld adjourned the meeting at 10:52 p.m.

_______________________________
Mayor Muhlfeld

Attest:
______________________________
Michelle Howke, Whitefish City Clerk
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ORDINANCE NO. 22-01
An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Whitefish, Montana, amending Title 2,
Chapter 17, Whitefish Climate Action Standing Committee, of the Whitefish City Code.
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Whitefish established the Whitefish Climate
Action Standing Committee consisting of nine members and one ad hoc member through
Ordinance No. 18-32 adopted on October 1, 2018; and
WHEREAS, the City Council amended the composition of the Whitefish Climate Action
Standing Committee through Ordinance No. 18-36 on December 3, 2018, to include individuals
who have technical expertise in the areas of energy use, energy conservation, and/or climate
change; and
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Whitefish desires to further amend the
composition of membership of the Whitefish Climate Action Standing Committee to eliminate the
Fire Department committee position and open it to a Whitefish resident; and
WHEREAS, adopting the suggested amendments will be in the best interests of the City of
Whitefish and its inhabitants.
NOW, THEREFORE, be it ordained by the City Council of the City of
Whitefish, Montana, as follows:
Section 1: Section 2-17-3(A) and Section 2-17-3(B) are hereby amended in their entirety
to provide as follows, with language that has been stricken shown interlineated and language that has
been added shown underlined:
A.

Appointment; Compensation: The committee shall have nine (9) members.
Members of the Committee shall be appointed by the Mayor with the
consent of the City Council. Four (4) Five (5) members shall be City
residents or have technical expertise in the areas of energy use, energy
conservation, and/or climate change. One (1) member shall be a City
Councilor. Four (4)Three (3) members shall be City staff members,
appointed by the Directors of Public Works, Fire, Planning and Parks and
Recreation. The city clerk shall make appropriate notation of a member's
representation category on the official committee roster. Committee
members shall receive no compensation.

B.

Terms Positions: Committee terms shall be for two (2) years. There are
hereby created positions numbered 1 through 9 inclusive of the members of
the committee. The initial term of the committee members shall be
staggered, with positions 1 through 5 serving two (2) year terms, and
positions 6 through 9 serving one-year terms. The initial term for members
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serving pursuant to this chapter shall begin upon appointment and terminate
on the date specified below for each position:
Position
Number
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
Section 2:

Representation
Category
Member at Large
City Councilor
Member at Large
City Staff Member
City Staff Member
City Staff Member
Member at Large
Member at Large
City Staff Member
Member at Large

Initial
Expiration Date
December 31, 2020
December 31, 2020
December 31, 2020
December 31, 2020
December 31, 2020
December 31, 2019
December 31, 2019
December 31, 2019
December 31, 2019

All other provisions of Title 2, Chapter 17, shall remain unmodified.

Section 3: 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 _______________ 2022.

John M. Muhlfeld, Mayor
ATTEST:

Michelle Howke, City Clerk
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PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT
418 E 2nd Street, PO Box 158, Whitefish, MT 59937
(406) 863-2410 Fax (406) 863-2409
January 21, 2022
Mayor and City Council
City of Whitefish
PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
Re:

Final Plat for Vanee Subdivision; WFP 22-01

Honorable Mayor and Councilors:
This office is in receipt of a final plat application for the Vanee Subdivision. This is a 2-lot
Major subdivision located at 502 and 508 Dakota Avenue. The property is zoned WRR-2
(Medium Density Resort Residential District). The preliminary plat was approved by the
City Council on September 20, 2021 as a preliminary plat approval. The approval was
subject to nine conditions of approval. Following is a list of the conditions of approval and
a discussion of how they have been met.
COMPLIANCE WITH PRELIMINARY PLAT CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:
Condition 1. The subdivision must 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.
•

Condition met. The final plat conforms to the Whitefish Subdivision Regulations.

Condition 2. Except as amended by these conditions, the development of the subdivision
must be in substantial conformance with the approved preliminary plat, 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.
•

Condition met. The final plat conforms to applicable City Codes and the approval
granted by the City Council.

Condition 3. All areas disturbed because of road and utility construction must be reseeded as soon as practicable to inhibit erosion and spread of noxious weeds. All noxious
weeds, as described by Whitefish City Code, must be removed throughout the life of the
development by the recorded property owner or homeowners association. (§12-4-30,
WCC)
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•

Condition met. New infrastructure improvements were not needed; there are no
disturbance areas.

Condition 4. Any on-site lighting must be dark sky compliant and meet the requirements
of the City’s Outdoor Lighting ordinance. (§11-3-25, WCC; City Engineering Standards,
2019)
•

Condition met and will be reviewed at the time of architecture review and building
permit.

Condition 5. The Fire Marshal must approve the placement and design of any additional
fire hydrants prior to their installation and fire access. (UFC; Subdivision Regulations §124-18; Engineering Standards, 2019)
•

Condition met. See attached letter from the Fire Marshal dated November 23, 2021.

Condition 6. A Certificate of Subdivision Approval must be obtained from the Department
of Environmental Quality and written approval by the Whitefish Public Works Department
approving the storm drainage, water and sewage facilities for the subdivision.
(Subdivision Regulations, Appendix C)
•

Condition met. See letter Montana Department of Environmental Quality (EQ#221566), dated November 9, 2021.

Condition 7. The following notes must be placed on the face of the plat:
•Building numbers must be located in a clearly visible location.
•Solid waste shall be store in a secure location until the day of pick up or in a bear
proof container pursuant to Whitefish City Code §4-2-4A.
•All noxious weeds, as describe by the Whitefish City Code, shall be removed
throughout the life of the development by the recorded property owner.
•The entire City of Whitefish falls within the Wildland Urban Interface. The City of
Whitefish has adopted the 2012 International Wildland-Urban Interface code.
•

Condition met. See notes on the face of the plat.

Condition 8. A common off-street mail facility must be provided by the developer and
approved by the local post office. (§12-4-24, WCC)
•

Condition met. See email from US Postal Service dated November 16, 2021.

Condition 9. The Vanee preliminary plat is approved for three years from Council action.
(§12-3-8, WCC)
•

Condition met.
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Please be advised that the Council should act on this application within 30-days following
receipt of this recommendation.
Sincerely,
/s/ Jessica Nymark
Jessica Nymark
City Planner I
Attachments:

2 reproducible mylars of final plat
1 paper copy of the final plat
Final plat application, received 01-07-22
Letter, DEQ, EQ#22-1566, 11-9-21
Letter, Whitefish Fire Marshal, 11-23-21
Email, Whitefish Postmaster, 11-16-21
Email, City of Whitefish Parks, Street Trees 12-01-21
Email, City Clerk, Final Address 10-14-21
Treasurer’s Certification, 12-14-21
Title Report, Fidelity National Title Company, Guarantee No. FT1585214580 AMD 1, 11-17-21

c/w/att:

Michelle Howke, Whitefish City Clerk

c/wo/att:

Eric Mulcahy, Sands Surveying 2 Village Loop Kalispell, MT 59901
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PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT
418 E 2nd Street, PO Box 158, Whitefish, MT 59937
(406) 863-2410 Fax (406) 863-2409
February 2, 2022

Mayor and City Council
City of Whitefish
PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
Re:

Final Plat for Fulkerson Homestead; WFP 22-02

Honorable Mayor and Councilors:
This office is in receipt of a final plat application for the Fulkerson Homestead Subdivision.
This is a 4-lot subdivision located at the southwest corner of O’Brien Avenue and
Sawtooth Drive. The property is zoned WR-2 (Two-Family Residential District). The
preliminary plat was approved by the Whitefish City Council on July 19, 2021. The
approval was subject to nine conditions of approval. Following is a list of the conditions
of approval and a discussion of how they have been met.
COMPLIANCE WITH PRELIMINARY PLAT CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:
Condition 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.
•

Condition met. The final plat conforms to the Whitefish Subdivision Regulations.

Condition 2. Except as amended by these conditions, the development of the
subdivision shall be in substantial conformance with the approved preliminary plat, 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.
•

Condition met. The final plat conforms to the approved plans.

Condition 3. A Certificate of Subdivision Approval be obtained from the Department of
Environmental Quality and written approval by the Whitefish Public Works Department
approving the storm drainage, water, and sewage facilities for the subdivision.
(Subdivision Regulations, Appendix C)
•

Condition met. See letter Montana Department of Environmental Quality (EQ#221401), dated October 4, 2021.
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Condition 4. All areas disturbed because of road and utility construction must be reseeded as soon as practical to inhibit erosion and spread of noxious weeds. All noxious
weeds, as described by Whitefish City Code, shall be removed throughout the life of the
development by the recorded property owner. (Subdivision Regulations §12-4-30)
•

Condition met. No new infrastructure was required and City Code requires noxious
weeds to be moved.

Condition 5. A fee in lieu of parkland dedication must be provided in the amount of
11% of the area in lots less than ½ acre and will be paid at the time of final plat. (Finding
4; Subdivision Regulations §12-4-11)
•

Condition met. The applicant paid a fee in lieu of parkland of $14,890.00.

Condition 6. The City Clerk will assign addresses to the subdivision prior to final plat.
Such addresses must be shown on the face of the plat. Written confirmation from the
City Clerk must be submitted with the final plat application. (Flathead County
Addressing Standards)
•

Condition met. Addresses are shown on the face of the plat.

Condition 7. The following notes must be placed on the face of the plat:
• House numbers must be located in a clearly visible location and shall conform to
the current Fire Code, as adopted by the City Council.
• All noxious weeds, as described by the Whitefish City Code, must be removed
throughout the life of the development by the recorded property owner.
• Garbage must be stored in a secure location until the day of pick up or in a bear
resistant container pursuant to Whitefish City Code §4-2-4A.
• The entire City of Whitefish falls within the Wildland Urban Interface. The City of
Whitefish has adopted the 2012 International Wildland-Urban Interface code.
• Lot 4 must have its primary access off Sawtooth Drive unless the lot is developed
as townhouse/duplex, then driveway access for one of the units may be off
O’Brien Avenue.
(Staff Report Findings 1, 4; §§ 12-4-6, 12-4-20; Subdivision Regulations Appendix D)
•

Condition met. See notes on face of plat.

Condition 8. An individual or common off-street mail facility must be provided by the
developer and approved by the local post office. (Subdivision Regulations §12-4-24)
•

Condition met. See email from Whitefish Post Master.

Condition 9. The Fulkerson Homestead preliminary plat is approved for three years
from Council action. (Subdivision Regulations, §12-3-8)
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•

Condition met.

Please be advised that the Council should act on this application within 30-days
following receipt of this recommendation.
Sincerely,
/s/ Wendy Compton-Ring
Wendy Compton-Ring, AICP
Senior Planner
Attachments:

2 reproducible mylars of final plat
1 paper copy of the final plat
Final plat application, received 1-20-22
Letter, DEQ, EQ#22-1401, 10-4-21
Email, Whitefish Postmaster, 9-21-21
Treasurer’s Certification, 1-12-22
Title Report, Fidelity National Title Company, Guarantee No. FT15852214408, 11-19-21

c/w/att:

Michelle Howke, Whitefish City Clerk

c/wo/att:

Eric Mulcahy, Sands Surveying 2 Village Loop Kalispell, MT 59901
Karen Bunker, 73049 Scout Lane Arlee, MT 59821
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ORDINANCE NO. 22-___
An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Whitefish, Montana, approving the
Mountain Gateway Residential Planned Unit Development to overlay Tracts 1HA, 1H, 1CD,
1C, 1CB, 1, 5C, and 5 in Section 23, Township 31N, Range 22W, to develop a residential and
commercial development on 32.7 acres at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big
Mountain Road, Whitefish.
WHEREAS, James Barnett of Arim Mountain Gateway (Applicant), applied to the
Whitefish Planning & Building Department for a Residential Planned Unit Development (R-PUD)
overlay to develop a residential and commercial development on approximately 32.7 acres at the
intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road, legally described as Tracts 1HA,
1H, 1CD, 1C, 1CB, 1, 5C, and 5 in Section 23, Township 31N, Range 22W, P.M.,M., Flathead
County; and
WHEREAS, the Applicant, which is volunteering to participate in the Legacy Homes
Program, is requesting a zoning deviation from § 11-1A-6-A-2 of the Whitefish City Code to allow
it to construct portions of the multi-family buildings up to four stories; and
WHEREAS, in exchange for the requested zoning deviation, the Applicant proposed the
following community benefits: providing 32 deed restricted affordable rental units through the
Legacy Homes Program, dedication of 1.5 acres to the City for construction of a future fire station,
providing a location for a future SNOW bus stop, separated pedestrian-bike path along Big
Mountain Road connected to the Wisconsin Avenue path, and installation of a roundabout at the
intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road; and
WHEREAS, in response to such application, the Whitefish Planning & Building
Department prepared Staff Report WPUD 21-03, dated October 14, 2021, which reviewed and
analyzed the proposed PUD, the requested deviation to the zoning standards, the proposed
community benefits, and recommended the Whitefish Planning Board approve the proposed PUD,
adopt the proposed findings of fact, and grant the requested deviation to zoning standards, all
subject to 17 conditions of approval; and
WHEREAS, after adjacent landowner notification, at a lawfully noticed public hearing
held October 21, 2021, the Whitefish Planning Board received an oral report from Planning Staff
and the Applicant, reviewed Staff Report WPUD 21-03, the proposed findings of fact, the
requested deviation to the zoning standards, the proposed community benefits, and the
17 conditions of approval, invited public comment, and thereafter voted to continue the agenda
item with the public hearing remaining open until its next regularly scheduled meeting; and
WHEREAS, at a lawfully noticed public hearing held November 18, 2021, the Whitefish
Planning Board invited further public comment and rebuttals and thereafter voted to deny (3 to 1)
the requested Mountain Gateway PUD; and
WHEREAS, after the November 18, 2021, Whitefish Planning Board meeting, the
Applicant made the following updates to its proposal: donating 8.8 acres of land on the east side
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of Big Mountain Road to an entity to develop permanently affordable housing as an additional
community benefit, correcting a statement in the application indicating it was requesting a
"Community Residential Facility," and updating the site plan to align intersections, show
pedestrian access throughout the development, and reconfigure the east side of the development
to shift 12 residential product types from condominiums to townhomes and reroute the primary
road; and
WHEREAS, on January 18, 2022, at a lawfully noticed public hearing, the Whitefish City
Council received an oral report from Planning Staff and the Applicant, reviewed the Staff
Transmittal Letter dated January 11, 2022, Staff Report WPUD 21-03, the proposed findings of
fact, the requested deviation to the zoning standards, the proposed community benefits, the
17 conditions of approval, and the Planning Board's recommendation of denial, invited public
comment, and thereafter postponed this item to a meeting to be held February 7, 2022, with the
public hearing remaining open; and
WHEREAS, on February 7, 2022, at a lawfully noticed public hearing, the Whitefish City
Council invited additional public input and thereafter voted by two thirds of Council present and
voting to approve the requested Mountain Gateway PUD, Staff Report WPUD 21-03, its findings
of fact, the requested deviation to zoning standards, and the original 17 conditions of approval,
with one additional (sub) condition of approval, as set forth on the attached Exhibit A, incorporated
herein by reference; and
WHEREAS, it will be in the best interests of the City of Whitefish, and its inhabitants, to
approve the Mountain Gateway PUD, Staff Report WPUD 21-03, and the requested deviation to
zoning standards, subject to the 17 conditions of approval, attached hereto as Exhibit A, and adopt
the findings of fact.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of the City of
Whitefish, Montana, as follows:
Section 1:

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

Section 2: The City Council hereby approves the Mountain Gateway Residential
Planned Unit Development and the deviation to the zoning standards, subject to 17 conditions of
approval, shown on Exhibit A, and incorporated herein by this reference, and adopts Staff Report
WPUD 21-03 and its findings of fact.
Section 3: The official zoning map of the City of Whitefish, Montana, shall be amended,
altered, and changed to provide that the real property identified as Tracts 1HA, 1H, 1CD, 1C, 1CB,
1, 5C, and 5 in Section 23, Township 31N, Range 22W, P.M.,M., Flathead County, shall have a
Planned Unit Development Overlay and shall be subject to all of the requirements shown on
Exhibit A.
Section 4: The Zoning Administrator is hereby authorized and directed to amend the
official zoning map to conform to the terms of this Ordinance.
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Section 5: 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 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 _______________ 2022.

John M. Muhlfeld, Mayor
ATTEST:

Michelle Howke, City Clerk
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Exhibit "A"
Mountain Gateway
WPUD 21-03
Approved Zoning Deviation and
Conditions of Approval
Zoning Deviation:
•

Four-Stories within 40-feet. When a developer volunteers to participate in the Legacy
Homes Program, they are eligible for certain incentives. One incentive allows one to exceed
the building height, up to 40-feet but structures are limited to 3-stories. The applicant is
requesting to go up to 4-stories for portions of the multi-family buildings, not the entire
building. (§ 11-1A-6A(2))

Conditions of Approval:

1.

Except as amended by these conditions, the development of the Planned Unit Development
must be in substantial conformance with the approved site plan and elevations that govern the
general location of buildings, landscaping, building height and improvements and labeled as
"approved plans" by the City Council.

2.

Prior to any ground disturbing activities, a plan must be submitted for review and approval by
the City of Whitefish Planning Department. The plan must include, but may not necessarily
be limited to, the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

3.

Dust abatement and control of fugitive dust.
Hours of construction activity.
Noise abatement.
Control of erosion and siltation.
Routing for heavy equipment, hauling, and employees, including signage to direct
equipment and workers.
Construction office siting, staging areas for material and vehicles, and employee
parking.
Measures to prevent soil and construction debris from being tracked onto public road,
including procedures remove soil and construction debris from road as necessary.
Detours of vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as necessary.
Notation of any street closures or need to work in public right-of-way. (Engineering
Standards, Appendix K)

Prior to any construction, excavation, grading or other terrain disturbance, plans for all on and
off-site infrastructure must be submitted to and approved by the Whitefish Public Works
Department. The improvements (water, sewer, roads, streetlights, sidewalks, etc.) within the
development must be designed and constructed by a licensed engineer and in accordance with
the City of Whitefish’s design and construction standards. The Public Works Director must
approve the design prior to construction. Plans for grading, drainage, utilities, sidewalks and
other improvements must be submitted as a package and reviewed concurrently. No individual
improvement designs must be accepted by Public Works. (Engineering Standards, Chapter 1)
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4.

Engineering plan submittal must include an overall plan for all phases of the project and, if
phases are proposed to be constructed independently, the engineering design report must show
that the phase can function independently. A capacity impact analysis of the Viking sewer lift
station must be included and a geotechnical analysis for the areas with slopes greater than 25%.
(Engineering Standards, Chapter 2; Findings 1, 9)

5.

A tree preservation plan must be submitted with the Engineering Plans and be reviewed and
approved by the Planning Department. Such plan will identify healthy trees to be retained,
method for tree protection during construction (including inspection), and plan for replacement
trees if damaged during construction. (Findings 2, 4; § 11-4-9)

6.

All areas disturbed because of road and utility construction must be re-seeded as soon as
practical to inhibit erosion and spread of noxious weeds. (Engineering Standards, § 4-3)

7.

Internal roads within the subdivision must be built to City of Whitefish Public Works Standards
and the Whitefish Subdivision Regulations unless otherwise approved by the Public Works
Director. The roadway within the subdivision will be privately owned and maintain, but open
to the public. (Engineering Standards, Finding 5)

8.

The applicant must install a modern roundabout at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive
and Big Mountain Road. The applicant will coordinate its design with the City of Whitefish
and the Montana Department of Transportation. (Finding 5)

9.

The applicant must dedicate additional right of way for the modern roundabout, SNOW bus
stops and for future road construction on both Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore short
Drive. Work with MDT to determine exact right-of-way dedication needed. (Finding 7)

10.

Obtain approach permits from MDT for new accesses onto East Lakeshore Drive and Big
Mountain Road. All improvements within the right-of-way must be reviewed and approved
by MDT. (Finding 6)

11.

The applicant must install a SNOW bus stop on either side of Big Mountain Road. The design
must be coordinated with the SNOW bus and Montana Department of Transportation.
(Finding 7)

12.

The applicant must install a separated non-motorized paved path on the westside of Big
Mountain Road and provide a connecting trail or wide sidewalk along the new east-west road
connecting to East Lakeshore Drive. The path, designed to City standards including the
installation of lighting, will be maintained by the owner – both the long-term maintenance and
snow removal and must be located within an easement open for public access on private
property. (Findings 6, 7, Connect Whitefish)

13.

Refuse disposal and recycling areas must be reviewed and approved by the Public Works
Department and Republic Services. (Engineering Standards)

14.

A landscaping plan must be submitted along with an application for building permit. The
overall landscaping, parking lot landscaping and tree density credits must be met. Existing
healthy, appropriate trees must be retained as part of the landscaping plan. (Finding 6, § 11-4)

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 87 of 1405

15.

Prior to submitting any building permit applications, the following conditions of approval must
be met:
a.

Architectural review and approval must be obtained (§ 11-3-3) and all applicable
multi-family design standards must be met (§ 11-3-42).

b.

Final acceptance of all improvements including, but not limited to pavement of parking
lot/driveway, water, sewer and stormwater. (Engineering Standards, Finding 5)

c.

Deed restrictions for the 32 apartments must be recorded with the Flathead County
Clerk and Record’s Office. The deed restrictions for the 12 studio, 10 1-bedroom and
10 2-bedroom apartments must serve the 60-80% AMI population at the time of
recording with an average of 70% AMI.

d.

The proposed property for a future Fire Station must be dedicated to the City and
utilities must be stubbed to the property.

e.

The roundabout, trail along Big Mountain Road and SNOW bus stops must be installed
with the first phase. A recorded easement for public access on the trail along Big
Mountain Road.

f.

Dedicate 8.8 acres on the east side of the Big Mountain Road, as depicted on the
January 5, 2022 site plan, to the City or another entity for the purpose of developing
permanently affordable housing to be approved by the Zoning Administrator or Designee
in consideration of the most current Housing Needs Assessment.

16.

All addressing must be reviewed and approved by the City Clerk's office.

17.

This approval is valid for 3-years from the date of City Council approval. (§ 11-2S-9C)
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Planning & Building Department
(406) 863-2410 Fax (406) 863-2409
418 E 2nd Street, PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
Date:

February 1, 2022

To:

Whitefish City Council

From:

Wendy Compton-Ring, AICP, Senior Planner

Subject:

Mountain Gateway (WPUD 21-03 & WZC 21-03)

This memo is a follow-up to the City Council public hearing on January 18, 2022,
on the Mountain Gateway project. At that meeting, the City Council held public
testimony until 10:30 PM then, due to the lateness of the meeting, approved a
motion to continue the hearing until the February 7, 2022, public hearing. The
Council noted the public comment will start with those on Webex that did not have
an opportunity to comment since all in attendance ‘in-person’ had spoken.
Background
Arim Mountain Gateway is requesting:
• A Residential Planned Unit Development (R-PUD) overlay to develop 318
residential units (270 rental apartments, 24 townhouses and 24 condominiums)
on 32.7 acres on the north side of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore
Drive intersection and
• A Conditional Zoning with a Statement of Condition on 3.966 acres at the
northeast corner of the Big Mountain Road and E Lakeshore Drive to allow a
blend of the WR-2 zoning and some of the commercial uses from the WB-1
zoning district.
In exchange for the one zoning deviation to allow a portion of the multi-family
buildings to be four stories, the applicant is offering the following community
benefits:
1. Dedicate 1.51 acres to the City for a future fire station.
2. Develop SNOW bus stops along the Big Mountain Road.
3. Construct a roundabout at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and E
Lakeshore Drive.
4. Construct a public detached path along the west side of the Big Mountain
Road connecting to the Wisconsin Avenue trail.
5. Dedicate 8.8 acres of land on the east side of the Big Mountain Road for 48
permanently affordable units to an affordable housing entity.
The properties are zoned WR-2 (Two-Family Residential District), WR-3 (Low
Density Multi-Family Residential District) and Flathead County R-4 (Two-Family
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Residential). The Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan, the 2018 amendment to the
Growth Policy, designates this property as a “Key Development Area” shown with
a Suburban Land Use designation with a hatch.
Staff Recommendation
Staff continues to recommend approval of both the PUD and ZC.
Next Steps
The City Council will continue the public hearing starting with those members of
the public participating via Webex that did not have an opportunity to speak at the
January public hearing. Once the public hearing is closed, the City Council will
deliberate the merits of the project and two separate motions will need to be made
– one for each request.
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PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT
418 E 2nd Street, PO Box 158, Whitefish, MT 59937
(406) 863-2410 Fax (406) 863-2409
January 11, 2022

Mayor and City Council
City of Whitefish
PO Box 158
Whitefish MT 59937
RE: Mountain Gateway Planned Unit Development; north side of the intersection of E
Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road (WPUD 21-03)
Honorable Mayor and Council:
Update: Since the November Planning Board public hearing, the applicant took the
time to review the public comments and made the following updates to their project:
• Land Gift of the Residential Land on the East Side of the Big Mountain Road for
the Purpose of Affordable Housing. Many comments on the application indicated
32 units was not enough affordable housing and that our need in the community
is greater. This additional 8.8 acres with the potential for 48 units is an additional
community benefit under the Planned Unit Development chapter (§11-2S-6H).
The applicant will be donating the land to a non-profit that develops affordable
housing for permanently affordable housing.
• Application Typos. There was a typo in the application indicating they were
requesting a ‘Community Residential Facility’. This was not correct. They are
only requesting multi-family through the PUD application.
• Site Plan Updates. The site plan was updated to align intersections, show
pedestrian accesses throughout the development and through the intersections,
and reconfiguring the east side of the project to shift twelve (12) residential
product type from condominiums to townhouses and reroute the primary road on
the east side. Those changes were at the suggestion of city staff and MDT.
The applicant has also addressed several comments raised during the public hearings.
These updates are all attached to this packet and the staff report has been updated to
reflect these changes.
Staff does not consider the above describe changes as significant and are merely in
response to public comments in order to improve the project.
Summary of Requested Action: A request by Arim Mountain Gateway for a
Residential Planned Unit Development (R-PUD) overlay to develop 318 residential units
(270 rental apartments, 2436 townhouses and 2412 condominiums) on 32.7 acres
located at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and E Lakeshore Drive (legally
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described as Tracts 1HA, 1H, 1CD, 1C, 1CB, 1, 5C, and 5 in Section 23, Township 31N,
Range 22W, P.M.M., Flathead County). The site is mostly undeveloped with eight
residential structures and outbuildings. This request is accompanied by a Conditional
Rezone application (WZC 21-03) to rezone 3.966 acres at the northeast corner of the
intersection to develop a mixed commercial area.
Planning & Building Department Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of
the project, as proposed by the applicant subject to seventeen conditions of approval.
Public Hearing: The public hearing began on October 21, 2021 then, due to the
number of comments and lateness of the meeting, it was continued until the November
Planning Board meeting. A joint public hearing was held for the PUD request and
Zoning Map Amendment request. The two public hearings were held in a hybrid format
due to the volume of those wanting to attend and those preferring to not attend ‘in
person’ due to the pandemic.
The applicant and his representatives spoke at both public hearings. Seventy-one
members of the public spoke at the two public hearings (50 in October; 21 in
November). Generally, public comment is not in support of the project, but a few
members of the public indicated support. All public comment and the October and
November Planning Board minutes for this item are attached as part of this packet.
Planning Board Action: At the November 18, 2021 Whitefish Planning Board, Board
considered the request and following the hearing, a motion to deny the project passed
(3-1, Qunell voting in opposition, Freudenberger, Scott, Gardner were absent).
In making their decision, the Planning Board found the following:
Finding 1: Identified environmentally sensitive areas of the site are preserved
because slopes will be incorporated into the design of the condominiums in the
northeast corner of the project and a geotechnical analysis will be reviewed by the
Public Works Department.
Finding 2: There are elk, deer and turkeys in the area and the large apartment
building will impede their movement through this property. These properties are not
identified as crucial wildlife habitat or seasonal migration corridors; however, it is
likely deer, bear and other animals will continue to move through this property. The
preservation of a treed buffer area will continue to provide open areas for small
animals and movement of larger animals through the property.
Finding 3: Open space is planned for residents as they are providing passive open
space and developed open space in the form of trails, benches, barbeques, play
equipment and a club house. Open space areas will be available to the public
because the trail connecting the Wisconsin Avenue Trail along Big Mountain Road
will be open to the public.
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Finding 4: The character and qualities of existing neighborhoods are not being
preserved because of the proposed neighborhood commercial and the usage of the
Legacy Homes program incentive for additional height for a portion of the multifamily building. and protected because the development on the west side of the
project is located in the center of the property enabling the retention of trees
surrounding the site to maintain the wooded character of the neighborhood. This
wooded character will remain along Big Mountain Road on the east side of the
property as the project transitions to condominiums, townhouses, and a
neighborhood commercial corner further to the east.
Finding 5: The project is not extending the City’s grid system because it does not
exist in this neighborhood; however, through the installation of two privately owned
and maintained roads, the development provides for a modified grid system. The
installation of the roundabout at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East
Lakeshore Drive will improve the functionality of this intersection and mitigate the
traffic impacts of the development.
Finding 6: The development is providing attractive, high-quality streetscapes
because the internal streets will meet City of Whitefish standards and a modern
roundabout and a separated non-motorized path will be installed.
Finding 7:
The proposed development is not encouraging transportation
alternatives because of the additional vehicles with this project. it is served by the
Wisconsin Avenue bike path and trails and sidewalks will be installed within the
development and connecting to the existing trail system. The project will encourage
transit ridership during the Whitefish Mountain Resort’s winter and summer seasons
through the installation of bus stops along Big Mountain Road. Finally, the project
will be required to install bike racks or some facilities for bike storage.
Finding 8: This development will avoid monotonous and institutional appearance
through varied architecture because the project is proposing apartments, condos,
townhouses and a commercial component each with its scale, mass and orientation
on the site.
Finding 9: Preliminary designs for necessary public facilities were deemed
adequate because the Public Works Department reviewed their plans and did not
note any concerns.
Finding 10: The project does not comply with the 2007 Whitefish Growth Policy.
has demonstrated substantial compliance with the 2007 Growth Policy and 2018
Wisconsin Avenue Corridor plan because it is implementing many of the key
development concepts identified in the Wisconsin Avenue Plan including providing
workforce housing, protecting the wooded nature of this area, integrating land use
and transportation, providing a variety of housing types within a development and
providing convenience neighborhood commercial that does not compete with the
downtown.
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Finding 11: The project does not comply complies with the Purpose and Intent of
the Planned Unit Development chapter because it does not meet the review criteria
outlined in the PUD chapter, as conditioned.
Finding 12: The review criteria for a zone change are not met because the project
does not meet City standards. has been reviewed according to City standards and
conditioned accordingly.
Finding 13: The applicant has not demonstrated clear community benefit to deviate
from the adopted standards to exceed the number of floors for a portion of the multifamily buildings. because the project is providing 10% affordable housing which is an
identified need within the 2007 Growth Policy, the 2018 Wisconsin Avenue Corridor
Plan, the 2016 Housing Needs Assessment and the 2017 Strategic Housing Plan,
they are dedicating land for a fire station, installing a separated bike path on the
west side of Big Mountain Road, installing SNOW bus stops and installing a modern
roundabout at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and E Lakeshore Drive.
Finding 14: There is considerable traffic on the Wisconsin Avenue corridor which is
a state highway. Montana Department of Transportation does not have a plan to
improve this corridor. Traffic is getting worse with additional projects along the
corridor, during certain times of the season and it is one-way in and one-way out.
Traffic concerns have not been adequately mitigated and could be even more
exacerbated in the event of an emergency situation.
Proposed Motion:
•

I move to deny WPUD 21-03 and adopt the recommended Findings of Fact, as
recommended by the Whitefish Planning Board from their meeting on November 18,
2021.

Staff continues to recommend approval and offers the following proposed motion for
approval:
•

I move to approve WPUD 21-03, the Findings of Fact in the staff report and
seventeen conditions of approval, as recommended by the Whitefish Planning Staff
in the staff report dated October 14, 2021.

Based on updated site plans in response to public comment, staff recommends the
following additional condition, as part of the approval:
15.f. Dedicate 8.8 acres on the east side of the Big Mountain Road, as depicted on the
January 5, 2022 site plan, to the City or another entity for the purpose of developing
permanently affordable housing to be approved by the Zoning Administrator or
Designee in consideration of the most current Housing Needs Assessment.
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City Council Vote: On November 24, 2021, the Planning Director certified a zoning
protest submitted to our office, pursuant to §§ 76-2-305(3), MCA and 11-7-12, WCC.
Because the City received signatures from more than 25% of adjacent landowners
within 150-feet of the subject property, “an amendment may not become effective
except upon a favorable vote of two-thirds of the present and voting members of the city
council.” (§76-2-305(2), MCA) The petition information is included in this packet.
This item has been placed on the agenda for your regularly scheduled meeting on
January 18, 2022. Should Council have questions or need further information on this
matter, please contact the Planning Board or the Planning & Building Department.
Respectfully,
/s/ Wendy Compton-Ring
Wendy Compton-Ring, AICP
Senior Planner
Att:

Exhibit A: Planning Staff Recommendation, 10-14-21
Staff Report (updated) – WPUD 21-03, 1-11-22
Minutes, Planning Board, 10-21-21 & 11-18-21
Exhibits from 11-18-21 Staff Packet
1. Staff Report – WPUD 21-03, 10-14-21
a. Memo to Planning Board, 11-10-21
2. 2018 Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan, pages 4-8 to 4-11, 4-18
3. Map of Adjacent Landowners, Flathead County GIS, 9-20-21
4. Adjacent Landowner Notice, 9-30-21
5. Advisory Agency Notice, 10-1-21
a. Legal Notice for November Meeting Sent to Advisory Agencies, 10-29-21
6. Letter, Big Mountain Commercial Association, 10-9-21
7. Email, Montana Department of Transportation, 10-14-21
8. Letter, Fish, Wildlife and Parks, 11-12-21
9. Letter, Whitefish Fire Department, 12-16-21
10. Public Comments
11. Zoning Protests
Submitted by the Applicant:
12. Application for Planned Unit Development, 9-7-21

c: w/att

Michelle Howke, City Clerk

c: w/o att

Glacier Ranch Holding LLC 620 Shelby St Bristol, TN 37620
Arim Mountain Gateway James Barnett 431 1st Ave W Kalispell, MT 59901
WGM Group Mike Brodie 431 1st Ave W Kalispell, MT 59901
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Exhibit A
MOUNTAIN GATEWAY
WPUD 21-03
Staff Recommended Conditions of Approval
October 14, 2021
Staff recommends the Whitefish City Council adopt the findings of fact in staff report
WPUD 21-03 be approved and that the deviation to the zoning be granted subject to
the following conditions of approval:
1. Except as amended by these conditions, the development of the Planned Unit
Development must be in substantial conformance with the approved site plan dated
January 5, 2022 and elevations that govern the general location of buildings,
landscaping, building height and improvements and labeled as “approved plans” by
the City Council.
2. Prior to any ground disturbing activities, a plan must be submitted for review and
approval by the City of Whitefish Planning Department. The plan must include, but
may not necessarily be limited to, the following:
• Dust abatement and control of fugitive dust.
• Hours of construction activity.
• Noise abatement.
• Control of erosion and siltation.
• Routing for heavy equipment, hauling, and employees, including signage to direct
equipment and workers.
• Construction office siting, staging areas for material and vehicles, and employee
parking.
• Measures to prevent soil and construction debris from being tracked onto public
road, including procedures remove soil and construction debris from road as
necessary.
• Detours of vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as necessary.
• Notation of any street closures or need to work in public right-of-way. (Engineering
Standards, Appendix K)
3. Prior to any construction, excavation, grading or other terrain disturbance, plans for
all on and off-site infrastructure must be submitted to and approved by the Whitefish
Public Works Department. The improvements (water, sewer, roads, streetlights,
sidewalks, etc.) within the development must be designed and constructed by a
licensed engineer and in accordance with the City of Whitefish’s design and
construction standards. The Public Works Director must approve the design prior to
construction.
Plans for grading, drainage, utilities, sidewalks and other
improvements must be submitted as a package and reviewed concurrently. No
individual improvement designs must be accepted by Public Works. (Engineering
Standards, Chapter 1)
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4. Engineering plan submittal must include an overall plan for all phases of the project
and, if phases are proposed to be constructed independently, the engineering
design report must show that the phase can function independently. A capacity
impact analysis of the Viking sewer lift station must be included and a geotechnical
analysis for the areas with slopes greater than 25%. (Engineering Standards,
Chapter 2; Findings 1, 9)
5. A tree preservation plan must be submitted with the Engineering Plans and be
reviewed and approved by the Planning Department. Such plan will identify healthy
trees to be retained, method for tree protection during construction (including
inspection), and plan for replacement trees if damaged during construction.
(Findings 2, 4; §11-4-9)
6. All areas disturbed because of road and utility construction must be re-seeded as
soon as practical to inhibit erosion and spread of noxious weeds. (Engineering
Standards, §4-3)
7. Internal roads within the subdivision must be built to City of Whitefish Public Works
Standards and the Whitefish Subdivision Regulations unless otherwise approved by
the Public Works Director. The roadway within the subdivision will be privately
owned and maintain, but open to the public. (Engineering Standards, Finding 5)
8. The applicant must install a modern roundabout at the intersection of East
Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. The applicant will coordinate its design
with the City of Whitefish and the Montana Department of Transportation. (Finding 5)
9. The applicant must dedicate additional right of way for the modern roundabout,
SNOW bus stops and for future road construction on both Big Mountain Road and
East Lakeshore short Drive. Work with MDT to determine exact right-of-way
dedication needed. (Finding 7)
10. Obtain approach permits from MDT for new accesses onto East Lakeshore Drive
and Big Mountain Road. All improvements within the right-of-way must be reviewed
and approved by MDT. (Finding 6)
11. The applicant must install a SNOW bus stop on either side of Big Mountain Road.
The design must be coordinated with the SNOW bus and Montana Department of
Transportation. (Finding 7)
12. The applicant must install a separated non-motorized paved path on the westside of
Big Mountain Road and provide a connecting trail or wide sidewalk along the new
east-west road connecting to East Lakeshore Drive. The path, designed to City
standards including the installation of lighting, will be maintained by the owner – both
the long-term maintenance and snow removal and must be located within an
easement open for public access on private property. (Findings 6, 7, Connect
Whitefish)
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13. Refuse disposal and recycling areas must be reviewed and approved by the Public
Works Department and Republic Services. (Engineering Standards)
14. A landscaping plan must be submitted along with an application for building permit.
The overall landscaping, parking lot landscaping and tree density credits must be met.
Existing healthy, appropriate trees must be retained as part of the landscaping plan.
(Finding 6, §11-4)
15. Prior to submitting any building permit applications, the following conditions of
approval must be met:
a. Architectural review and approval must be obtained (§11-3-3) and all applicable
multi-family design standards must be met (§11-3-42).
b. Final acceptance of all improvements including, but not limited to pavement of
parking lot/driveway, water, sewer and stormwater. (Engineering Standards,
Finding 5)
c. Deed restrictions for the 32 apartments must be recorded with the Flathead County
Clerk and Record’s Office. The deed restrictions for the 12 studio, 10 1-bedroom
and 10 2-bedroom apartments must serve the 60-80% AMI population at the time
of recording with an average of 70% AMI.
d. The proposed property for a future Fire Station must be dedicated to the City and
utilities must be stubbed to the property.
e. The roundabout, trail along Big Mountain Road and SNOW bus stops must be
installed with the first phase. An easement for public access on the trail along Big
Mountain Road must be recorded.
f. Dedicate 8.8 acres on the east side of the Big Mountain Road, as depicted on the
January 5, 2022 site plan, to the City or another entity for the purpose of developing
permanently affordable housing to be approved by the Zoning Administrator or
Designee in consideration of the most current Housing Needs Assessment.
16. All addressing must be reviewed and approved by the City Clerk’s office.
17. This approval is valid for 3-years from the date of City Council approval. (§11-2S-9C)
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January 5, 2022
David Taylor, Planning Director
Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner
City of Whitefish Planning Department
418 East 2nd Street
Whitefish, MT 59937
Re:

Mountain Gateway PUD

Dear Dave and Wendy,
We heard many public comments and many worth considering. The main comment we heard
repeatedly, was the public’s desire to see more affordable housing included. Per our
discussions, we have made some minor adjustments to the application and layout for the
Mountain Gateway PUD to address typographical errors, omissions, and better clarify public
comments/concerns. The following items have been changed and are included with this
submittal:
1. All references to “Type I/Type II community residential facility” have been removed. This
was a misinterpretation, but the intention of the application was always multifamily
apartments. Within the application and narrative there remains several references to
“long term rental community” this was meant to better distinguish the multifamily
apartments from a short-term rental building or condos. The developer has no intention
on any units proposed to be rented as “short term” (VRBO/AirBNB) or to be considered
as units under the definition of “Type I/II Community Residential Facility” per the
Whitefish Zoning Code.
2. Several minor adjustments have been made to the included updated master plan layout.
These adjustments do not affect unit count, development standards, or require any
additional deviation or variance requests. They are as follows:
a. The northern access roads to both sides of the development have been aligned
into a single intersection on Big Mountain Road. An updated traffic memorandum
will be submitted to public works to address changes (if any) to the TIS prior to
January 12.
b. The southern access to the apartments has been aligned with the western
property to eliminate a midblock pedestrian crossing and increase connectivity
throughout the commercial and residential development.
c. 12 of the condo units have been eliminated and reconfigured to be included as
12 townhomes on the eastern side. The language regarding these unit changes
has been highlighted in the attached narrative.
d. Pedestrian Accesses have been added through the roundabout.
e. Updated east side open space areas have been included on PUD layout.

431 1st Avenue West, Kalispell, MT 59901 I OFFICE 406.756.4848 I EMAIL wgm@wgmgroup.com
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City of Whitefish Planning Department
January 5, 2022
Page 2 of 2

3. We have included a supplemental list of opposition questions from the meeting with
answers to help address some of the more direct questions regarding the application
and proposal.
4. A land gift is proposed for the approximately 8.8 acres of residential property on the east
side of Big Mountain Road. This gift would be contingent on approval of the PUD and
conditioned to be donated to a nonprofit affordable housing organization of developer’s
choice.
We feel the overall intention and masterplan of our application remain intact and can be
considered minor adjustments as we head to council.
Sincerely,
WGM Group, Inc.

Mike Brodie, PE
Senior Project Engineer
Author’s Initials (ALL CAPS): Your Initials (lower case)
Encl.
cc:
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Responses to opposition/public comments:
1. Mountain Gateway fails to meet Whitefish City Code Requirements for PUDs.
a. “This option is limited to the allowable density of the underlying use district and the predominant
uses within the PUD must be that of the underlying zone.
i. It was noted by Planning staff, but is worth reiterating that the allowable density is
well beyond the requested density (see table). The WR-2 zoning alone would allow
for the use being requested with a conditional use permit and the WR-3 uses along
with the adopted Growth policy support the multifamily request.

Table 1: Density of Development Vs. Allowable Zoning

2. The Development does not offer a community benefit.
a. “Land for a fire station is not a community benefit.”
Land at this location has been identified as a strategic location by the City of Whitefish Fire
Department. Land that could accommodate a fire station in this location is not cheap and little
exists in parcels large enough to support a city fire station. The land alone could be looked
upon as a gift to the community in the value of $1M and even greater benefit to the community
once developed as a fire station.
b. “Proposed snowbus stop is usually full at this point.”
More busses could be added and potentially a greater public transportation system could be
implemented beyond a snow bus stop. This would improve traffic congestion on Wisconsin
Avenue.
c. Roundabout
i. The intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive is a highway
intersection that is dangerous in its current configuration.
1. This development proposes to not only incorporate a roundabout which
has been shown will improve traffic flow and based on data throughout
Montana and the rest of the country will increase safety by reducing fatal
collisions.
2. This improvement will benefit the greater Wisconsin Avenue Corridor and
will be funded by the developer.
d. Affordable Housing
Affordable housing has been discussed as a crisis in Whitefish and the greater Flathead
Valley. The developer has heard the points made by the public and Councilman Qunell and
has found a way to incorporate even more affordable housing into this development by
donating the land to a non-profit organization. This donation would be contingent upon
approval of the development and only works because of tax benefits the developer would
receive as a result. Preliminary discussions with the City of Whitefish Staff, Whitefish
Housing Authority, and Northwest Montana Community Landtrust have taken place and they
feel this is a viable path forward to creating affordable housing in Whitefish.
3. The proposed PUD will not secure safety from Fire or promote public health safety or welfare.
Greenlight Traffic Engineering provided the following comments:
a. Trip generation is not based on industry standards in TIS
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We are awaiting a formal response to this from WGM’s traffic engineer.
b. Several intersections near the site were omitted from the TIS although they are expected to
experience failure;
The intersections analyzed were done at the request of the Public Works Director. With no
data, these additional intersections cannot be claimed to be failing. The one intersection
known to be failing is Skyles and Wisconsin which is currently planned for upgrade by the
City of Whitefish and will likely be included as a priority project in the City’s Area
Transportation Plan. This has been discussed with Public works. Additionally, the Public
Works Director was contacted to ask if there were any other intersections, he wished the
consultant to analyze as a part of the Traffic Impact study. He felt the existing study was
adequate and did not request additional study areas.
c.

At least one intersection fails to meet City of Whitefish level of service (LOS) standards with no
mitigation proposed.
This location is the southern exit of the commercial which during peak condition is a level
of service “E”. What this means is during peak traffic conditions during the peak traffic
hours, traffic turning left will need to wait 36 seconds to make their left hand turn. The
reason no mitigation is proposed here is this could either be signed as a “right turn only”
or people will just learn that if they want to go left when its busy, they can take a right and
utilize the roundabout. Traffic turning right out of this intersection would have the right of
way in the roundabout. It should also be noted that this access point to the property exists
today as a driveway for residences.

d. Traffic counts used in the TIS are unreliable.
This is an opinion based on the methodology of collection but is not a valid critique as
collecting traffic counts with manual traffic counters is an acceptable method.
e. Impacts to and facilitation of pedestrian traffic (which the development purportedly encourages)
have been largely ignored.
This critique has been noted and intersections have been consolidated to reduce vehicle
conflicts and eliminate pedestrian mid-block crossings. Pedestrian access through the
roundabout will allow crossing single lanes at a time with a center refuge island which is a
much safer condition than presently exists.
f.

The proposed roundabout has numerous issues, including driveways and access roads
intersecting the roadway at the “splitter”, and a pedestrian crossing that appears to intersect a
driveway.
It should be noted that the roundabout depicted is not a design level drawing and it will be
subject to both City of Whitefish public works and MDT review, requirements, and
approval prior to construction. The actual roundabout functionality in this location has
not been refuted by either of the opponents traffic engineers and is both an effective traffic
flow solution and based on data will reduce the likelihood of fatal collisions at this
intersection.

4. Design of water, sewer, stormwater, and roundabout do not appear adequate based on the submitted
application.
a. All plans for construction will be subject to review and approval by regulatory agencies
including City of Whitefish, Montana Department of Transportation, and Montana
Department of Environmental Quality.

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 102 of 1405

MOUNTAIN GATEWAY
STAFF REPORT
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT
WPUD 21-03
UPDATED: January 11, 2022
A report to the Whitefish Planning Board and the Whitefish City Council regarding a
request by Arim Mountain Gateway for a Planned Unit Development to develop a mixed
residential and commercial development on 32.7 acres at the East Lakeshore Drive and
Big Mountain Road intersection. A public hearing is scheduled before the Whitefish
Planning Board on October 21, 2021 and a subsequent hearing is set before the City
Council on January 18, 2022.
I.
PROJECT SCOPE
The applicant is proposing a Residential Planned Unit Development (R-PUD) overlay to
develop 318 residential units (270 rental apartments, 36 townhouses and 12
condominiums) on 32.7 acres on the north side of Big Mountain Road and East
Lakeshore Drive intersection.
On the west side of Big Mountain Road, a 270-unit rental community with 460 parking
spaces is proposed. Two buildings with common-connected open space are proposed
to be clustered in the center of the property in order to provide a greater buffer of
existing trees around the apartments. Two vehicle access points to the apartments will
be via Big Mountain Road, with another access point on East Lakeshore Drive near the
north end of the project. They are proposing 8.85 acres of open space; two-acres of
this open space will be developed, and the remainder will be left in its natural state. A
separated non-motorized trail will run along the west side of Big Mountain Road and
connect to the existing Wisconsin Avenue Bike Path on the south end.
On the east side of Big Mountain Road, ownership units are proposed that consist of 12
condominium units at the north end and 36 townhouse units in the central portion of the
project with access off Big Mountain Road. The east side also includes the construction
of a new internal street connecting East Lakeshore Drive to Big Mountain Road and a
road providing access to the 36 alley-loaded townhouses. They are proposing 2.06
acres of open space; 0.32 acres of this open space will be developed.
Gross density of the entire site is proposed at 9.72 dwelling unit per acre. By right, the
site could be developed with 374 units (12.4 dwelling units per acre) or 561 units
offering 10% affordable housing with a PUD (18.4 dwelling units per acre).
At the northeast corner of the intersection, the applicant is proposing a neighborhood
commercial development.
A Conditional Rezone accompanies this application
identifying the uses permitted within the development. Layout of the project indicates
buildings along the intersection with a parking lot in behind the buildings. Access to this
commercial area is off East Lakeshore Drive.
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On the eastside of Big Mountain Road, between the commercial development and the
townhouses, the applicant is providing a SNOW bus drop off and pick-up.
On the westside of Big Mountain Road to the north of the apartments is a proposed
location for a future Fire Station. The application indicates a dedication of 1.5 acres of
land for a future station. Construction of the actual structure would happen when funds
are identified for a building.
At the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road, the applicant is
proposing to install a roundabout. Currently, there is a stop sign at Big Mountain Road
for southbound access onto East Lakeshore Drive along with a flashing yellow light.
Finally, at the time of approval, the properties in the County will be annexed into the
City.
PUD TYPE: Residential PUD (R-PUD). A Residential PUD permits all types of housing
including: “multi-family dwellings, single-family dwellings, two-family dwellings and a
combination … arranged in attached, detached, townhouse, apartment, or condominium
configurations.” (§11-2S-2A(2))
ZONING DEVIATIONS: The applicant is proposing one zoning deviation:
•

Four-Stories within 40-feet. When a developer volunteers to participate in the
Legacy Homes Program, they are eligible for certain incentives. One incentive
allows one to exceed the building height, up to 40-feet but structures are limited to 3stories. The applicant is requesting to go up to 4-stories for portions of the multifamily buildings, not the entire building. (§11-1A-6A(2))

BENEFITS PROVIDED: In exchange for the zoning deviation, the applicant is providing
the following community benefits with the project:
1. Affordable Housing (§11-2S-6I): The applicant does not need a density bonus for
this project which would require the provision of affordable housing but is
volunteering to provide 32 deed restricted affordable rental units through the Legacy
Homes Program and to dedicate 8.8 acres on the east side of the project for 48 units
permanently affordable to be developed by an affordable housing entity. This is
25% of the total project. As part of participating in this program, they are eligible for
the additional building height of up to 40-feet (§11-1A-6A(2)) for the multi-family
buildings. They are proposing 12 studio, 10 1-bedroom and 10 2-bedroom units
serving the 60-80% Area Median Income (AMI) with an average of 70% per the
Legacy Homes Program. The actual rents will be determined at the time of deed
restriction for the current year.
The exact price point and design of the
townhouses/condos is yet to be worked out.
2. Public Facilities (§11-2S-6E): The applicant is proposing to dedicate 1.5 acres to the
City of Whitefish for a future Fire Station west of Big Mountain Road at the north side
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of the project. They are also including a separated bike path along the west side of
Big Mountain Road that will connect with the Wisconsin Avenue bike path.

Approximate Location of Land for
Future Fire Station

3. Streetscapes (§11-2S-6D): The project includes a location for a future SNOW bus
stop and the installation of a roundabout at the intersection of E Lakeshore Drive &
Big Mountain Road.
A.

Owner:
Glacier Ranch Holding LLC
620 Shelby St
Bristol, TN 37620
Applicant:
Arim Mountain Gateway
James Barnett
431 1st Avenue W
Kalispell, MT 59901

Technical Assistance:
WGM Group
Mike Brodie
431 1st Avenue W
Kalispell, MT 59901
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B.

Location:
The subject properties are located at the north side of the intersection of E
Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road and can be legally described as
Tracts 1HA, 1H, 1CD, 1C, 1CB, 1, 5C, and 5 in Section 23, Township 31N,
Range 22W, P.M.M., Flathead County.
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C.

Existing Land Use and Zoning:
The property has eight residential structures and outbuildings to be removed as
part of this development. The properties are a mix of WR-2 (Two-Family
Residential District), WR-3 (Low Density Multi-Family Residential District) and
Flathead County R-4 (Two-Family Residential).

D.

Adjacent Land Uses and Zoning:
North:
residential

E.

South:

residential

East:

residential/golf course

West:

residential

Utilities:
Sewer:

Flathead County Zoning R-3 & SAG-10
WSR
WRR-1/WPUD
WLR & WER

City of Whitefish
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Water:
Solid Waste:
Gas:
Electric:
Phone:
Police:
Fire:
Schools:
F.

City of Whitefish
Republic Services
Northwestern Energy
Flathead Electric Co-op
CenturyLink
City of Whitefish
Whitefish Fire Department
Whitefish School District #44

Public Notice:
A notice was mailed to adjacent landowners within 150-feet of the subject parcel on
October 1, 2021. A notice was mailed to advisory agencies on September 30,
2021. A notice was published in the Whitefish Pilot on October 6, 2021. The full
application was put on the City’s webpage on September 16, 2021.
On December 29, 2021, staff sent out an email to 400 members of the public that
provided comments informing them of the updated City Council public hearing on
January 18, 2022. A legal notice of this postponement was also in the Whitefish
Pilot on December 29, 2021 and January 12, 2022.
As of the writing of this report, many comments were received and are attached to
this report. Due the number of letters, staff is unable to summarize all the
comments, but it is fair to state there is little support for this project. Staff
encourages the Planning Board and City Council to carefully review the comments.

II.
REVIEW AND FINDINGS OF FACT
The Planned Unit Development district is intended to encourage flexible land use
development by allowing development based upon a comprehensive, integrated and
detailed plan rather than upon specific requirements applicable on a lot-by-lot basis.
Planned Unit Developments are reviewed for substantial achievement of the purpose
and intent of the PUD chapter (§11-2S-1), the review criteria (§11-2S-8B) and there
being a clear community benefit and proper justification for any proposed deviations
from standards (§11-2S-6).
CHAPTER 2 – ARTICLE S. WPUD PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT:
Review Criteria (§11-2S-9B):
1.

Environmentally sensitive areas of the site must be preserved and protected by the
proposed development to the greatest extent possible. Environmentally sensitive
areas include, but are not necessarily limited to, wetlands and marshes, slopes in
excess of twenty five percent (25%) average grade, and water bodies such as
lakes or streams on and/or adjacent to the site. All lakeshore protection and water
quality standards must be met. There are no waterbodies, streams or wetlands on
the property. The application indicates a small area greater than 25% average
grade that is between the condos and the townhouses in the northeast portion of
the project. The Water Quality Protection regulations require geotechnical analysis
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for development on a lot with a slope greater than 10% and adjacent to water
(lake, river, streams). The subdivision regulations require geotechnical analysis for
lots greater than 10%. Since there is no adjacent water and no subdivision
application that currently accompanies the PUD application, staff will recommend a
condition of approval requiring a geotechnical analysis be submitted to the Public
Works Department for review and approval at the time of engineering plans for the
east side of the project.
Finding 1: Identified environmentally sensitive areas of the site are preserved
because slopes will be incorporated into the design of the condominiums in the
northeast corner of the project and a geotechnical analysis will be reviewed by the
Public Works Department.
2.

Development must be sensitive to and respectful of wildlife habitat and/or seasonal
migration corridors as identified by a competent wildlife assessment or verified by
empirical evidence. This area has not been identified as crucial habitat; however,
it is likely deer, bear and other animals move through this area and will continue to
do so after development. Preservation of surrounding trees will provide habitat for
small animals and birds. As part of living with wildlife and required throughout
town, the project will be required to secure garbage. Staff notified Montana Fish,
Wildlife and Parks of this application on October 1 and October 29, 2021 but did
not receive any comments.
Staff will recommend a condition of approval that a tree preservation plan be
submitted for review and approval by the Planning Department. Such plan will
identify healthy trees to be retained, method for tree protection during construction
– including inspection and a plan for replacement trees if damaged during
construction.
Finding 2: These properties are not identified as crucial wildlife habitat or
seasonal migration corridors; however, it is likely deer, bear and other animals will
continue to move through this property. The preservation of a treed buffer area will
continue to provide open areas for small animals and movement of larger animals
through the property.

3.

Open space, either planned for persons expected to reside in the completed
development (children, young adults, seniors, etc.) or available to the public in
general, must be provided by the development.
Open space within the
development includes buffering with existing trees along East Lakeshore Drive and
Big Mountain Road and an open area along the sloped portion of the property
between the condos and townhouses. These areas will remain passive open
space areas – not developed. On the west side, the project surrounding the
apartment buildings will be a trail connecting to the Wisconsin Avenue trail and the
proposed future trail up Big Mountain Road. There are developed open spaces
connecting the two buildings that also provide covered parking. Also, within the
apartment project, the application describes benches, barbeques, play equipment
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and a club house. On the east side of the development, at the time of subdivision,
parkland dedication will be required. In addition, the application indicates sidewalk
connections through the development to the Wisconsin Avenue trail.
Finding 3: Open space is planned for residents as they are providing passive
open space and developed open space in the form of trails, benches, barbeques,
play equipment and a club house. Open space areas will be available to the public
because the trail connecting the Wisconsin Avenue Trail along Big Mountain Road
will be open to the public.
4.

The character and qualities of existing neighborhoods must be preserved and
protected. Proposed PUDs are to be integrated into the existing neighborhood in
terms of scale, quality, character, and street continuity. When, in the judgment of
the City Council, such integration is not possible, practical, or will otherwise not
produce desired outcomes for the existing neighborhood, effective buffering and
transitions must be provided by the proposed development. The character of the
existing neighborhood is suburban density homes on larger wooded lots along with
the Iron Horse golf course further to the east. The property on the west has higher
density zoning (WR-3) than the surrounding neighborhood; however, the exact
location of that zoning district is at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East
Lakeshore Drive. Instead of locating the high-density buildings at the corner, the
applicant designed the project to locate the higher density apartments within the
center of the property and consolidate the buildings into two buildings versus
multiple buildings to preserve the surrounding trees and provide a transition from
the surrounding neighborhoods and preserve its wooded character. The treed
buffer, according to the application, is 40 to 200-feet deep. To the east, this treed
buffer is located along Big Mountain Road; the condo and townhouse
neighborhoods are next to the Iron Horse golf course property which serves as
open area and is not currently developed.
Finding 4: The character and qualities of existing neighborhoods are being
preserved and protected because the development on the west side of the project
is located in the center of the property enabling the retention of trees surrounding
the site to maintain the wooded character of the neighborhood. This wooded
character will remain along Big Mountain Road on the east side of the property as
the project transitions to condominiums, townhouses, and a neighborhood
commercial corner further to the east.
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5.

Street continuity must be maintained through extending the Whitefish street grid
and other established street systems consistent with adopted transportation plans.
East Lakeshore Drive through the intersection onto Big Mountain Road is a state
highway and will continue to be maintained by the State of Montana. MDT has no
plans for improvements for either Big Mountain Road or East Lakeshore
Drive/Wisconsin Avenue. The applicant, as part of the project, must work with
MDT to dedicate right-of-way for the roundabout, future road improvements –
including possible left-hand turn lanes and the SNOW bus stops. Staff will
recommend this as a condition of approval.
The applicant is providing three streets within the development. On the east side
of the project, a road connects E Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. This
road will go past the commercial area and wrap around the townhouse portion of
the project and a road will go through the townhouse portion of the project. All
roads will be designed to City standards with curb, gutter, boulevard, sidewalks,
street trees and streetlights. A road located on the west side of the project at the
north end connects Big Mountain Road to the property identified for the fire station
and out to E Lakeshore Drive. The apartments can be also accessed by this road.
Staff will recommend a condition these roads be privately owned and maintained
but open to the public.
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Approximate Location of Road
on West Side of Project

A Traffic Impact Study (TIS) was completed for the project. The report used the
busiest times of year (Christmas and 4th of July) to determine peak traffic. The
traffic counts noted Christmas had higher traffic counts (45-120% higher) than 4th
of July at the East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road intersection; therefore,
they used the Christmas numbers for their analysis. Interestingly, the difference
between the two seasons at the Edgewood & Wisconsin Avenue was nearly the
same. At full build-out the intersections identified in the study will continue to
operate within an acceptable level of service. The intersection of E Lakeshore
Drive and Big Mountain Road will fail during the PM peak whether or not this
project is built; however, with the proposed installation of a roundabout at this
intersection, it will fully mitigate the impact of the project’s traffic and improve the
overall function of the intersection. Eighty percent of the traffic generated on-site
will travel toward downtown with the remaining 20% split between Big Mountain
Road and East Lakeshore Drive. The TIS does not recommend any additional
road improvements. Staff will recommend the installation of a roundabout as a
condition of approval.
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Looking South:
Intersection of Big
Mountain Road & East
Lakeshore Drive

Finding 5: The project is not extending the City’s grid system because it does not
exist in this neighborhood; however, through the installation of three privately
owned and maintained roads, the development provides for a modified grid
system. The installation of the roundabout at the intersection of Big Mountain
Road and East Lakeshore Drive will improve the functionality of this intersection
and mitigate the traffic impacts of the development.
6.

New development must provide attractive, high-quality streetscapes through the
use of landscaping, sidewalks/bikeways, street trees, and quality street lighting
fixtures, including design consideration for and integration with adjacent structures.
The most significant improvement of the streetscape is the proposed installation of
a roundabout at the intersection of E Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road.
Roundabouts are typically well landscaped, can be a transition to another area,
provide an entry and help slow traffic. In addition, a separated trail along the west
side of Big Mountain Road will provide an upgrade. Staff will recommend a
condition of approval that the trail be lit like the Wisconsin Avenue trail. As
mentioned previously East Lakeshore Drive onto Big Mountain Road is a state
highway and the Montana Department of Transportation has no plans for road
upgrades; however, staff recommends a condition of approval that the applicant
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work with MDT to determine any required right-of-way dedication or other roadway
improvements along this state highway.
Within the development, the streets will be designed to meet City of Whitefish
standards including sidewalks, boulevards, street trees and street lighting. This
will provide the standard streets in consideration of the type of housing and users
of the neighborhood.
Finding 6: The development is providing attractive, high-quality streetscapes
because the internal streets will meet City of Whitefish standards and a modern
roundabout and a separated non-motorized path will be installed.
7.

Proposed development must, to the greatest extent possible, provide pedestrian,
transit, and bicycle facilities, and encourage transportation alternatives consistent
with the Whitefish Growth Policy, adopted transportation plans, and the Bicycle
and Pedestrian Master Plan.
The development is providing pedestrian
connections throughout the project – trails on the west side and sidewalks on the
east side – that connect to the City’s Wisconsin Avenue Bike Path and its
extension along Big Mountain Road. Within the development, as part of the
Residential Design Standards, bike parking and storage must be provided. Staff
will recommend this as a condition of approval.
The applicant is extending a separated path connecting the Wisconsin Avenue
Bike Path along the west side of Big Mountain Road to the northern extent of the
project. This separated path will be located on private property within an easement
open to the public. The Connect Whitefish Plan did not identify a separated path
along Big Mountain Road but simply noted bikes share the road with cars;
however, a separated trail is preferred for walkers and bicyclists along this busy
stretch of the Big Mountain Road. Staff will recommend a condition of approval
that the maintenance of the trail, including snow removal, is the responsibility of the
property owner. The separated bike path between the Big Mountain Road and
East Lakeshore Drive will enable a loop on the west side for walkers and bikers
and a connection between the two roads without having to go all the way to the
intersection.
The applicant is proposing a SNOW bus stop within the project. The City received
comments from Big Mountain Commercial Association, the SNOW bus operator,
that in the interest of safety and accessibility, the bus stops should be located on
either side of Big Mountain Road and designed in accordance with MDT standards.
As such, staff will recommend a condition of approval that the final location of the
SNOW bus stops be coordinated with the SNOW bus and Montana Department of
Transportation. They also noted the importance of pedestrian crossings and
signals to increase visibility and safety.
Finding 7: The proposed development is encouraging transportation alternatives
because it is served by the Wisconsin Avenue bike path and trails and sidewalks
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will be installed within the development and connecting to the existing trail system.
The project will encourage transit ridership during the Whitefish Mountain Resort’s
winter and summer seasons through the installation of bus stops along Big
Mountain Road. Finally, the project will be required to install bike racks or some
facilities for bike storage.
8.

New development must avoid a monotonous and/or institutional appearance
through varied architecture and orientation of buildings, and where appropriate,
varying the type of residential units within the project. The project has four
different components – on the west: apartments, on the east: condos, townhouses
and a commercial component. Each component will not be monotonous nor
institutional in appearance but will have a common design theme. The apartments
are designed to be within a small footprint to retain the greatest amount of tree
buffer surrounding the development whereas the townhouses with a primary street
and alleys will function similar to downtown neighborhoods with lots, blocks and
alley access. The condos will be located above the townhouses and have a
different look and feel than the other buildings. The commercial is locating parking
behind the buildings in order to frame the street providing varied orientation. All of
the buildings will be required to obtain Architectural Review approval prior to the
start of construction. Many of these themes are in the Architectural Review
Standards and are reviewed at that time.
Finding 8: This development will avoid monotonous and institutional appearance
through varied architecture because the project is proposing apartments, condos,
townhouses and a commercial component each with its scale, mass and
orientation on the site.

9.

Preliminary designs for necessary public facilities, infrastructure, and services
including but not limited to water, sewer, and stormwater, shall be deemed
adequate. The applicant submitted preliminary water, sewer and stormwater
information that the Public Works Department has reviewed. Sewer from this part
of town goes through the Viking sewer lift station. The Public Works Department,
as part of the engineering plan submittal, requests a capacity impact analysis of
this lift station. Staff will recommend this as a condition of approval.
Finding 9: Preliminary designs for necessary public facilities were deemed
adequate because the Public Works Department reviewed their plans and did not
note any concerns.

10. All new development must demonstrate substantial compliance with and/or
implementation of the growth policy, including adopted neighborhood plans and
corridor plans.
The project complies with and supports the following goals and policies from the
2007 Whitefish Growth Policy:
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Land Use
Goal 7: Plan for healthy, efficient and visually attractive corridors along major
transportation routes through the community.
Housing
Goal 1: Ensure an adequate supply and variety of housing product types and
densities, at affordable prices, to meet the needs of Whitefish existing and future
workforce and for senior citizens.
Goal 2: Maintain a social and economic diversity of Whitefish through affordable
housing programs that keep citizen and members of the workforce form being
displaced.
Policy 2: The City of Whitefish shall always have a policy of supporting
development of affordable housing and shall seek to partner with and support nay
reputable affordable housing developer in the public or private sector.
Community Facilities – Emergency Services
Goal 1: Continue to provide the most modern and efficient emergency services to
the visitors and citizens of the Whitefish area.
Transportation
Goal 1: Provide an efficient and effective transportation system to serve the
present and future needs of the Whitefish area.
This property is located within the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan boundaries.
This plan was adopted, as an amendment to the Growth Policy, by the Whitefish
City Council April 2018 (Resolution No. 18-13). As part of this plan, this property is
located within Subarea ‘C’ and is identified as a Key Development Area. It is noted
in the Plan that the need for workforce housing could be considered on this site
and its proximity to Big Mountain might also make it a suitable location for
workforce housing. Its access to the SNOW bus and the Wisconsin Avenue Bike
Path makes it a good location for higher density workforce housing. It was noted
that this would be a suitable location for some supporting convenience commercial.
Also, this site would make a good location for a satellite fire station. Challenges
identified with this site include transitioning the higher density zoning on the
property to surrounding suburban densities and it was recommended the property
be developed with a PUD in order to preserve the character and integrate it into
the existing neighborhood.
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Big Mountain Key Development Area
(2018 Corridor Plan)
The following Goals and Policies from the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan apply
to this project:
Environment/Water Quality
Goal 1.2: Preserve the natural landscaping, scenic views and forested character
of the corridor.
Policy 1.3: Minimize impacts of developments on views through site design that
provides for open space, preserve scenic vistas and maintain wooded areas as
buffers along property lines.
Policy 1.4: Encourage development plans that incorporate native vegetation, reflect
the natural landscapes of the corridor and include management practices to protect
against invasive species.
Residential
Goal 2.1: Provide for diverse housing needs within the corridor while protecting
community character and neighborhoods through compatible residential
developments.
Goal 2.2: New residential development should incorporate design elements to
promote walkability, sustainability and vibrant neighborhoods.
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Policy 2.1: Support pedestrian-scale residential design that encourages walkability,
accessibility and linkages to neighborhood scale activity nodes.
Policy 2.2: Support cohesive, distinctive and diverse residential developments that
are compatible with existing neighborhoods and promote safe and quiet
neighborhoods.
Policy 2.3: Integrate higher to mid-density housing with
transit/biking/walking routes and access to commercial services.

access

to

Policy 2.4: Encourage a mix of product type within the same development that can
be marketed to a variety of income level for both seasonal and year-round
residents.
Policy 2.5: Encourage unified development that mitigate potential impacts on
adjacent neighborhoods, reflect neighborhood scale and character and contribute
to a vibrant corridor.
Policy 2.6: Promote the development of affordable work-force housing.
Transportation
Goal 3.1: The corridor should have a connected, efficient, safe, accessible and
attractive transportation system to accommodate all modes of traffic.
Policy 3.4: Promote non-motorized transportation through designs that incorporate
walkability, connectivity, accessibility and wayfinding features to accommodate
bicyclists and pedestrians.
3.6: Design transit stops, drop-off sites and pedestrian/bicycle crossings to improve
safety, accessibility and user experience.
3.7: Provide adequate facilities and access for emergency services in the corridor.
3.10: Coordinate with state, county and developers to design and fund
transportation improvements in the corridor.
Urban Design
Goal 4.1: Preserve the existing character along the corridor through site design
and plans that reflect the neighborhood scale and preserve the features that
contribute to the quality of experience in the corridor.
Policy 4.5: Incorporate mature stands of trees into site designs to provide buffers
and maintain the wooded/forested character along the corridor.
Economic Performance
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Goal 5.2: Focus development opportunities along the corridor to support rather
than compete with downtown Whitefish.
Policy 5.1: Allow increased densities and mixed uses at key nodes along the
corridor that are service by transit while preserving natural landscapes and open
space between nodes.
Land Use
Goal 6.2: Integrate land use and transportation improvements that result in a
pedestrian/transit/bike friendly corridor and reduces the need for vehicle trips.
Finding 10: The project has demonstrated substantial compliance with the 2007
Growth Policy and 2018 Wisconsin Avenue Corridor plan because it is
implementing many of the key development concepts identified in the Wisconsin
Avenue Plan including providing workforce housing, protecting the wooded nature
of this area, integrating land use and transportation, providing a variety of housing
types within a development and providing convenience neighborhood commercial
that does not compete with the downtown.
CHAPTER 2 – ARTICLE S. WPUD PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT:
Purpose and Intent (§11-2S-1):
Finding 11: The project complies with the Purpose and Intent of the Planned Unit
Development chapter because it meets the review criteria outlined in the PUD
chapter, as conditioned.
CHAPTER 7 – ADMINISTRATION AND ENFORCEMENT: Amendments (§11-7-12E):
The following considerations from §11-7-12E are intended to guide both the Planning
Board and the City Council when considering an amendment to the official zoning map.
Considerations from §11-7-12E

Staff Report Section Reference/Comments

Zoning Regulations Must Be:
Made in Accordance with a Growth Policy

See Section II.10.

Designed to:
Secure safety from fire and other dangers
Promote public health, public safety and general
welfare

See above – in addition, the Building
Department will review the new structure
through the building permit process.

Facilitate the adequate provision of transportation,
water, sewerage, schools, parks and other public
requirements

The property is fully served by all public
services and facilities; water and sewer service
are located in East Lakeshore Drive; the Fire
Department will review hydrant locations at the
time of engineering review, and the PW
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Considerations from §11-7-12E

Staff Report Section Reference/Comments
Department has requested a capacity analysis
of the Viking lift station as part of the
engineering review.
The installation of a
modern roundabout will improve the level of
service at the intersection of E Lakeshore Drive
and Big Mountain Road and other intersection
will continue to function adequately.
In the adoption of zoning regulations, the city shall consider:
Reasonable provision of adequate light and air

All zoning standards are being met, except
those requested for deviation.

The effect on motorized
transportation systems

See Section II.6., II.7.

and

non-motorized

Promotion of compatible urban growth

See Section II.

The character of the district and its particular
suitability of the property for the particular uses

See Section II.

Conserving the value of buildings

This criterion is subjective at best, but staff can
identify no instances where “buildings” will be
subject to a diminution in value because of the
request to add additional residential units and
decrease commercial space. However, it is
permissible for the Board to consider testimony
from nearby residents as prima facie evidence
of adverse impact.

Encouraging the most appropriate use of land
throughout the jurisdictional area

This proposal only applies to the subject
property and sets no binding precedent for any
other zone change or PUD proposal.

That historical uses and established uses patterns
and recent change in use trends will be weighed
equally and consideration not be given one to the
exclusion of the other.

The Planning Board and the City Council should
consider the historical and established use
patterns, including trends, when deciding on the
project. See Section II.

Finding 12: The review criteria for a zone change are met because the project has been
reviewed according to City standards and conditioned accordingly.
CHAPTER 2 – ARTICLE S. WPUD PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT:
Community Benefit and Justification for Proposed Zoning Deviations (§11-2S-6):
The Community Benefits test requires justification to deviate from underlying zoning
regulations by providing one or more community benefits as identified in the list of
possible community benefits and must be something that would not otherwise be
required.
The applicant, as described earlier in this report, is requesting a portion of the multifamily building be developed with four-floors (the lowest partially sunk). In exchange for
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this zoning deviation request, the applicant is providing the following Community
Benefits:
Affordable Housing (§11-2S-6I)
• 32 deed restricted affordable rental units provided through the Legacy Homes
Program (12 studio, 10 1-bedroom, 10 2-bedroom serving the 60-80% Area Median
Income (AMI) with an average of 70% AMI).
• Dedication of 8.8 acres, as depicted on the 1-5-22 site plan of 48 units (12 condos
and 36 townhouses), to develop permanently affordable housing.
Public Facilities (§11-2S-6E)
• Dedication of 1.5 acres to the City of Whitefish for a future Fire Station west of Big
Mountain Road at the north side of the project.
• Installation of a separated bike path along the west side of Big Mountain Road
connected to the Wisconsin Avenue bike path.
Streetscapes (§11-2S-6D)
• Installation of a SNOW bus stop.
• Installation of a modern roundabout at the intersection of E Lakeshore Drive/Big
Mountain Road.
Finding 13: The applicant has demonstrated clear community benefit to deviate from
the adopted standards to exceed the number of floors for a portion of the multi-family
buildings because the project is providing 25% affordable housing which is an identified
need within the 2007 Growth Policy, the 2018 Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan, the
2016 Housing Needs Assessment and the 2017 Strategic Housing Plan, they are
dedicating land for a fire station, installing a separated bike path on the west side of Big
Mountain Road, installing SNOW bus stops and installing a modern roundabout at the
intersection of Big Mountain Road and E Lakeshore Drive.
III.
RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Whitefish Planning Board adopt the findings of fact within
staff report WPUD 21-03 and recommend to the Whitefish City Council that the Planned
Unit Development for Arim Mountain Gateway be approved and the deviation to the
zoning be granted subject to the following conditions of approval:
1. Except as amended by these conditions, the development of the Planned Unit
Development must be in substantial conformance with the approved site plan and
elevations that govern the general location of buildings, landscaping, building height
and improvements and labeled as “approved plans” by the City Council.
2. Prior to any ground disturbing activities, a plan must be submitted for review and
approval by the City of Whitefish Planning Department. The plan must include, but
may not necessarily be limited to, the following:
• Dust abatement and control of fugitive dust.
• Hours of construction activity.
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Noise abatement.
Control of erosion and siltation.
Routing for heavy equipment, hauling, and employees, including signage to direct
equipment and workers.
Construction office siting, staging areas for material and vehicles, and employee
parking.
Measures to prevent soil and construction debris from being tracked onto public
road, including procedures remove soil and construction debris from road as
necessary.
Detours of vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as necessary.
Notation of any street closures or need to work in public right-of-way. (Engineering
Standards, Appendix K)

3. Prior to any construction, excavation, grading or other terrain disturbance, plans for
all on and off-site infrastructure must be submitted to and approved by the Whitefish
Public Works Department. The improvements (water, sewer, roads, streetlights,
sidewalks, etc.) within the development must be designed and constructed by a
licensed engineer and in accordance with the City of Whitefish’s design and
construction standards. The Public Works Director must approve the design prior to
construction.
Plans for grading, drainage, utilities, sidewalks and other
improvements must be submitted as a package and reviewed concurrently. No
individual improvement designs must be accepted by Public Works. (Engineering
Standards, Chapter 1)
4. Engineering plan submittal must include an overall plan for all phases of the project
and, if phases are proposed to be constructed independently, the engineering
design report must show that the phase can function independently. A capacity
impact analysis of the Viking sewer lift station must be included and a geotechnical
analysis for the areas with slopes greater than 25%. (Engineering Standards,
Chapter 2; Findings 1, 9)
5. A tree preservation plan must be submitted with the Engineering Plans and be
reviewed and approved by the Planning Department. Such plan will identify healthy
trees to be retained, method for tree protection during construction (including
inspection), and plan for replacement trees if damaged during construction.
(Findings 2, 4; §11-4-9)
6. All areas disturbed because of road and utility construction must be re-seeded as
soon as practical to inhibit erosion and spread of noxious weeds. (Engineering
Standards, §4-3)
7. Internal roads within the subdivision must be built to City of Whitefish Public Works
Standards and the Whitefish Subdivision Regulations unless otherwise approved by
the Public Works Director. The roadway within the subdivision will be privately
owned and maintain, but open to the public. (Engineering Standards, Finding 5)
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8. The applicant must install a modern roundabout at the intersection of East
Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. The applicant will coordinate its design
with the City of Whitefish and the Montana Department of Transportation. (Finding 5)
9. The applicant must dedicate additional right of way for the modern roundabout,
SNOW bus stops and for future road construction on both Big Mountain Road and
East Lakeshore short Drive. Work with MDT to determine exact right-of-way
dedication needed. (Finding 7)
10. Obtain approach permits from MDT for new accesses onto East Lakeshore Drive
and Big Mountain Road. All improvements within the right-of-way must be reviewed
and approved by MDT. (Finding 6)
11. The applicant must install a SNOW bus stop on either side of Big Mountain Road.
The design must be coordinated with the SNOW bus and Montana Department of
Transportation. (Finding 7)
12. The applicant must install a separated non-motorized paved path on the westside of
Big Mountain Road and provide a connecting trail or wide sidewalk along the new
east-west road connecting to East Lakeshore Drive. The path, designed to City
standards including the installation of lighting, will be maintained by the owner – both
the long-term maintenance and snow removal and must be located within an
easement open for public access on private property. (Findings 6, 7, Connect
Whitefish)
13. Refuse disposal and recycling areas must be reviewed and approved by the Public
Works Department and Republic Services. (Engineering Standards)
14. A landscaping plan must be submitted along with an application for building permit.
The overall landscaping, parking lot landscaping and tree density credits must be met.
Existing healthy, appropriate trees must be retained as part of the landscaping plan.
(Finding 6, §11-4)
15. Prior to submitting any building permit applications, the following conditions of
approval must be met:
a. Architectural review and approval must be obtained (§11-3-3) and all applicable
multi-family design standards must be met (§11-3-42).
b. Final acceptance of all improvements including, but not limited to pavement of
parking lot/driveway, water, sewer and stormwater. (Engineering Standards,
Finding 5)
c. Deed restrictions for the 32 apartments must be recorded with the Flathead County
Clerk and Record’s Office. The deed restrictions for the 12 studio, 10 1-bedroom
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and 10 2-beroom apartments must serve the 60-80% AMI population at the time of
recording with an average of 70% AMI.
d. The proposed property for a future Fire Station must be dedicated to the City and
utilities must be stubbed to the property.
e. The roundabout, trail along Big Mountain Road and SNOW bus stops must be
installed with the first phase. An easement for public access on the trail along Big
Mountain Road must be recorded.
f. Dedicate 8.8 acres on the east side of the Big Mountain Road, as depicted on the
January 5, 2022 site plan, to the City or another entity for the purpose of developing
permanently affordable housing to be approved by the Zoning Administrator or
Designee in consideration of the most current Housing Needs Assessment.
16. All addressing must be reviewed and approved by the City Clerk’s office.
17. This approval is valid for 3-years from the date of City Council approval. (§11-2S-9C)
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MOTION / BOARD
DISCUSSION

Chair Sweeney asked to clarify whether it is required by the State
that we need to zone for recreational marijuana sales by State law.
Director Taylor deferred to City Attorney Angela Jacobs, and she
responded as she understands it, we must allow the use, but it is up
to us on where we zone for it.
Beckham made a motion, seconded by Gardner, to adopt the
findings of fact within staff report WZTA 21-02, as proposed by City
Staff.
Discussion: Beckham spoke on her motion saying although she
doesn't think the use necessarily fits in the WB-2 zone by definition,
she is wary about zoning small businesses out by only allowing
marijuana-related businesses in a small downtown area with
extremely high rents.

VOTE

The motion passed unanimously. The matter is scheduled to go
before the Council on November 1, 2021.

JOINT PUBLIC
HEARING (ITEMS 2 & 3):
ARIM MOUNTAIN
GATEWAY, LLC PLANNED
UNIT DEVELOPMENT
REQUEST
&
ARIM MOUNTAIN
GATEWAY, LLC
CONDITIONAL ZONE
CHANGE REQUEST

A request by Arim Mountain Gateway, LLC for a Planned Unit
Development in order to develop a mixed residential/commercial
project with 318 residential units (270 apartments, 24 townhouses
and 24 condominiums) north of the intersection of E. Lakeshore
Drive and Big Mountain Road. The lots are zoned WR-2 (Two-Family
Residential District), WR-3 (Low Density Multi-Family Residential
District and Flathead County R-4 (Two-Family Residential). The
three County lots will be annexed into the City Limits at the time of
approval. The properties, located north of the intersection of
E Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road, can be legally described
as Tracts 1HA, 1H, 1CD, 1C, 1CB, 1, 5C, 5 in S23-T31N-R22W,
P.M.,M., Flathead County.

6:39 pm

STAFF REPORT
WPUD 21-03 &
WZC 21-03
(Compton-Ring)

A request by Arim Mountain Gateway, LLC for a Conditional Zone
Change to apply Neighborhood Commercial to the northeast corner
of the intersection of E. Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road.
The lot is zoned WR-2 (Two-Family Residential District) and can be
legally described as Tract 1CD in S23-T31N-R22W, P.M.,M.,
Flathead County.
Senior Planner Compton-Ring reviewed her staff reports and
findings for WPUD 21-03 and WZC 21-03. As of the writing of the
staff reports, 370 public comments had been received, and at least
40 have been received since then.
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Staff recommended adoption of the findings of fact and
17 conditions of approval within staff report WPUD 21-03 and for
the recommendation of approval of the planned unit development
for the Arim Mountain Gateway project to the Whitefish City
Council, as submitted by the applicant.
Staff recommended adoption of the findings of fact within staff
report WZC 21-03 and for the recommendation of approval of the
conditional zone change to the Whitefish City Council.
BOARD QUESTIONS
OF STAFF

Gardner asked for clarification on Policy 6.9 from the Wisconsin
Avenue Corridor Plan. Director Taylor said that the intent was to
have most of the commercial on the south end of Wisconsin, but
Big Mtn road was identified as a key node for a small convenience
commercial area near the residential development.

APPLICANT / AGENCIES

One of the applicants, James Barnett, spoke towards both
applications (WPUD 21-03 and WZC 21-03). First, he clarified that
he wasn't a part of the Quarry project. He acknowledged the
housing crisis and the need for affordable, local housing, and
emphasized this project won't include short-term rentals. He said
they did their best to base their design around the Wisconsin
Avenue Corridor Plan and this project was designed with the local
workforce in mind.
Representative for the project, Mike Brodie, Engineer with WGM
Group, summarized the public process, which included two public
hearings and hundreds of public comments and summarized what
they heard. The top concerns were that it was too dense, this isn't
the right location for this type of project, there are traffic and safety
concerns, and the project is not consistent with the Growth Policy.
He emphasized the proposed community benefits: land designated
for fire station, new roundabout, transit benefits, tree retention,
affordable housing, and adding the neighborhood commercial
designation to allow for small convenience commercial
opportunities to decrease vehicular miles travelled.
Another representative for the project, Mark Bancale, Traffic
Engineer with WGM Group, spoke toward the contents of the
Traffic Impact Study (TIS) and proposed mitigation opportunities.
Intersections considered in the analysis were Houston Dr/
E Lakeshore Dr, E Lakeshore Dr/Big Mountain Rd, Edgewood
Pl/Wisconsin Ave, and all intersections of access points to the
project with public roads. Other impacts such as the ongoing
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900 Wisconsin project were included in the analysis as well. The TIS
used peak traffic volumes and compared traffic in a no-build
scenario to the impacts of the proposed project.
Chair Sweeney asked Mr. Bancale to speak further on the
roundabout design and he responded by emphasizing how it would
be designed for trucks and larger vehicles to safely maneuver.
Gardner asked him about 2025 traffic projections and if the Quarry
was included in that trip generation. Mr. Bancale said the Quarry
and all other development projects they know about were included.
Gardner also asked about the addition of turn lanes on Wisconsin
Avenue in the 2009 Corridor Plan to which Mr. Bancale responded
there are no plans to add an extra lane at this time.
PUBLIC COMMENT

8:03 pm

Chair Sweeney opened the public hearing.
In-person comments were as follows:
• Turner Askew (3 Ridgecrest Ct) spoke against the proposal
stating traffic concerns, specifically around E Lakeshore Dr.
• David Martin (816 Texas Ave) spoke against the proposal
stating concerns about infill north of the viaduct and the impact on
Wisconsin Ave.
• Bob Ambrose (102 Hidden Hills Ln) spoke against the
proposal stating safety concerns about forest fires and evacuation
issues from Big Mountain Road and the surrounding area, as well as
concerns about traffic on Wisconsin Avenue.
• Whitney Geiger (2081 Houston Dr) represented Flathead
Families for Responsible Growth and spoke against the proposal for
reasons of non-conformity with the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan
and the Growth Policy, traffic concerns, a lack of conformity with
surrounding neighborhood character, safety concerns for
evacuation purposes, and a lack of capacity with respect to
infrastructure.
• Connie Johnson (2798 Resthaven Rd) spoke against the
proposal stating reasons of irresponsible growth management,
degrading the current quality of life, and setting precedent for
similar projects in the future.
• Phyllis Johannes (495 Blanchard Lake Rd) spoke against the
proposal stating the City should be conducting their own
transportation study and hold Whitefish developers to a higher
standard. She also stated that she disagreed with the staff proposal
to allow the development to allow four stories and she sees issues
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with non-motorized transportation safety surrounding the
development.
• Daphne Hall (2312 Houston Circle) spoke against the
proposal stating she doesn't want to see density because it's so
close to her home and she's worried about safety crossing the road.
• Steve Kelly (2312 Houston Circle) spoke against the proposal
stating the proposal will decrease his family's quality of life and all
north of the viaduct. He doesn't believe the City's plans align with
the proposal.
• Kim Wilson, Attorney based in Helena representing Flathead
Families for Responsible Growth, spoke against the proposal stating
reasons of noncompliance with the Growth Policy, Wisconsin
Avenue Corridor Plan and other basic requirements concerning
public health and safety. He also claimed the development will
compound transportation issues and pointed out that MDT has not
approved a roundabout at this time. Additionally, Mr. Wilson
pointed out what he believed to be inconsistencies in the staff
report with State law and concerns the applicant's claims will not
fully come to fruition.
• David Donohue, Hydrosolutions, 303 Clarke Street, Helena,
representing Flathead Families for Responsible Growth stated legal
water availability was not demonstrated in the application or staff
report and water rights were not provided. Regarding stormwater
management systems, he stated the analysis was not complete and
does not prove the retention pond could handle all on-site
stormwater. Mr. Donohue stated there is a general lack of
information on stormwater management and the effects on
Whitefish Lake, and specifically Monk's Bay. He said more
information needs to be provided by the applicant.
• Jessica Owen (451 Woodland Pl) spoke about the need for
affordable housing and keeping local workers housed. She stated
we need more creative options to work with developers to reward
those who provide affordable housing units.
• Jeffrey Allen (150 Lookout Lane) spoke against the project
due to traffic concerns, a lack of information on environmental
mitigation, and traffic safety.
• Brad Bulkley (2124 Houston Dr) spoke against the project
referencing an article in the Boston General discussing fire
evacuation and stated the developers have not done sufficient
analysis on emergency evacuation in the area and the mitigation of
public safety concerns.
• Valerie Bauch (2190 Houston Dr) spoke against the project
and emphasized bike and pedestrian safety issues.
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• Roxanne Gallagher (234 Hidden Hills Ln) spoke against the
project saying there is inconsistency of both the existing and the
proposed zoning with the surrounding area. She also said this
location has never been identified for high-density residential
projects in City plans and the proposal is inconsistent with
surrounding suburban neighborhood character. She acknowledged
the significance of the project and said it is dangerous to set
precedent in this way.
• John Collins (3080 E Lakeshore Dr) spoke against the project
saying the staff report was deficient on topics such as conformity
with the Growth Policy, preservation of the character of
surrounding areas, tree preservation and the preservation of green
space.
• Ben Johnson (813 Trail View Way) spoke in support of the
proposal discussing the necessity of affordable housing units and
compliance with the Growth Policy and current Housing Needs
Assessment.
• Nathan Dugan (937 Kalispell Ave) spoke in support of the
proposals, discussing the need for more affordable housing in
Whitefish. He acknowledged the site will be developed either way,
but we need more affordable housing units for the local workforce.
He also encouraged the developer to give first priority to locals to
purchase if possible.
• Mallory Phillips (937 Kalispell Ave) spoke in support of the
proposals stating grief watching longtime locals be priced out of
Whitefish and the desire to keep economic diversity in the
community and provide affordable housing in whatever way
possible.
• David Hughes (no address) spoke in support of the proposal
discussing similarities with other small mountain towns and data
surrounding housing prices and mortgage/home ownership trends.
He said workforce housing in town impacts the community in a
positive way, specifically referencing the impact on traffic. He said
we need to keep our workforce in Whitefish and encouraged staff
to reach out to other similar communities in resort/mountain
towns.
• Emily Quinn (311 W 8th St) discussed concerns about
phasing of the construction and impacts on nearby residents
throughout the construction process. She asked the Board and
applicant to consider the details of each phase and stated concerns
about the impacts on traffic, safety, and the community as a whole.
While generally against density at this location, if it is inevitable, she
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recommended the construction portion of the project be carefully
considered.
• Brian Quinn (311 W 8th St) discussed what the density at
that location would look like in terms of people/acre and said while
you can't build yourself out of traffic, you also can't build yourself
out of the housing crisis. He said we don't need more units, and we
have a number of empty homes here.
• Allen Tays (1226 E 2nd St) spoke against the proposal saying
the infrastructure can't support it and he doesn't see the need for a
roundabout.
• Mike Talbot (2125 Houston Dr) spoke against the proposal
stating when they were annexed they were told their
neighborhoods would be protected and he'd like to see the zoning
become consistent with the surrounding neighborhoods. He also
stated concerns about snowplows getting through the roundabout,
the impacts on Wisconsin Ave traffic, and the need to revisit the 3%
growth used in the TIS.
• Kristin Riter (620 Nature Trail) spoke against the project
saying the developer needs to consider crossings on Big Mountain
Road and that parks and community spaces for families need to be
incorporated. She said while we need this type of development, the
location for this type of development will not work due to traffic
volumes and we need to consider other areas of town due to the
location of services, schools, parks, emergency services etc. She
also mentioned the need for analysis on emergency response.
• Nick Polumbus (303 Stumptown Loop) representing
Whitefish Mountain Resort spoke against the proposal as is, stating
traffic concerns and the need for further analysis on the traffic
impacts on Big Mountain Rd. He also mentioned the SNOW bus
may not have the capacity to act as a viable commuter
transportation option due to its capacity by the time the route gets
to the bottom of Big Mountain Rd.
• Will Hagin (284 Flathead Ave) representing Glacier
Restaurant Group spoke against the proposal stating the project is
an example of poor growth because it is not properly located, will
negatively impact traffic on Wisconsin Ave, does not match the
character of surrounding neighborhoods, and sets bad precedent
for future similar development proposals. He also stated concerns
with the amount of information available regarding the
effectiveness of a roundabout at that location.
• Wendy Dahl (158 E Blanchard Lake Rd) spoke against the
proposal stating concerns about the capacity of schools and
community medical facilities with increased housing units and the
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availability of water. She also mentioned affordable housing isn't
necessarily affordable for most Whitefish residents and she is
against roundabouts.
• Gary Stephens (1470 Barkley Ln) spoke against the project
saying affordable housing should be separated from higher priced
housing. He said there isn't a need for four-story development or
additional commercial in that area and other high-density
developments are already occurring along Wisconsin that will
compound the impacts on traffic. He stated we need to update
Wisconsin infrastructure prior to considering more development in
the corridor and also consider the impact to our water/sewer
system and water treatment plant.
• Jude Ferrara (604 Pine Pl) spoke against the proposal stating
concerns
about
wildlife
habitat
deprivation,
over
development/availability of water, and a decrease of quality of life
in Whitefish.
• Rhonda Fitzgerald (412 Lupfer Ave) spoke against the
proposal stating there's nothing holding the developer to the
number of affordable units they are claiming and stated there is no
public benefit to the project because the small number of
affordable units, SNOW bus stops, roundabout, and land for the fire
station don't outweigh the negatives since the units are not for our
workforce.
• Lauren Walker (155 Fonner Rd) spoke against the proposal
with concerns about over-development and said we need to be
more intentional with our development and find more creative
ways to preserve the community's character and natural resources.
She also said she didn't think this was the appropriate location for
this type of development.
• Cari Arnot (1470 Barkley Ln) spoke against the proposal
stating concerns about precedent for similar developments in the
area and says the project is premature.
• Dave Harriman (2264 Houston Point Dr) spoke against the
project because of the location near his home and inconsistent
character compared to the surrounding areas. However, he said
he's in support of the roundabout.
• John Bergeman (1040 Birch Point Dr) spoke against the
project saying that growth isn't inevitable, and we have the capacity
to control it. He also said affordable housing needs to be dealt with
by expanding the housing authority and making development pay
its own way rather than being funded by citizens.
• Kelly Wiczorek (27 Mill Ave) spoke against the proposal
saying she agrees with John Bergeman (previous comment) that we
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need to slow down with development but also added that we need
to protect our dark skies. She also mentioned the need for
affordable housing.
• Kathy Chauner (735 Northwoods Dr) spoke against the
proposal stating concerns about roadway safety, the impacts of
increased traffic, and emergency evacuation preparedness. She
said she's for the development, but not in this location near her
neighborhood.
• Matt Geiger (2081 Houston Dr) stated concerns about light
pollution associated with the proposal.
• Carol Atkinson (404 Dakota Ave) spoke against the proposal
agreeing with many previous comments and stated overall
concerns about the state of Whitefish.
At 10:10 pm, Chair Sweeney announced that the meeting will be
adjourned at 11:00 pm and the joint hearing will restart at the next
scheduled meeting. At that time, any remaining comments will be
taken first prior to Board discussion and any rebuttals.
Webex/telephone comments were as follows:
• Jim Stroud (108 Ridge Top Dr) spoke against the proposal
referencing the number of people that have spoken against the
project and agreeing with previous statements supporting denial of
the proposal. He also said the benefits do not justify the impact of
the development and he has concerns about the overall
environmental impact.
• Justin Holley (2448 Big Mountain Rd) spoke against the
proposal and asked the Planning Board to consider existing wildlife
habitat, additional impervious area that the project would create,
accountability for loss of trees and green space, traffic impacts, and
not only consider the affordable housing benefit in their decision.
He also noted commerce does need to be decentralized somewhat
from downtown.
• Ahmed Al Kaisy, a traffic engineer from Bozeman who is
representing Flathead Families for Responsible Growth spoke
against the findings of the TIS saying there were issues with how
WGM Group conducted their study and referenced a memo on the
TIS he submitted to the Planning Board.
• Mike Jenson (919 Dakota Ave) spoke against the proposal
citing traffic safety concerns on Wisconsin Avenue and
preparedness for emergency fire evacuation. He also asked if the
Board doesn't vote no they delay the decision.
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• Tessa Pitman and her daughter Lucia (505 Dakota Ave)
spoke against the proposal due to traffic safety concerns and safety
issues for children and families crossing Wisconsin Ave.
• Adam Wesley (211 N. Beargrass Cir) spoke against the
proposal agreeing with previous comments saying growth isn't
inevitable, adding it needs to be halted because housing is a
demand problem rather than a supply problem so we shouldn't be
adding affordable housing. He also added he is against high-density
rental communities in general being developed in Whitefish.
• Pam Sbar (511 Dakota Ave) spoke against the proposal
saying it doesn't meet the requirements of a PUD due to its location
and general mismatch of the surrounding neighborhood character.
She also stated development in the area is outpacing supporting
infrastructure and the current design of Wisconsin Ave won't
properly support this type of development. Finally, stating
examples on south Wisconsin, she shared concerns about the
impact of increasing traffic in the corridor.
• Lauren Stevens (Missoula – previous resident) spoke in
support of the proposal, discussing concerns about what else may
be able to happen by right in the future if we don't take advantage
of the benefits being offered by the developer and the need for
affordable housing for residents, despite the location. She also
encouraged the Board to consider the proposal based on the review
criteria rather than just the public comment.
• Allie McMann (no address provided) spoke in support of the
project and said she is trying to move back to Whitefish where she
grew up and can't find rental housing or afford to buy a home, so
she supports any opportunity for affordable housing.
• Jodi Korb (1914 Suncrest Dr) spoke against the proposal
stating it does not support the Growth Policy, character of the
surrounding neighborhood at that location, provide appropriate
emergency egress, or provide safe crossings for non-motorized
traffic.
• Kristi __(?) (Big Mountain Rd) spoke against the proposal
stating since she's owned her second home, there have been
increased safety concerns and safety issues on Big Mountain Road.
She said there is a mismatch of the zoning with the surrounding
neighborhood and the development would increase traffic issues
and create urban sprawl, which she does not support.
ADJOURNMENT

11:09 PM

At 11:05 pm, Beckham made a motion, seconded by Linville, to
adjourn the meeting and continue the joint hearing for WCUP 21-03
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and WZC 21-03 at the next scheduled meeting. The motion passed
unanimously.
Chair Sweeney added anyone who did not have a chance to
comment would have the first opportunity to speak during the
public comment period at the next scheduled meeting on
November 18th.
The meeting was adjourned at approximately 11:09 pm
.

/s/ Steve Qunell
Steve Qunell, Chair of the Board

/s/ Keni Hopkins
Keni Hopkins, Recording Secretary

APPROVED AS SUBMITTED / CORRECTED: 11-18-21
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CALL TO ORDER AND
ROLL CALL

Chair Qunell called the regular meeting of the Whitefish Planning
Board to order at 6:00 pm. Board members present were Whitney
Beckham, John Ellis, and Allison Linville. Scott Freudenberger, Chris
Gardner, and Toby Scott were absent. Planning Director David
Taylor, Senior Planner Wendy Compton-Ring, Long Range Planner
Tara Osendorf, and Planner I Jessica Nymark represented the
Whitefish Planning and Building Department. Director of Public
Works Craig Workman, Deputy City Attorney Renn Fairchild, and
Chief of Police Bridger Kelch also attended.
There were approximately 145 people attending in person and 92 on
Webex in addition to the board members and staff.

AGENDA CHANGES

None.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Ellis made a motion, seconded by Linville, to approve the
October 21, 2021 minutes without corrections. The motion passed
unanimously.

COMMUNICATIONS
FROM THE PUBLIC
(ITEMS NOT ON THE
AGENDA)

None.

OLD BUSINESS:

None.

JOINT PUBLIC
HEARING (ITEMS 1 & 2):
ARIM MOUNTAIN
GATEWAY, LLC PLANNED
UNIT DEVELOPMENT
REQUEST
&
ARIM MOUNTAIN
GATEWAY, LLC
CONDITIONAL ZONE
CHANGE REQUEST

These items were continued from the October 21, 2021, Planning
Board Meeting and the joint public comment period was left open.

6:02 pm
6:02 pm

6:02 pm
6:02 pm

6:05 pm

A request by Arim Mountain Gateway, LLC for a Planned Unit
Development in order to develop a mixed residential/commercial
project with 318 residential units (270 apartments, 24 townhouses
and 24 condominiums) north of the intersection of E. Lakeshore
Drive and Big Mountain Road. The lots are zoned WR-2 (Two-Family
Residential District), WR-3 (Low Density Multi-Family Residential
District and Flathead County R-4 (Two-Family Residential). The three
County lots will be annexed into the City Limits at the time of
approval. The properties, located north of the intersection of
E Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road, can be legally described
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as Tracts 1HA, 1H, 1CD, 1C, 1CB, 1, 5C, 5 in S23, T31N, R22W,
P.M.,M., Flathead County.
A request by Arim Mountain Gateway, LLC for a Conditional Zone
Change to apply Neighborhood Commercial to the northeast corner
of the intersection of E. Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road.
The lot is zoned WR-2 (Two-Family Residential District) and can be
legally described as Tract 1CD in S23, T31N, R22W, P.M.,M., Flathead
County.
PUBLIC COMMENT

Chair Qunell opened the public hearing and offered the four
members of the public who were waiting to comment at the
October 18, 2021 Planning Board meeting on Webex when the
meeting adjourned (Richard Hildner, Louise Baxter, Kacy ?, and Amy
Johannes) the first opportunity to comment. Kacy ? and Amy
Johannes were not in attendance in person or via Webex.
In-person and Webex comments were as follows:
• Richard Hildner (104 E 5th St) board member of Flathead
Families for Responsible Growth, spoke in opposition of the project
for reasons previously stated by others, in addition to his major
concern with wildfire issues. He has personal experience with
wildland fire and has spoken with local wildland fire managers who
agree it is not a question of if but when the Big Mountain will burn.
He does not agree with a development that would introduce 600 to
800 additional people into this wildland fire environment. He
reminded us that the 2018 Camp Fire in Paradise, CA, covered ten
acres in the first 14 minutes, and eventually burned 153,336 acres,
caused 86 deaths, and burned 18,000 structures.
• Louise Baxter (Webex) was not able to speak due to technical
difficulties but wrote a note that the Alpine 1 Homeowners'
Association (HOA) opposed the proposal.
• Patricia Ryan (1824 E Edgewood Dr) relayed a personal
experience of her fear when she had difficulty getting to medical
facilities because of traffic after having a reaction to being stung by a
hornet at her home. She felt very trapped.
• Mayre Flowers (Webex) (135 Main St, Kalispell) Citizens for a
Better Flathead submitted a packet of information to the board with
suggested alternative findings for its decision and added additional
comments in opposition.
• Dale Cockrell (2317 Houston Point Dr) president of the
Houston Point HOA and attorney for them, spoke in opposition to
the project due to the application failing to meet zoning regulation
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requirements regarding street congestion; securing the area for fire
protection; providing for public health, comfort, convenience, safety,
and general welfare; traffic; and not the most appropriate use of the
land. He also felt it failed to meet Article II, Section 3 of the
Montana Constitution regarding all citizens having the right to a
clean and healthful environment, along with sections of the
Whitefish Growth Policy regarding air and water quality, and the
dark skies ordinance. He agreed with other comments in opposition
made tonight and at the last meeting. He would like the parcels kept
as is with single-family homes.
• Jill Stroud (Webex) (108 Ridgetop Dr) said she is opposed to
the development and requested denial as it does not meet the
community's most pressing needs of affordable housing and safety.
Wisconsin is a two-lane road with no middle lane, and it is already
difficult to get out onto it.
• Carolyn Pitman (1 Tides Way) board member of Flathead
Families for Responsible Growth, read a list of successful projects
accomplished within the community with nonprofits, and said
affordable housing needs to be disconnected from a for-profit
project.
• Karl Gooding (Webex) (lives on Big Mountain) said he is one of
the 3,798 folks who signed the petition opposing this project and his
main objections are quality of life issues. This area has been subject
to massive development due to Covid-19 and traffic is a big issue.
The people have spoken and do not need this project.
• George Losleben (2798 Rest Haven Dr) requested denial as he
feels the existing zoning is appropriate and the developers have not
shown cause why it should be changed from low to high density.
The board has reviewed the application for compliance with
regulations, etc., but what needs to be determined is the reason for
changing the present zoning. 4,000 people are saying this is not our
will.
• Ted Morton (2670 Rest Haven Dr) retired here two years ago
after coming from Canada and Colorado and skiing here since the
mid-80s. The ski hills are still good near those communities but not
the communities themselves. There are traffic issues, and he feels
this is a big mistake. He requested the board listen and make a
decision good for future generations.
• Doug Reed (520 Somers Ave and owner of a vacant lot at
Houston Point) said this land will be developed somehow in some
way, but this is too dense and too fast, and the local community is
not behind it. He thinks an independent traffic study needs to be
performed and the board should take a diligent approach in denying
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it.
• Dave Grady (785 Northwoods Dr) has concerns with traffic
issues (access from side roads is a real problem), the infrastructure is
not there, and the Montana Department of Transportation (MDT)
has not weighed in on the improvements it needs to make. He
suggested the project be sent back to have the traffic assessed and
determine what can be done with the plan to create a safe
environment for getting to and from the mountain and their homes.
• Rick Nys (Webex) (13554 Rogers Rd, Lake Oswego, OR)
Principal Traffic Engineer, submitted a letter dated November 17
distributed to the board tonight. He thinks the applicant's Traffic
Impact Study (TIS) contains a number of errors and omissions based
on incorrect data and falls way short.
• Ed Docter (845 Wisconsin Ave) owner of the Tap House and
Tamarack Ski House, said it is hard to support this project and he
understands all the issues folks have, but he feels he has to support
it due to Whitefish's need for affordable housing. Businesses
including his are having so much trouble keeping employees, and
many have been lost due to lack of affordable housing.
• Nancy Schuber (110 Bay Point Dr) is opposed to the project as
the closest public access to Whitefish Lake from this proposed
project is Les Mason State Park which has 38 parking spots and is full
on nice days in the summer. There is limited parking around City
Beach, and she is concerned about how all these new residents will
get to the Lake. In winter the Snow Bus is 75% full by the time it gets
to the Ice Den where she gets on.
• Giuseppe Caltabiano (2075 Lion Mountain Loop Rd) asked the
board to consider the due process of law, based on its legal purpose
as the Whitefish Planning Board, as defined under §76-1-102, MCA.
If the PUD meets the criteria, it should be recommended for
approval to the City Council but if it might be lacking or if there is
lingering doubt, it should not be.
• Michelle Weinberg (116 Lupfer Ave), representing Flathead
Families for Responsible Growth, commented on changes made to
the application since the last meeting and noted the board has no
choice but to recommend denial tonight due to three reasons. First,
on page 1 of the original application, they asked for the ability to
develop a 270-unit apartment complex as a community residential
facility conditional use which was removed from page 1 of the
application; however, it is still requested on page 2 of the
application. She noted staff did not address this request in their
report, which speaks for itself. The developer is asking to develop
the large apartment complex of the western two-thirds of the entire
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property within the WR-2 zone where a fraction of the property is
zoned WR-3.
Pursuant to §11-9-2, WCC, in this case the
predominant uses within the PUD must be one- and two-family
homes under §11-2G-1, WCC. The developer is asking for a
residential PUD which allows limited flexibility; however, that does
not mean the predominate uses intended for the property can be
thrown out the window. Even with a PUD, the uses allowed in the
WR-2 zone must predominate on the property which prevents the
approval of the large multi-family apartment complex which would
be unlawful because the apartment complex is not allowed in the
WR-2 zone.
Second, the developer's request for commercial zoning is
inappropriate since the City's PUD regulations prohibit commercial
development in primarily residential neighborhoods. While the
developer is attempting to get around this clear impediment with a
separate but inextricably linked zoning map amendment, approving
this amendment would undermine the City's PUD regulations and
again would be unlawful.
Third, the "by right" argument. Both the developer and staff
argue that 374 units could be built by right on this property which is
not that simple. 1) This calculation is based on the flawed
assumption that the County zoned property will automatically be
annexed in as WR-2; however, the City does not have the authority
to annex the County zoned property in as WR-2 because that would
be inconsistent with the Growth Policy and the Corridor Plan.
2) Given the zoning, the developer would be subject to major
subdivision review if a 374-unit residential development were
proposed on this property requiring very extensive review under
state law and City regulations including a full environmental
assessment and address constraints identified in this process
including constraints related to traffic, steep slopes, and fire danger.
Based on more detailed review it is unlikely that a full buildout to
maximum supposedly allowed capacity would occur here. For least
these reasons the applications should not be recommended for
approval by this board.
• Jennifer Betts (2328 E. Lakeshore Dr) moved here five years
ago, and her property is directly across from the proposed
development. She urged denial of the application. And noted how
the project did not meet the review criteria in Section 76-2-304,
MCA, the City’s Growth Policy and noted an identified issue on page
50 of the Growth Policy: "Current zoning is often inconsistent with
the existing character and densities of residential neighborhoods.
When the zoning district(s) applied to a neighborhood allows higher
densities and different residential types than those that exist in the
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neighborhood, the most likely result is that new development and
redevelopment will not reflect the character and qualities of the
host neighborhood." In the next paragraph it states, "Whitefish has
some areas where the zoning does not match the neighborhood."
She noted the lack of information on the impact of the development
to the schools. According to the Whitefish School Districts
September 2021 meeting minutes, the high school has 579 students,
middle 628, and Muldown 665 students and the District is
developing a long-range facility plan, but it has not been finalized
yet, using a 2% growth factor. We all know our schools are almost at
capacity right now, yet this application does not mention anything
about schools. That is required by §76-2-304(b), MCA.
• Paul Coats (1484 E. Edgewood Dr) is a long-time resident of
Whitefish and would like a balance between the wild and the
development that is happening. He commended the planning
board, City Council, and citizens for working on that balance that we
cherish and would like this project rejected.
• Judy Hessellund (786 W 7th St) was one of the nine people to
write the Growth Policy and a lot of work and thought went into it.
If we need a new one, she is willing to help out.
• Kent Taylor (1735 E. Lakeshore Dr) owns the Hidden Moose
Lodge with his wife and requested denial of this project. We need
workforce housing and a development like this, but maybe not in
this location. The traffic issues and infrastructure problems need to
be solved before this development can be addressed. He served on
the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan when this came up.
Chair Qunell turned the public hearing over to the applicant for five
minutes of rebuttal.
• James Barnett (431 1st Ave W, Kalispell) with the Mountain
Gateway project said the process is confusing for a PUD application.
If a PUD is approved, there is still a lot of work to be done including
review by the Architectural Review Committee, obtaining building
permits, engineering design review, additional work with the Public
Works Department through Site Plan Review meetings regarding
sewer, water, and stormwater, and with the Planning staff to design
the project to ensure there are no surprises.
There may have been a mistake in the application regarding
how they titled something, but the intent was clear – multi-family
apartments. They have included 32 deed restricted units in the
application; he has heard a rumor recently they have removed those
but that is not true. He has also heard something about the existing

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 140 of 1405

houses and the math of subtracting those from 32, but those are not
deed-restricted units. They may appear to be unexpensive as
rentals, but they are privately owned and have no deed restrictions
on them. Removal of homes will not happen overnight, and people
will be given plenty of time. Regardless of whether this development
is approved, that will probably happen at some point in the future.
He has been asked who will live there and what will their kids
do, and his answer is the same things people do now – enjoy
playgrounds and parks, dog parks, community trails, and swimming.
They envision maybe young people trying to start out and save
money for a down payment, people who do not want payments or
costs associated with home ownership, people going to school, or
those identified in the Growth Policy (teachers, firefighters, police
officers, sales and service workers that we depend on) being renters.
It is simply not true and offends him when it is stated or implied that
renters are somehow "lesser" than those that own.
The roundabout is not their idea; it was identified by the State
of Montana. They are not trying to get out of any obligations and
are willing to do their share and whatever the State or folks want to
make it a safe community, including a stoplight. They did their TIS to
intentionally show the maximum number of cars. He was previously
a fire manager and fought fires for the Forest Service for a long time
and understands those concerns. He does not want all the units to
be affordable housing, but rather include housing options across a
range of incomes, from affordable to middle to home ownership. He
supports private and public efforts for housing. We need much
more, and nonprofits building affordable housing is great, too. This
community stands out because of its great location. He feels they
have offered solutions and worked with the City to design this
project to meet all of the requirements and asks for support.
Chair Qunell turned the public hearing over to the public for five
minutes of rebuttal.
• Kim Wilson, lawyer with Morrison, Sherwood, Wilson & Deola
representing Flathead Families for Responsible Growth, said in terms
of the affordable housing issue, deed restrictions are necessary as
the only way to ensure long-term affordability. Regarding the
discussion about the roundabout and traffic issues, the MDT has not
signed off on that particular approach and as Mr. Nys' report they
submitted today and his testimony tonight made clear, there are
problems with the traffic study. That should be reason enough to
deny. The final point made by the applicant was essentially do not
worry, this is not the last step, there will be other steps beyond this,
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but in terms of global land use planning and this board's role, this is
the "go/no go" decision point, and based on that, they urge denial.
• Dale Cockrell said what we just heard from the developer was
basically they will go through other steps later on, so don't worry.
They have been continually changing the plan and should have
submitted the application and plan correctly initially with everything
firmly laid out. They should have submitted an environmental
impact statement or at a minimum an environmental assessment
when they submitted the plan, so this board and City Council could
see whether it meets the City's Ordinances, state statutes, and the
Montana Constitution.
• Kristen Riter (Webex) said this community will be crossing at
two sidewalks. They will go around a roundabout or stop sign and
stop to allow children to be walked across the street and people
carrying skis going to and from the Snow Bus. The roundabout will
be cancelled out by constant traffic stopping as people freely move
across because of the split of this community across the road.
There being no further comments, Chair Qunell closed the public
hearing and turned the matters over to the Planning Board for
consideration.
MOTION / BOARD
DISCUSSION

Ellis asked and Compton-Ring explained the zoning standards
comparison spreadsheet she prepared at Chair Qunell's request.
Beckham asked and Compton-Ring said Planning staff feels there is
adequate parking depending on what is built, and the applicant is
not asking for any parking deviations.
Beckham asked and Mr. Barnett said his idea of what someone who
works in a school or for the fire department can afford monthly is a
hard question to answer, but he thinks the calculation of the Area
Median Income (AMI) of 60% - 80% is what Housing Authority
Executive Director Lori Collins is looking for. Beckham asked if they
are hoping that people who already live in Whitefish will be able to
move into those, versus people from out of town investing and
coming in or renting them as homes they do not stay in the whole
time. Mr. Barnett said one of the commitments they have made is
to work with local workforce folks and have already started that in
another community they own to try to give rental preference to
those who work in Whitefish or are retired here, without being
discriminatory. He has talked to Ms. Collins and that is the type of
community they are trying to build. Market rents in Kalispell right
now $1,100 for one bedroom, $1,400 or $1,450 for two bedrooms,
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and $1,600 or $1,650 for three bedrooms, and most of the newer
apartment communities are renting for that right now. They do not
know what these will rent for in three years when they are ready,
but they are trying to build to that level of quality in that market
rate.
Compton-Ring said the 80% AMI number for one person for this year
is $39,760 annual income and $56,800 for a family of four.
Ellis asked exactly what is being built as far as units and whether
they are going to retain the title to all the buildings or will any be
sold as condominiums or townhomes. Mr. Barnett said the
270 apartments on the west side are all owned by one entity. They
do their own property management and will manage those as longterm rentals. The 24 condos and 24 townhomes on the east side are
designated as owner occupied ("for sale" units). The proposed
affordable units are all on the west side in the rental community.
Ellis asked how many square feet of commercial space are proposed
and Mr. Barnett referred to his colleague who said 20,000 square
feet.
Linville said given Mr. Barnett's background in wildland fire
management she could see where a development in this area would
be challenging knowing that fire evacuation is a major concern. She
asked if he could address a scenario like was depicted by
Mr. Hildner. Mr. Barnett said it is a scary thing to think about,
especially if you have not been through it. He has done fire
management for a long time and traveled on incident management
teams and been involved in lots of evacuations, like in California
where you have tens of thousands of folks being evacuated. It is a
real concern here with one way in and one way out, and that is a
concern whether or not this development happens. From a fire
management standpoint, the best success in fire suppression is
response time and keeping fires small, which is why having a fire
station there would be a great thing for the City. Fire evacuation is
conducted by law enforcement and ours are very good at it. He
thinks adding a fire station and trying to work on defensible space is
the right direction, not just here but in other places.
Chair Qunell asked and Mr. Barnett said this project will be designed
with defensible space around it; it is good business for them to make
sure the residents and property are protected. Chair Qunell said
10% affordable housing is better than 0%, but why not 20%?
Mr. Barnett said it is basically a math problem for them and just has
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to pencil out. Affordable rental rates have not gone up much, but
construction costs have gone up significantly. If three years ago it
was hard to deliver 10%, it is much harder now. They will do as
much as they can and think the size of the project can carry it.
Chair Qunell said we have had a height of 40-feet go through the
public process as an acceptable tradeoff, but we have never had four
stories within 40-feet. He asked and Mr. Barnett said they could get
enough units if they only had three stories. While working with City
staff, though, they decided to ask for the additional 5-feet with four
stories to pull the footprint in to leave more open space. If they are
all three-story buildings, they can fit the units and absorb it without
it being a huge issue, but there will be slightly less open space.
Chair Qunell said on the site plan it looks like there are at least five
entrances onto Big Mountain Road. Director Workman said it will go
through MDT's system impact analysis and the developer would
need permits for the approaches. It is his understanding that MDT
has initially signed off on this proposal so he assumes those
approaches would be permanent. As we have discussed throughout
this process, applicants do not go through a detailed engineering
design phase prior to these approvals. There is another level of
approval that would have to occur from MDT but at this point they
have been satisfied. Chair Qunell asked and Director Workman said
this could change some in terms of required separation distances.
They may wind up being 10- of 15-feet one way or the other, but in
terms of quantity and general location he thinks we can be
comfortable this is what we would see.
Chair Qunell asked if the reason we do not see any ownership at an
affordable rate is the same reason that allows a development like
this to pencil (just the math). Mr. Barnett said it is really hard to pull
off affordable ownership with construction costs of a townhouse or
a condo right now. He is not opposed to exploring it, but it is not
included at this time; it is included in the rental side. As far as the
condos on the top Chair Qunell mentioned, it is a steep slope which
is why there are two different accesses, but can look at a redesign if
required by MDT or Public Works.
Chair Qunell said they are offering to give us the land for the fire
station, which is admirable, but there is no funding to build or staff
it. We have had other developers in town who have helped by
setting aside money each month to help fund affordable housing but
there is also a developer who does it for the Whitefish Lake Institute
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as a condition of approval. He asked what Mr. Barnett would think
about a condition of approval to set aside 1% of their monthly profits
towards the City building and staffing the proposed fire station.
Mr. Barnett said that idea has only come up in the comments, not
from the City or the fire district. The Wisconsin Avenue Plan
identified this as a location for a fire station, and they asked them to
dedicate the land and they did; they were not asked to do anything
else. He is open to discussion, but he also does not want to build a
fire station that nobody wants or cannot be staffed. It is one thing to
give money to an existing organization and another to give it to
something that does not yet exist. He would rather give units to the
Housing Authority as that is something they can do.
Beckham said there has been talk about building "by right," how
much could be built and how much more it might be, maybe through
major subdivision. She asked and Mr. Barnett said this is desirable
land in a desirable location and this is something he would like to see
there. He does not have a fall back plan or a plan for greater density
if the PUD is denied.
Linville asked and Compton-Ring said the total acreage for WR-2
zoning is everything but the four acres in the lower left-hand corner
which is WR-3. The numbers reflect the maximum it would not go
over, not necessarily what they would get. Compton-Ring pointed
out regarding annexation of the properties from the County into the
City, while it is true the land use designation is Suburban Residential,
the City cannot downzone a property. When one requests to be
annexed the City rezones to a similar City zoning designation. The
County zoning designation here is most like our WR-2, and that is
what we would zone it to.
Chair Qunell asked about the process and Compton-Ring said we
have an annexation document signed and ready at the time the
project is approved. We changed the PUD regulations recently to
allow one to apply for a PUD with property that is in the County and
at the time of approval at the City Council level, we will schedule the
annexation. Chair Qunell asked and Compton-Ring said County
zoning R-4 is like our WR-2, and if the developer wanted to annex
only those properties into the City, we would rezone them WR-2
because we cannot downzone properties.
Chair Qunell asked about how the PUD process works as there has
been a lot of talk of this being a zone change but his understanding
is that a PUD is not actually a zone change. Compton-Ring said that
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a PUD is a zone change. The WPUD overlay on this property will be
put over the top of the City zoning, so it is a zone change approved
by Ordinance by the Council. It is reviewed according to the
standards in the PUD chapter, and also standards in state law. Chair
Qunell asked and Compton-Ring said they could go denser than the
underlying zoning across the entire project with the PUD overlay;
those are the ranges of density. At the high end if you provide 10%
affordable housing, you go up to the higher density. The developer
is choosing not to go denser, and they are providing 10% affordable
housing even though they are not required to through the PUD.
Chair Qunell asked and Director Workman said we see preliminary
conceptual stormwater management information at this level, which
is shown on the site plan, but we will not get detailed engineering
plans until after PUD approval and they go through full engineering
submittal.
Chair Qunell asked and Compton-Ring said City-wide since
approximately 2007, all exterior lights are required to be dark sky
compliant which means lights can shine out and slightly down, but
not up.
Chair Qunell asked and Director Workman said regarding water and
sewer, it is the same as any other engineering development portion
of this project. They have gone through preliminary analysis for both
water and sanitary sewer for this project and it has been determined
we do have capacity. When we get the final engineering plans there
will be a full design report required and at that point there will be
additional detail provided and additional review.
Chair Qunell asked and Director Workman said the developer would
be required to build the roundabout and work with MDT regarding
how to build it. Chair Qunell asked how we ensure the roundabout
will be built in Phase 1 and Compton-Ring said that is addressed in
Condition No. 15(e). Director Workman said the roundabout would
be part of the system impact analysis that MDT would do. In order
to issue the permit, MDT would require the roundabout be built
prior to any vehicle trips being added to the roadway. That would go
through their analysis and detailed engineering plans would have to
be submitted and approved along with other requirements like
construction routing and phasing, detour plans, etc. Chair Qunell
asked and Director Workman said construction vehicles do not count
as additional vehicles in the system impact analysis. Construction
vehicles would come before the actual occupant vehicles, so you
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would not have them at the same time. Compton-Ring said the
developer will have to build the roundabout before submitting a
building permit.
Chair Qunell asked and Police Chief Kelch said our fire plan for a big
fire over there would be a unified command situation where fire,
police, and the County would all work together for evacuation.
Chair Qunell asked how many units are going up in the new
Landmark building and no one was sure. Director Workman said the
maximum number of Equivalent Residential Units (ERUs) in the
current Big Mountain Sewer District Agreement is 2,000. Right now,
he thinks they are at 750 or so, so based on the current agreement
there could be as many as another 1,200 units.
Chair Qunell asked about pedestrian crossings, not only as part of
the roundabout, but for the development. It seems like there could
be a better way to get people across the street, especially from one
side of the project to the other. There is no direct connection into
the commercial area based on this rendering. You have to walk
across the road up higher or walk around the southern edge and in
that way, which does not seem like very good pedestrian flow to him
especially with no sidewalks on the east side of the road.
Beckham asked and Compton-Ring said the process for The Lodge to
do the pedestrian overpass was that they came in for a PUD for
everything on the east side of Wisconsin Avenue, including the
Nature Trail Subdivision and Day Lodge. During that process the
developer suggested a crossing (which was a different design than
what ended up being built), which was approved by the Council at
that time. Beckham asked if an above-ground crossing could be a
potential condition for cyclists and pedestrians. Compton-Ring said
MDT would have to weigh in as we would be crossing their
right-of-way. She thinks we can work with the developer and
engineers to figure out the safest way to get across the road.

Break from 8:12 pm to 8:20 pm.
Beckham made a motion, seconded by Ellis, to deny adoption of the
findings of fact within staff report WPUD 21-03, as proposed by City
Staff.
Beckham said this is too much, too fast. Smaller developments have
popped up along the Wisconsin Corridor have given the community
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and board great pause because of the traffic and emergency
situations that might arise. It is in the future MDT will improve
Wisconsin and these things will happen, but we are not seeing them.
Every development that continues to go in, even though some are
scattered in different neighborhoods and different sides of
Wisconsin has an impact, especially during the height of the season.
People worked very hard to create the Growth Policy and the text of
it does not support this.
Ellis said like other big projects similar to this, a lot of it is out of our
control. Wisconsin Avenue and Highway 93 South (the main
entrance to our town) are out of our control. MDT controls and we
cannot be proactive in the City to make and carry out a plan. Right
now, it is impossible to turn out of the Old Town Residential
neighborhood unless you go to Columbia Avenue. The same thing is
going to happen on Reservoir Road and some of the other streets on
Wisconsin if it hasn't already. The two biggest problems in Whitefish
are the cost of housing and traffic, neither of which we seem to be
able to control. He does not think we should put a development of
this size at this location as we do not have the infrastructure on
Wisconsin Avenue to handle it. He is most concerned about the
20,000 square feet of commercial space and associated traffic. He
thinks this is a good project, but not where it is currently proposed
and suggested a better location would be where the old hospital
was. He thinks Finding 2 is incorrect as there are elk, deer, and
turkeys there, and this is a big block of buildings that would block
this corridor. He does not agree with Finding 4 as far as character
because of the commercial aspect. When you look at the whole part
of town past Hidden Meadow Lodge and The Lodge, it is all
single-family residential. As for Finding 7, the problem is cars, not
bike paths, sidewalks, and the bus going up to Big Mountain. He
does not like the idea of going to a height of 40-feet and agrees with
Chair Qunell that he would rather see it spread out a little.
Regarding Finding 10 dealing with the 2007 Growth Policy and
2018 Wisconsin Avenue Plan, he cannot agree that it demonstrates
substantial compliance.
Linville said one of things that is educational about being on the
board in a small community like Whitefish is being able to reflect on
projects that have been approved or denied over several years. She
was not on the board at the time, but at the last meeting folks
reflected on the development on E 2nd Street initially presented as
apartment complexes and was deemed not the right place, and now
is developed as something different. There were two ways in and
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out of that project and lots of ways to get access to that land and
ways to get out of town, down Edgewood, to/from the hospital, etc.,
and maybe that would have been a good spot. From a traffic
standpoint having this density with only one way in and one way out
puts extensive pressure on the intersections and roadways up to it.
From an evacuation standpoint she was moved by Mr. Hildner's
compelling argument, and we are incredibly lucky that hasn't already
happened. As a community we cannot continue to say we need this,
but not here, and the board struggles with the question of where.
The public process can be frustrating, and she acknowledged all the
incredible efforts and well-organized community group. The
proposed community benefit of donating land for a fire station
seems hollow to her. If you take out the term "fire station," it is
really just donation of a lot. She appreciates the affordable housing
but feels the evacuation and traffic issues are an excessive
detriment, and that is what is guiding her vote.
Chair Qunell said this is the third project we have seen in the last
three years where the developer is offering us affordable housing
and immediately people come out and say you can't do it here. We
saw that with the Highway 93 South development where we were
going to get 30% and homes, and the community said not here. The
Council voted it down and we got nothing. We saw it over by the
school where we were going to get several affordable units and
instead the developer built townhomes starting at $780,000 just as
big and massive as the building that was going to go in there. His
question to everyone in this community is do we really value
affordable housing for our workforce or do we not because we have
people offering who do not even have to do it now. Mr. Barnett
could sell those properties and make a lot more money than he
would building a 270-unit apartment complex. Regarding the site,
the traffic on Wisconsin is unbearable, and the intersections are
already failing. This project will make this worse as any development
north of the viaduct will. There are very little City limits up there and
most of that is County and out of the City's control. Putting a
270-unit apartment complex that could house people that would
work on Big Mountain with a bus stop there and a local grocery
actually reduces vehicle trips. It is on the bike path and on the route
to Big Mountain. He would rather see trees there forever rather
than a 270-unit apartment, but he does not own the property, so he
does not have control over that. He has been here for over 20 years
and if he had not been on the planning board for about 15 of those
years, he would be in the audience agreeing that this is too dense
and destroys the character of the neighborhood. He has been doing
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this for a long time and has seen what has happened when we say
no to developers who are willing to give a little to get a little. We
end up with our sewer pond ringed with affordable housing with
another giant project planned right next to our Sewer Treatment
Plant. Should we marginalize all of our affordable housing out to the
Sewer Treatment Plant because it is too dense and causes traffic
problems? That is not the intent in the Growth Policy, which says we
want affordable housing interspersed with our regular housing, so
we don't end up with neighborhoods that are all affordable housing.
Is 10% enough and is this too dense are the questions that eat at the
back of his mind. He would rather see 20% but does not know what
it takes to actually build affordable housing and what makes
something pencil. It is hard for him to vote no against this project
because of the affordable housing. There are issues but our
community is already different from the community he moved to 20
years ago. He teaches high school and was fortunate that he moved
here when he did. This place is only accessible now to people from
big cities out of state. The most valuable resource we have in this
town is our people – the men and women who worked on the
railroad and then shifted to the Mountain and now work in the bars
and have no place to live. When someone is willing to give a little by
deed restricting 32 units and putting in some retail which actually is
going to help with vehicle trips problem rather than hurt it, to get a
little in return by making a profit on some higher end stuff, he thinks
that is good. He will not support the motion to deny based on those
reasons.
VOTE

The motion to deny passed 3 to 1 by roll call vote with Chair Qunell
voting in opposition. The matter is scheduled to go before the
Council on January 18, 2022.

MOTION / BOARD
DISCUSSION

Ellis made a motion, seconded by Linville, to deny adoption of the
findings of fact within staff report WZC 21-03, as proposed by City
Staff.

VOTE

The motion to deny passed 3 to 1 by roll call vote with Chair Qunell
voting in opposition. The matter is scheduled to go before the
Council on January 18, 2022.

Break from 8:45 pm to 8:52 pm.
PUBLIC HEARING 3:
A request by Little Bear Development No. 2 LLC for approval of a 20LITTLE BEAR
lot subdivision. The property is currently undeveloped and is zoned
DEVELOPMENT NO. 2 LLC WRR-2 (Medium Density Resort Residential District). The property is

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 150 of 1405

MOUNTAIN GATEWAY
STAFF REPORT
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT
WPUD 21-03
October 14, 2021
A report to the Whitefish Planning Board and the Whitefish City Council regarding a
request by Arim Mountain Gateway for a Planned Unit Development to develop a mixed
residential and commercial development on 32.7 acres at the East Lakeshore Drive and
Big Mountain Road intersection. A public hearing is scheduled before the Whitefish
Planning Board on October 21, 2021 and a subsequent hearing is set before the City
Council on November 15, 2021.
I.
PROJECT SCOPE
The applicant is proposing a Residential Planned Unit Development (R-PUD) overlay to
develop 318 residential units (270 rental apartments, 24 townhouses and 24
condominiums) on 32.7 acres on the north side of Big Mountain Road and East
Lakeshore Drive intersection.
On the west side of Big Mountain Road, a 270-unit rental community with 460 parking
spaces is proposed. Two buildings with common-connected open space are proposed
to be clustered in the center of the property in order to provide a greater buffer of
existing trees around the apartments. Two vehicle access points to the apartments will
be via Big Mountain Road, with another access point on East Lakeshore Drive near the
north end of the project. They are proposing 8.85 acres of open space; two-acres of
this open space will be developed, and the remainder will be left in its natural state. A
separated non-motorized trail will run along the west side of Big Mountain Road and
connect to the existing Wisconsin Avenue Bike Path on the south end.
On the east side of Big Mountain Road, ownership units are proposed that consist of 24
condominium units at the north end and 24 townhouse units in the central portion of the
project with access off Big Mountain Road. The east side also includes the construction
of a new internal street connecting East Lakeshore Drive to Big Mountain Road. The
townhouse lots/units will front on this new street with alley-loaded garages. They are
proposing 2.06 acres of open space; 0.32 acres of this open space will be developed.
Gross density of the entire site is proposed at 9.72 dwelling unit per acre. By right, the
site could be developed with 374 units (12.4 dwelling units per acre) or 561 units
offering 10% affordable housing with a PUD (18.4 dwelling units per acre).
At the northeast corner of the intersection, the applicant is proposing a neighborhood
commercial development.
A Conditional Rezone accompanies this application
identifying the uses permitted within the development. Layout of the project indicates
buildings along the intersection with a parking lot in behind the buildings. Access to this
commercial area is off East Lakeshore Drive.
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On the eastside of Big Mountain Road, between the commercial development and the
townhouses, the applicant is providing a SNOW bus drop off and pick-up.
On the westside of Big Mountain Road to the north of the apartments is a proposed
location for a future Fire Station. The application indicates a dedication of 1.5 acres of
land for a future station. Construction of the actual structure would happen when funds
are identified for a building.
At the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road, the applicant is
proposing to install a roundabout. Currently, there is a stop sign at Big Mountain Road
for southbound access onto East Lakeshore Drive along with a flashing yellow light.
Finally, at the time of approval, the properties in the County will be annexed into the
City.
PUD TYPE: Residential PUD (R-PUD). A Residential PUD permits all types of housing
including: “multi-family dwellings, single-family dwellings, two-family dwellings and a
combination … arranged in attached, detached, townhouse, apartment, or condominium
configurations.” (§11-2S-2A(2))
ZONING DEVIATIONS: The applicant is proposing one zoning deviation:
•

Four-Stories within 40-feet. When a developer volunteers to participate in the
Legacy Homes Program, they are eligible for certain incentives. One incentive
allows one to exceed the building height, up to 40-feet but structures are limited to 3stories. The applicant is requesting to go up to 4-stories for portions of the multifamily buildings, not the entire building. (§11-1A-6A(2))

BENEFITS PROVIDED: In exchange for the zoning deviation, the applicant is providing
the following community benefits with the project:
1. Affordable Housing (§11-2S-6I): The applicant does not need a density bonus for
this project which would require the provision of affordable housing but is
volunteering to provide 32 deed restricted affordable rental units through the Legacy
Homes Program. This is 10% of the total project. As part of participating in this
program, they are eligible for the additional building height of up to 40-feet (§11-1A6A(2)). They are proposing 12 studio, 10 1-bedroom and 10 2-bedroom units
serving the 60-80% Area Median Income (AMI) with an average of 70% per the
Legacy Homes Program. The actual rents will be determined at the time of deed
restriction for the current year.
2. Public Facilities (§11-2S-6E): The applicant is proposing to dedicate 1.5 acres to the
City of Whitefish for a future Fire Station west of Big Mountain Road at the north side
of the project. They are also including a separated bike path along the west side of
Big Mountain Road that will connect with the Wisconsin Avenue bike path.
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Approximate Location of Land for
Future Fire Station

3. Streetscapes (§11-2S-6D): The project includes a location for a future SNOW bus
stop and the installation of a roundabout at the intersection of E Lakeshore Drive &
Big Mountain Road.
A.

Owner:
Glacier Ranch Holding LLC
620 Shelby St
Bristol, TN 37620
Applicant:
Arim Mountain Gateway
James Barnett
431 1st Avenue W
Kalispell, MT 59901

Technical Assistance:
WGM Group
Mike Brodie
431 1st Avenue W
Kalispell, MT 59901
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B.

Location:
The subject properties are located at the north side of the intersection of E
Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road and can be legally described as
Tracts 1HA, 1H, 1CD, 1C, 1CB, 1, 5C, and 5 in Section 23, Township 31N,
Range 22W, P.M.M., Flathead County.
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C.

Existing Land Use and Zoning:
The property has eight residential structures and outbuildings that will be
removed as part of this development. The properties are a mix of WR-2 (TwoFamily Residential District), WR-3 (Low Density Multi-Family Residential District)
and Flathead County R-4 (Two-Family Residential).

D.

Adjacent Land Uses and Zoning:
North:
residential

E.

South:

residential

East:

residential/golf course

West:

residential

Utilities:
Sewer:

Flathead County Zoning R-3 & SAG-10
WSR
WRR-1/WPUD
WLR & WER

City of Whitefish
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Water:
Solid Waste:
Gas:
Electric:
Phone:
Police:
Fire:
Schools:
F.

City of Whitefish
Republic Services
Northwestern Energy
Flathead Electric Co-op
CenturyLink
City of Whitefish
Whitefish Fire Department
Whitefish School District #44

Public Notice:
A notice was mailed to adjacent landowners within 150-feet of the subject parcel on
October 1, 2021. A notice was mailed to advisory agencies on September 30,
2021. A notice was published in the Whitefish Pilot on October 6, 2021. The full
application was put on the City’s webpage on September 16, 2021. As of the
writing of this report, many comments were received and are attached to this report.
Due the number of letters, staff is unable to summarize all the comments, but it is
fair to state there is little support for this project. Staff encourages the Planning
Board and City Council to carefully review the comments.

II.
REVIEW AND FINDINGS OF FACT
The Planned Unit Development district is intended to encourage flexible land use
development by allowing development based upon a comprehensive, integrated and
detailed plan rather than upon specific requirements applicable on a lot-by-lot basis.
Planned Unit Developments are reviewed for substantial achievement of the purpose
and intent of the PUD chapter (§11-2S-1), the review criteria (§11-2S-8B) and there
being a clear community benefit and proper justification for any proposed deviations
from standards (§11-2S-6).
CHAPTER 2 – ARTICLE S. WPUD PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT:
Review Criteria (§11-2S-9B):
1.

Environmentally sensitive areas of the site must be preserved and protected by the
proposed development to the greatest extent possible. Environmentally sensitive
areas include, but are not necessarily limited to, wetlands and marshes, slopes in
excess of twenty five percent (25%) average grade, and water bodies such as
lakes or streams on and/or adjacent to the site. All lakeshore protection and water
quality standards must be met. There are no waterbodies, streams or wetlands on
the property. The application indicates a small area greater than 25% average
grade that is being incorporated into the design of the condos in the northeast
portion of the project.
The Water Quality Protection regulations require
geotechnical analysis for development on a lot with a slope greater than 10% and
adjacent to water (lake, river, streams). The subdivision regulations require
geotechnical analysis for lots greater than 10%. Since there is no adjacent water
and no subdivision application that currently accompanies the PUD application,
staff will recommend a condition of approval requiring a geotechnical analysis be
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submitted to the Public Works Department for review and approval at the time of
engineering plans for the east side of the project.
Finding 1: Identified environmentally sensitive areas of the site are preserved
because slopes will be incorporated into the design of the condominiums in the
northeast corner of the project and a geotechnical analysis will be reviewed by the
Public Works Department.
2.

Development must be sensitive to and respectful of wildlife habitat and/or seasonal
migration corridors as identified by a competent wildlife assessment or verified by
empirical evidence. This area has not been identified as crucial habitat; however,
it is likely deer, bear and other animals move through this area and will continue to
do so after development. Preservation of surrounding trees will provide habitat for
small animals and birds. As part of living with wildlife and required throughout
town, the project will be required to secure garbage. Staff notified Montana Fish,
Wildlife and Parks of this application but did not receive any comments.
Staff will recommend a condition of approval that a tree preservation plan be
submitted for review and approval by the Planning Department. Such plan will
identify healthy trees to be retained, method for tree protection during construction
– including inspection and a plan for replacement trees if damaged during
construction.
Finding 2: These properties are not identified as crucial wildlife habitat or
seasonal migration corridors; however, it is likely deer, bear and other animals will
continue to move through this property. The preservation of a treed buffer area will
continue to provide open areas for small animals and movement of larger animals
through the property.

3.

Open space, either planned for persons expected to reside in the completed
development (children, young adults, seniors, etc.) or available to the public in
general, must be provided by the development.
Open space within the
development includes buffering with existing trees along East Lakeshore Drive and
Big Mountain Road. These areas will remain passive open space areas – not
developed. On the west side, the project surrounding the apartment buildings will
be a trail connecting to the Wisconsin Avenue trail and the proposed future trail up
Big Mountain Road. There are developed open spaces connecting the two
buildings that also provide covered parking. Also, within the apartment project, the
application describes benches, barbeques, play equipment and a club house. On
the east side of the development, at the time of subdivision, parkland dedication
will be required. In addition, the application indicates sidewalk connections
through the development to the Wisconsin Avenue trail.
Finding 3: Open space is planned for residents as they are providing passive
open space and developed open space in the form of trails, benches, barbeques,
play equipment and a club house. Open space areas will be available to the public
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because the trail connecting the Wisconsin Avenue Trail along Big Mountain Road
will be open to the public.
4.

The character and qualities of existing neighborhoods must be preserved and
protected. Proposed PUDs are to be integrated into the existing neighborhood in
terms of scale, quality, character, and street continuity. When, in the judgment of
the City Council, such integration is not possible, practical, or will otherwise not
produce desired outcomes for the existing neighborhood, effective buffering and
transitions must be provided by the proposed development. The character of the
existing neighborhood is suburban density homes on larger wooded lots along with
the Iron Horse golf course further to the east. The property on the west has higher
density zoning (WR-3) than the surrounding neighborhood; however, the exact
location of that zoning district is at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East
Lakeshore Drive. Instead of locating the high-density buildings at the corner, the
applicant designed the project to locate the higher density apartments within the
center of the property and consolidate the buildings into two buildings versus
multiple buildings to preserve the surrounding trees and provide a transition from
the surrounding neighborhoods and preserve its wooded character. The treed
buffer, according to the application, is 40 to 200-feet deep. To the east, this treed
buffer is located along Big Mountain Road; the condo and townhouse
neighborhoods are next to the Iron Horse golf course property which serves as
open area and is not currently developed.
Finding 4: The character and qualities of existing neighborhoods are being
preserved and protected because the development on the west side of the project
is located in the center of the property enabling the retention of trees surrounding
the site to maintain the wooded character of the neighborhood. This wooded
character will remain along Big Mountain Road on the east side of the property as
the project transitions to condominiums, townhouses, and a neighborhood
commercial corner further to the east.
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5.

Street continuity must be maintained through extending the Whitefish street grid
and other established street systems consistent with adopted transportation plans.
East Lakeshore Drive through the intersection onto Big Mountain Road is a state
highway and will continue to be maintained by the State of Montana. The state of
Montana has no plans for improvements for either Big Mountain Road or East
Lakeshore Drive/Wisconsin Avenue. The applicant, as part of the project, must
work with MDT to dedicate right-of-way for the roundabout, future road
improvements – including possible left-hand turn lanes and the SNOW bus stops.
Staff will recommend this as a condition of approval.
The applicant is providing two streets within the development. On the east side of
the project, a road connects E Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. This road
will go past the commercial area and go through the townhouse portion of the
project and be designed to City standards with curb, gutter, boulevard, sidewalks,
street trees and streetlights. A second road located on the west side of the project
at the north end connects Big Mountain Road to the property identified for the fire
station and out to E Lakeshore Drive. The apartments can be also accessed by
this road. Staff recommends the separated trail or a widened sidewalk be installed
along this road out to the Wisconsin Avenue Path to provide a loop for walking and
biking and another means to access the Wisconsin Avenue Path. Staff will
recommend a condition these roads be privately owned and maintained but open
to the public.

Approximate Location of Road
on West Side of Project
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A Traffic Impact Study (TIS) was completed for the project. The report used the
busiest times of year (Christmas and 4th of July) to determine peak traffic. The
traffic counts noted Christmas had higher traffic counts (45-120% higher) than 4th
of July at the East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road intersection; therefore,
they used the Christmas numbers for their analysis. Interestingly, the difference
between the two seasons at the Edgewood & Wisconsin Avenue was nearly the
same. At full build-out the intersections identified in the study will continue to
operate within an acceptable level of service. The intersection of E Lakeshore
Drive and Big Mountain Road will fail whether or not this project is built during the
PM peak; however, with the proposed installation of a roundabout at this
intersection, it will fully mitigate the impact of the project’s traffic and improve the
overall function of the intersection. Eighty percent of the traffic generated on-site
will travel toward downtown with the remaining 20% split between Big Mountain
Road and East Lakeshore Drive. The TIS does not recommend any additional
road improvements. Staff will recommend the installation of a roundabout as a
condition of approval.

Looking South:
Intersection of Big
Mountain Road & East
Lakeshore Drive

Finding 5: The project is not extending the City’s grid system because it does not
exist in this neighborhood; however, through the installation of two privately owned
and maintained roads, the development provides for a modified grid system. The
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installation of the roundabout at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East
Lakeshore Drive will improve the functionality of this intersection and mitigate the
traffic impacts of the development.
6.

New development must provide attractive, high-quality streetscapes through the
use of landscaping, sidewalks/bikeways, street trees, and quality street lighting
fixtures, including design consideration for and integration with adjacent structures.
The most significant improvement of the streetscape is the proposed installation of
a roundabout at the intersection of E Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road.
Roundabouts are typically well landscaped, can be a transition to another area,
provide an entry and help slow traffic. In addition, a separated trail along the west
side of Big Mountain Road will provide an upgrade. Staff will recommend a
condition of approval that the trail be lit like the Wisconsin Avenue trail. As
mentioned previously East Lakeshore Drive onto Big Mountain Road is a state
highway and the Montana Department of Transportation has no plans for road
upgrades; however, staff recommends a condition of approval the applicant works
with MDT to determine any required right-of-way dedication or other roadway
improvements along this state highway.
Within the development, the streets will be designed to meet City of Whitefish
standards including sidewalks, boulevards, street trees and street lighting. This
will provide the standard streets in consideration of the type of housing and users
of the neighborhood.
Finding 6: The development is providing attractive, high-quality streetscapes
because the internal streets will meet City of Whitefish standards and a modern
roundabout and a separated non-motorized path will be installed.

7.

Proposed development must, to the greatest extent possible, provide pedestrian,
transit, and bicycle facilities, and encourage transportation alternatives consistent
with the Whitefish Growth Policy, adopted transportation plans, and the Bicycle
and Pedestrian Master Plan.
The development is providing pedestrian
connections throughout the project – trails on the west side and sidewalks on the
east side – that connect to the City’s Wisconsin Avenue Bike Path and its
extension along Big Mountain Road. Within the development, as part of the
Residential Design Standards, bike parking and storage must be provided. Staff
will recommend this as a condition of approval.
The applicant is extending a separated path connecting the Wisconsin Avenue
Bike Path along the west side of Big Mountain Road to the northern extent of the
project. This separated path will be located on private property within an easement
open to the public. The Connect Whitefish Plan did not identify a separated path
along Big Mountain Road but simply noted bikes share the road with cars;
however, a separated trail is preferred for walkers and bicyclists along this busy
stretch of Big Mountain Road. Staff will recommend a condition of approval that
the maintenance of the trail, including snow removal, is the responsibility of the
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property owner. Staff will also recommend either separated path or widened
sidewalk connect Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive along the private
road to the west. This will enable a loop on the west side for walkers and bikers
and connection between the two roads without having to go all the way to the
intersection.
The applicant is proposing a SNOW bus stop within the development on the east
side of the project. The City received comments from Big Mountain Commercial
Association, the SNOW bus operator, that in the interest of safety and accessibility,
the bus stops should be located on either side of Big Mountain Road and designed
in accordance with MDT standards. As such, staff will recommend a condition of
approval that the final location of the SNOW bus stops be coordinated with the
SNOW bus and Montana Department of Transportation. They also noted the
importance of pedestrian crossings and signals to increase visibility and safety.
Finding 7: The proposed development is encouraging transportation alternatives
because it is served by the Wisconsin Avenue bike path and trails and sidewalks
will be installed within the development and connecting to the existing trail system.
The project will encourage transit ridership during the Whitefish Mountain Resort’s
winter and summer seasons through the installation of bus stops along Big
Mountain Road. Finally, the project will be required to install bike racks or some
facilities for bike storage.
8.

New development must avoid a monotonous and/or institutional appearance
through varied architecture and orientation of buildings, and where appropriate,
varying the type of residential units within the project. The project has four
different components – on the west: apartments, on the east: condos, townhouses
and a commercial component. Each component will not be monotonous nor
institutional in appearance but will have a common design theme. The apartments
are designed to be within a small footprint to retain the greatest amount of tree
buffer surrounding the development whereas the townhouses with a primary street
and alleys will function similar to downtown neighborhoods with lots, blocks and
alley access. The condos will be located above the townhouses and have a
different look and feel than the other buildings. The commercial is locating parking
behind the buildings in order to frame the street providing varied orientation. All of
the buildings will be required to obtain Architectural Review approval prior to the
start of construction. Many of these themes are in the Architectural Review
Standards and are reviewed at that time.
Finding 8: This development will avoid monotonous and institutional appearance
through varied architecture because the project is proposing apartments, condos,
townhouses and a commercial component each with its scale, mass and
orientation on the site.

9.

Preliminary designs for necessary public facilities, infrastructure, and services
including but not limited to water, sewer, and stormwater, shall be deemed
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adequate. The applicant submitted preliminary water, sewer and stormwater
information that the Public Works Department has reviewed. Sewer from this part
of town goes through the Viking sewer lift station. The Public Works Department,
as part of the engineering plan submittal, requests a capacity impact analysis of
this lift station. Staff will recommend this as a condition of approval.
Finding 9: Preliminary designs for necessary public facilities were deemed
adequate because the Public Works Department reviewed their plans and did not
note any concerns.
10. All new development must demonstrate substantial compliance with and/or
implementation of the growth policy, including adopted neighborhood plans and
corridor plans.
The project complies with and supports the following goals and policies from the
2007 Whitefish Growth Policy:
Land Use
Goal 7: Plan for healthy, efficient and visually attractive corridors along major
transportation routes through the community.
Housing
Goal 1: Ensure an adequate supply and variety of housing product types and
densities, at affordable prices, to meet the needs of Whitefish existing and future
workforce and for senior citizens.
Goal 2: Maintain a social and economic diversity of Whitefish through affordable
housing programs that keep citizen and members of the workforce form being
displaced.
Policy 2: The City of Whitefish shall always have a policy of supporting
development of affordable housing and shall seek to partner with and support nay
reputable affordable housing developer in the public or private sector.
Community Facilities – Emergency Services
Goal 1: Continue to provide the most modern and efficient emergency services to
the visitors and citizens of the Whitefish area.
Transportation
Goal 1: Provide an efficient and effective transportation system to serve the
present and future needs of the Whitefish area.
This property is located within the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan boundaries.
This plan was adopted, as an amendment to the Growth Policy, by the Whitefish
City Council April 2018 (Resolution No. 18-13). As part of this plan, this property is
located within Subarea ‘C’ and is identified as a Key Development Area. It is noted
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in the Plan that the need for workforce housing could be considered on this site
and its proximity to Big Mountain might also make it a suitable location for
workforce housing. Its access to the SNOW bus and the Wisconsin Avenue Bike
Path makes it a good location for higher density workforce housing. It was noted
that this would be a suitable location for some supporting convenience commercial.
Also, this site would make a good location for a satellite fire station. Challenges
identified with this site include transitioning the higher density zoning on the
property to surrounding suburban densities and it was recommended the property
be developed with a PUD in order to preserve the character and integrate it into
the existing neighborhood.

Big Mountain Key Development Area
(2018 Corridor Plan)
The following Goals and Policies from the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan apply
to this project:
Environment/Water Quality
Goal 1.2: Preserve the natural landscaping, scenic views and forested character
of the corridor.
Policy 1.3: Minimize impacts of developments on views through site design that
provides for open space, preserve scenic vistas and maintain wooded areas as
buffers along property lines.
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Policy 1.4: Encourage development plans that incorporate native vegetation, reflect
the natural landscapes of the corridor and include management practices to protect
against invasive species.
Residential
Goal 2.1: Provide for diverse housing needs within the corridor while protecting
community character and neighborhoods through compatible residential
developments.
Goal 2.2: New residential development should incorporate design elements to
promote walkability, sustainability and vibrant neighborhoods.
Policy 2.1: Support pedestrian-scale residential design that encourages walkability,
accessibility and linkages to neighborhood scale activity nodes.
Policy 2.2: Support cohesive, distinctive and diverse residential developments that
are compatible with existing neighborhoods and promote safe and quiet
neighborhoods.
Policy 2.3: Integrate higher to mid-density housing with
transit/biking/walking routes and access to commercial services.

access

to

Policy 2.4: Encourage a mix of product type within the same development that can
be marketed to a variety of income level for both seasonal and year-round
residents.
Policy 2.5: Encourage unified development that mitigate potential impacts on
adjacent neighborhoods, reflect neighborhood scale and character and contribute
to a vibrant corridor.
Policy 2.6: Promote the development of affordable work-force housing.
Transportation
Goal 3.1: The corridor should have a connected, efficient, safe, accessible and
attractive transportation system to accommodate all modes of traffic.
Policy 3.4: Promote non-motorized transportation through designs that incorporate
walkability, connectivity, accessibility and wayfinding features to accommodate
bicyclists and pedestrians.
3.6: Design transit stops, drop-off sites and pedestrian/bicycle crossings to improve
safety, accessibility and user experience.
3.7: Provide adequate facilities and access for emergency services in the corridor.
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3.10: Coordinate with state, county and developers to design and fund
transportation improvements in the corridor.
Urban Design
Goal 4.1: Preserve the existing character along the corridor through site design
and plans that reflect the neighborhood scale and preserve the features that
contribute to the quality of experience in the corridor.
Policy 4.5: Incorporate mature stands of trees into site designs to provide buffers
and maintain the wooded/forested character along the corridor.
Economic Performance
Goal 5.2: Focus development opportunities along the corridor to support rather
than compete with downtown Whitefish.
Policy 5.1: Allow increased densities and mixed uses at key nodes along the
corridor that are service by transit while preserving natural landscapes and open
space between nodes.
Land Use
Goal 6.2: Integrate land use and transportation improvements that result in a
pedestrian/transit/bike friendly corridor and reduces the need for vehicle trips.
Finding 10: The project has demonstrated substantial compliance with the 2007
Growth Policy and 2018 Wisconsin Avenue Corridor plan because it is
implementing many of the key development concepts identified in the Wisconsin
Avenue Plan including providing workforce housing, protecting the wooded nature
of this area, integrating land use and transportation, providing a variety of housing
types within a development and providing convenience neighborhood commercial
that does not compete with the downtown.
CHAPTER 2 – ARTICLE S. WPUD PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT:
Purpose and Intent (§11-2S-1):
Finding 11: The project complies with the Purpose and Intent of the Planned Unit
Development chapter because it meets the review criteria outlined in the PUD
chapter, as conditioned.
CHAPTER 7 – ADMINISTRATION AND ENFORCEMENT: Amendments (§11-7-12E):
The following considerations from §11-7-12E are intended to guide both the Planning
Board and the City Council when considering an amendment to the official zoning map.
Considerations from §11-7-12E

Staff Report Section Reference/Comments

Zoning Regulations Must Be:
Made in Accordance with a Growth Policy

See Section II.10.
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Considerations from §11-7-12E

Staff Report Section Reference/Comments

Designed to:
Secure safety from fire and other dangers
Promote public health, public safety and general
welfare

See above – in addition, the Building
Department will review the new structure
through the building permit process.

Facilitate the adequate provision of transportation,
water, sewerage, schools, parks and other public
requirements

The property is fully served by all public
services and facilities; water and sewer service
are located in East Lakeshore Drive; the Fire
Department will review hydrant locations at the
time of engineering review, and the PW
Department has requested a capacity analysis
of the Viking lift station as part of the
engineering review.
The installation of a
modern roundabout will improve the level of
service at the intersection of E Lakeshore Drive
and Big Mountain Road and other intersection
will continue to function adequately.
In the adoption of zoning regulations, the city shall consider:
Reasonable provision of adequate light and air

All zoning standards are being met, except
those requested for deviation.

The effect on motorized
transportation systems

See Section II.6., II.7.

and

non-motorized

Promotion of compatible urban growth

See Section II.

The character of the district and its particular
suitability of the property for the particular uses

See Section II.

Conserving the value of buildings

This criterion is subjective at best, but staff can
identify no instances where “buildings” will be
subject to a diminution in value because of the
request to add additional residential units and
decrease commercial space. However, it is
permissible for the Board to consider testimony
from nearby residents as prima facie evidence
of adverse impact.

Encouraging the most appropriate use of land
throughout the jurisdictional area

This proposal only applies to the subject
property and sets no binding precedent for any
other zone change or PUD proposal.

That historical uses and established uses patterns
and recent change in use trends will be weighed
equally and consideration not be given one to the
exclusion of the other.

The Planning Board and the City Council should
consider the historical and established use
patterns, including trends, when deciding on the
project. See Section II.
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Finding 12: The review criteria for a zone change are met because the project has been
reviewed according to City standards and conditioned accordingly.
CHAPTER 2 – ARTICLE S. WPUD PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT:
Community Benefit and Justification for Proposed Zoning Deviations (§11-2S-6):
The Community Benefits test requires justification to deviate from underlying zoning
regulations by providing one or more community benefits as identified in the list of
possible community benefits and must be something that would not otherwise be
required.
The applicant, as described earlier in this report, is requesting a portion of the multifamily building be developed with four-floors (the lowest partially sunk). In exchange for
this zoning deviation request, the applicant is providing the following Community
Benefits:
Affordable Housing (§11-2S-6I)
• 32 deed restricted affordable rental units provided through the Legacy Homes
Program (12 studio, 10 1-bedroom, 10 2-bedroom serving the 60-80% Area Median
Income (AMI) with an average of 70% AMI)
Public Facilities (§11-2S-6E)
• Dedication of 1.5 acres to the City of Whitefish for a future Fire Station west of Big
Mountain Road at the north side of the project
• Installation of a separated bike path along the west side of Big Mountain Road
connected to the Wisconsin Avenue bike path
Streetscapes (§11-2S-6D)
• Installation of a SNOW bus stop
• Installation of a modern roundabout at the intersection of E Lakeshore Drive/Big
Mountain Road
Finding 13: The applicant has demonstrated clear community benefit to deviate from
the adopted standards to exceed the number of floors for a portion of the multi-family
buildings because the project is providing 10% affordable housing which is an identified
need within the 2007 Growth Policy, the 2018 Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan, the
2016 Housing Needs Assessment and the 2017 Strategic Housing Plan, they are
dedicating land for a fire station, installing a separated bike path on the west side of Big
Mountain Road, installing SNOW bus stops and installing a modern roundabout at the
intersection of Big Mountain Road and E Lakeshore Drive.
III.
RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Whitefish Planning Board adopt the findings of fact within
staff report WPUD 21-03 and recommend to the Whitefish City Council that the Planned
Unit Development for Arim Mountain Gateway be approved and the deviation to the
zoning be granted subject to the following conditions of approval:
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1. Except as amended by these conditions, the development of the Planned Unit
Development must be in substantial conformance with the approved site plan and
elevations that govern the general location of buildings, landscaping, building height
and improvements and labeled as “approved plans” by the City Council.
2. Prior to any ground disturbing activities, a plan must be submitted for review and
approval by the City of Whitefish Planning Department. The plan must include, but
may not necessarily be limited to, the following:
• Dust abatement and control of fugitive dust.
• Hours of construction activity.
• Noise abatement.
• Control of erosion and siltation.
• Routing for heavy equipment, hauling, and employees, including signage to direct
equipment and workers.
• Construction office siting, staging areas for material and vehicles, and employee
parking.
• Measures to prevent soil and construction debris from being tracked onto public
road, including procedures remove soil and construction debris from road as
necessary.
• Detours of vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as necessary.
• Notation of any street closures or need to work in public right-of-way. (Engineering
Standards, Appendix K)
3. Prior to any construction, excavation, grading or other terrain disturbance, plans for
all on and off-site infrastructure must be submitted to and approved by the Whitefish
Public Works Department. The improvements (water, sewer, roads, streetlights,
sidewalks, etc.) within the development must be designed and constructed by a
licensed engineer and in accordance with the City of Whitefish’s design and
construction standards. The Public Works Director must approve the design prior to
construction.
Plans for grading, drainage, utilities, sidewalks and other
improvements must be submitted as a package and reviewed concurrently. No
individual improvement designs must be accepted by Public Works. (Engineering
Standards, Chapter 1)
4. Engineering plan submittal must include an overall plan for all phases of the project
and, if phases are proposed to be constructed independently, the engineering
design report must show that the phase can function independently. A capacity
impact analysis of the Viking sewer lift station must be included and a geotechnical
analysis for the areas with slopes greater than 25%. (Engineering Standards,
Chapter 2; Findings 1, 9)
5. A tree preservation plan must be submitted with the Engineering Plans and be
reviewed and approved by the Planning Department. Such plan will identify healthy
trees to be retained, method for tree protection during construction (including
inspection), and plan for replacement trees if damaged during construction.
(Findings 2, 4; §11-4-9)
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6. All areas disturbed because of road and utility construction must be re-seeded as
soon as practical to inhibit erosion and spread of noxious weeds. (Engineering
Standards, §4-3)
7. Internal roads within the subdivision must be built to City of Whitefish Public Works
Standards and the Whitefish Subdivision Regulations unless otherwise approved by
the Public Works Director. The roadway within the subdivision will be privately
owned and maintain, but open to the public. (Engineering Standards, Finding 5)
8. The applicant must install a modern roundabout at the intersection of East
Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. The applicant will coordinate its design
with the City of Whitefish and the Montana Department of Transportation. (Finding 5)
9. The applicant must dedicate additional right of way for the modern roundabout,
SNOW bus stops and for future road construction on both Big Mountain Road and
East Lakeshore short Drive. Work with MDT to determine exact right-of-way
dedication needed. (Finding 7)
10. Obtain approach permits from MDT for new accesses onto East Lakeshore Drive
and Big Mountain Road. All improvements within the right-of-way must be reviewed
and approved by MDT. (Finding 6)
11. The applicant must install a SNOW bus stop on either side of Big Mountain Road.
The design must be coordinated with the SNOW bus and Montana Department of
Transportation. (Finding 7)
12. The applicant must install a separated non-motorized paved path on the westside of
Big Mountain Road and provide a connecting trail or wide sidewalk along the new
east-west road connecting to East Lakeshore Drive. The path, designed to City
standards including the installation of lighting, will be maintained by the owner – both
the long-term maintenance and snow removal and must be located within an
easement open for public access on private property. (Findings 6, 7, Connect
Whitefish)
13. Refuse disposal and recycling areas must be reviewed and approved by the Public
Works Department and Republic Services. (Engineering Standards)
14. A landscaping plan must be submitted along with an application for building permit.
The overall landscaping, parking lot landscaping and tree density credits must be met.
Existing healthy, appropriate trees must be retained as part of the landscaping plan.
(Finding 6, §11-4)
15. Prior to submitting any building permit applications, the following conditions of
approval must be met:
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a. Architectural review and approval must be obtained (§11-3-3) and all applicable
multi-family design standards must be met (§11-3-42).
b. Final acceptance of all improvements including, but not limited to pavement of
parking lot/driveway, water, sewer and stormwater. (Engineering Standards,
Finding 5)
c. Deed restrictions for the 32 apartments must be recorded with the Flathead County
Clerk and Record’s Office. The deed restrictions for the 12 studio, 10 1-bedroom
and 10 2-beroom apartments must serve the 60-80% AMI population at the time of
recording with an average of 70% AMI.
d. The proposed property for a future Fire Station must be dedicated to the City and
utilities must be stubbed to the property.
e. The roundabout, trail along Big Mountain Road and SNOW bus stops must be
installed with the first phase. An easement for public access on the trail along Big
Mountain Road must be recorded.
16. All addressing must be reviewed and approved by the City Clerk’s office.
17. This approval is valid for 3-years from the date of City Council approval. (§11-2S-9C)
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Planning & Building Department
(406) 863-2410 Fax (406) 863-2409
418 E 2nd Street, PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
Date:

November 10, 2021

To:

Whitefish Planning Board

From:

Wendy Compton-Ring, AICP, Senior Planner

Subject:

Mountain Gateway (WPUD 21-03 & WZC 21-03)

This memo is a follow-up to the Planning Board public hearing on October 21,
2021, on the Mountain Gateway project. At that meeting, the Planning Board held
public testimony until 11:00 PM then, due to the lateness of the meeting, adjourned
the meeting and approved a motion to continue the hearing until the November
public hearing. The Board noted the public comment will start with those on Webex
that did not have an opportunity to comment since all in attendance ‘in-person’ had
spoken.
Background
Arim Mountain Gateway is requesting: 1) a Residential Planned Unit Development
(R-PUD) overlay to develop 318 residential units (270 rental apartments, 24
townhouses and 24 condominiums) on 32.7 acres on the north side of Big
Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive intersection and 2) a Conditional Zoning
with a Statement of Condition on 3.966 acres at the northeast corner of the Big
Mountain Road and E Lakeshore Drive to allow a blend of the WR-2 zoning and
some of the commercial uses from the WB-1 zoning district.
The properties are zoned WR-2 (Two-Family Residential District), WR-3 (Low
Density Multi-Family Residential District) and Flathead County R-4 (Two-Family
Residential). The Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan, the 2018 amendment to the
Growth Policy, designates this property as a “Key Development Area” shown with
a Suburban Land Use designation with a hatch.
Staff Recommendation
Staff continues to recommend approval of both the PUD and ZC.
Next Steps
The Planning Board will continue the public hearing starting with those members
of the public participating via Webex that did not have an opportunity to speak at
the October public hearing. Once the public hearing is closed, the Planning Board
will deliberate the merits of the project and offer recommendation to the City
Council. Two separate motions will need to be made for each request.
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F. Future Land Use – Sub-Area C
1. Character & Key Features – This sub-area is characterized by a more rural, pastoral setting. On the
west side of Wisconsin are large tracts with frontage on Whitefish Lake. The east side of Wisconsin Ave.
has significant open areas due to a conservation easement, golf course, and hillside.
Figure 4.6: Examples of land-uses in Sub-Area C

Wisconsin Ave. and Reservoir Road Intersection

Slopes are a Development Constraint

There is a more open – rural character in this segment

Single-family home on Barkley Ln.

2. Issues and opportunities
• Future intersection design improvements should treat the Big Mountain road intersection as a
major gateway for both northbound traffic to the resort and southbound traffic into Whitefish.
• The intersection at Reservoir Road and Wisconsin Ave. should be improved to handle increased
traffic from the Haskill Basin Trailhead.
• The northeast corner of Reservoir Road and Wisconsin Avenue has been redesignated as resort
commercial to reflect the existing land use and zoning.
• Development of lakeshore properties can have significant impact on water quality. Commercial
properties and large developments must comply with stormwater regulations while singlefamily properties are exempt. The cumulative impact of unregulated single-family homes can
degrade water quality if they do not follow recommended best practices.
• The 2007 Growth Policy identified the Big Mountain Road intersection as having development
potential. (See key development concept.)
• City owned property north of the neighborhood business is shown as resort residential to reflect
existing zoning. This will require more analysis, however, to determine the appropriate use.
• The land use designations in Mountain Harbor have been changed to reflect the current zoning.
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Future Land Use Designation – Big Mountain Road Key Development Area
The approximately 31 acres of land lying along both sides of Big Mountain Road and north of East
Lakeshore Dr. is sufficiently unique within the corridor planning area that it merits some special
consideration. The current zoning on the property is WR-2 and WR-3 (city) and R-4 (county). This is in
sharp contrast to the WLR zoning that is located to the west and south, the low-density residential
development to the north, and the resort residential zoning (the Iron Horse Golf Club practice range) to
the east.
No research has been conducted on the history of the current zoning, but it is widely believed to have
been placed on the property in the early 1980s in response to then-existing trailers and cabins that are no
longer on the property. When the 2007 Whitefish Growth Policy was adopted, the future land use map
designated this area as “suburban residential” in spite of the zoning. This was done, according to
recollections of those involved in the 2007 plan, primarily because:
• The property is located on the far end of the Wisconsin Ave. corridor, and as such, was not
suited for the kind of residential densities allowed by the underlying zoning.
• The zoning in place no longer reflected the existing land use, but would allow densities far
greater than those that ever existed on the property.
• The zoning was inconsistent with surrounding zoning.
• The existing zoning is inconsistent with surrounding land uses and character, which were and
still are decidedly single-family and rural.
Since adoption of the 2007 Growth Policy, the Whitefish community is facing growth and development
issues that were not necessarily apparent in 2007. Therefore, it is entirely appropriate to review the future
the land use designation as part of the corridor planning process to address the following community
needs:
•

•

•

•

The need for workforce housing across the spectrum, and a greater supply and variety of
housing of all types, including housing for young professionals who are seeking home
ownership. This is a need that can reasonably be addressed on this property, especially given its
size and underlying zoning.
In addition, residential development at densities between the underlying zoning and what
would be considered “suburban residential”, with some supporting convenience commercial,
could ease traffic congestion along Wisconsin Ave. as residents would need to make fewer trips
toward the lower part of the corridor or downtown. Any convenience commercial would also be
utilized by residents of existing homes in the immediate area and homes farther out along E.
Lakeshore Dr. all the way around the lake. Such a commercial land use could be a component
of a PUD.
This site would be the closest workforce housing opportunity to Whitefish Mountain, and work
and recreational trips to Whitefish Mountain would not impact Wisconsin Ave. In addition, this
site enjoys access to the Snow Bus as well as the Wisconsin Ave. bike/pedestrian path, further
reducing site generated trips.
Through the corridor planning process, the need for a satellite fire station has been determined.
This station would provide fire suppression and emergency medical services to the entire area
north of the viaduct, including the more isolated areas around the east and north sides of
Whitefish Lake.

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 174 of 1405

To address the above issues, acknowledge the vision for this property from the 2007 growth policy, reflect
the existing land use/character of the surrounding area, and in recognition of the existing zoning, the
corridor plan recommends designating this property as “suburban residential” on the future land use
map with a diagonal hatch pattern and a footnote referencing this section of the document to denote the
unique character of this property. In addition, the suburban residential designation recognizes the
opportunity to transition from higher density development to lower density on the perimeter to better
respect the scale and character of surrounding residential uses.
Suburban residential character does not necessarily mean large single-family homes on acreage lots.
Suburban character can be at least partially achieved by clustering townhomes, modest and attainable
single-family detached, 2 and 4-unit residential buildings, or semi-attached products around open space
where the mature tree canopy has mostly been preserved. While it is understood that the current
property owner or any subsequent owner has every right to develop the property to whatever the
underlying zoning happens to be at the time of the application, it is recommended that the application be
for a Planned Unit Development that will retain most of suburban character of the site and surrounding
neighborhood.
There are other properties within Whitefish city limits for which the future land use designation in the
Growth Policy does not necessarily mirror the existing zoning. This was done for a variety of reasons and
those reasons were not necessarily consistent (or even applicable) from one property to the next. Because
each of these situations is unique, it is not intended that the manner in which the zoning and future land
use designation have been determined on this property should set a precedent of any kind in dealing with
other properties where the future land use designation and existing zoning are not consistent.
As for economic performance, it can generally be observed and stated that higher densities will result in
more efficient utilization of infrastructure, higher tax revenues, and will likely perform better
economically for the community. Those increased tax revenues, in turn, will help to finance improvements
including bikeway/pedestrian facilities and a satellite fire station that will enhance public safety in this
part of the community.
In summary, this property can and should be developed in a manner that will preserve most of its
suburban character. At the same time, development of this property can address several of the goals set
forth in this plan, including a wider variety of housing types and workforce housing, a degree of selfcontainment with the support of convenience commercial, shortened and/or eliminated vehicle trips, and
access to transit and non-motorized transportation.
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Figure 3: Future Land Use Map – Sub-Area C
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Big Mountain Road
Intersection

Description: Intersection of Big Mountain
Road and East Lake Shore Drive. Parcels are
under single ownership and span both sides of
Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive.
Existing use is single-family residential.
Existing zoning north of road is WR-2 (13.5
acres), WR-3 (8.31 acres), and County R-4 zone
(9.19 acres.) South of road is County R-1 zone,
Suburban Residential (11 acres).

Figure 4.16 Subject Area

Features/Amenities: Lakeshore frontage with
steep slopes & moderately forested. Big
Mountain Rd. provides the only general access
to Whitefish Mountain Resort.
Infrastructure: Utilities and infrastructure are
close to property. Water and sanitary sewer
are in East Lakeshore Drive.

Figure 4.17 : Preserving the tree canopy will be important

Dev. Considerations for all development:
Conservation design and stormwater
treatment to protect water quality.
Best practices for lakeshore development such
as lakeshore setbacks for sensitive areas.
Coordinate with MDT on intersection
improvements and transit stops.
Set-backs on East Lake Shore should provide
for future street widening.
Design pedestrian crossings at grade or
underground to connect parcels.
Negotiate land for fire station/transit drop-off.

Figure 4.18: Multi-family on the interior of the site clustered
around open space to preserve existing tree canopy can
engender suburban character.

Maintain vegetation to screen from road and
provide buffers to minimize impact on
adjacent land owners.
Properties must annex to city to connect to
water and sewer.
Suburban residential for lakeshore parcels.
Underlying zoning for properties north of East
Lake Shore Dr. allow for multi-family but
should be designed to reflect surrounding lowdensity suburban character.
Transition from higher density in center to
lower density on perimeter.
4-18
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The City of Whitefish would like to inform you that Arim Mountain Gateway
is requesting both a Planned Unit Development to develop a mixed
residential/commercial project with 318 residential units (270 apartments,
24 townhouses and 24 condominiums) and a Conditional Zone Change to apply
Neighborhood Commercial to the northeast corner of the intersection. The property is
partially developed with several single-family homes to be removed as part of the project.
The lots are zoned WR-2 (Two-Family Residential District), WR-3 (Low Density Multi-Family
Residential District and Flathead County R-4 (Two-Family Residential. The three County
lots will be annexed into the City Limits at the time of approval. The properties are located
north of the intersection of E Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road and can be legally
described as Tracts 1HA, 1H, 1CD, 1C, 1CB, 1, 5C, 5 in S23-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 Planning Board will hold a public hearing for the proposed project
request on:

Thursday, October 21, 2021
6:00 p.m.
Whitefish City Council Chambers, City Hall
418 E 2nd Street, Whitefish MT 59937

The Whitefish Planning Board will make a recommendation to the City Council, who will then
hold a public hearing and take final action on Monday, November 15, 2021, at 7:10 p.m.,
also in the Whitefish City Council Chambers.
On the back of this flyer is a site plan of the
project. Additional information on this proposal
can be obtained at the Whitefish Planning
Department and on the Planning Department
webpage – Current Land Use Actions:
www.cityofwhitefish.org.
The
public
is
encouraged to comment on the above proposal
and attend the hearing. Please send comments
to the Whitefish Planning Department (address
below)
or
email
at
wcomptonring@cityofwhitefish.org. Comments received
by the close of business on October 12, 2021,
will be included in the packets to Board
members. Comments received after the
deadline will be summarized to Board members
at the public hearing.

VICINITY MAP

Please share this notice with your neighbors
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PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT
418 E Second Street/PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
(406) 863-2410 Fax (406) 863-2409
Date:

October 1, 2021

To:

Advisory Agencies & Interested Parties

From:

Whitefish Planning & Building Department

The regular meeting of the Whitefish Planning Board will be held on Thursday,
October 21, 2021 at 6:00 pm in the Whitefish City Council Chambers at 418 E
Second Street. The Board will hold public hearings on the following items listed
below. Upon receipt of the recommendation from the Planning Board, the Whitefish
City Council will hold a subsequent public hearing on items 1-2 on November 1,
2021 and items 3-4 on November 15, 2021. City Council meetings start at 7:10
pm at 418 E Second Street in the Whitefish City Council Chambers on the second
floor.
1. A request by the City of Whitefish for zoning text amendments to 11-3-35,
Residential Short-term Rental Standards, and 11-9-2, Definitions, to update
and improve regulations and enforcement for short-term rentals. Taylor (WZTA
21-03)
2. A request by the City of Whitefish for zoning text amendments to 11-3-34,
Special Provisions, Medical Marijuana, and 11-9-2, Definitions, as well as 112J, WB-1 Limited Business District, 11-2K, WB-2 Secondary Business District,
11-2L, WB-3 General Business District, 11-2M, WB-4 Business Park District,
11-2R, Industrial and Warehousing District, 11-2V, WBSD, Business Service
District, 11-2X, WI-T, Industrial Transitional District, to establish development
standards and permitted districts for marijuana facilities. Taylor (WZTA 21-02)
3. The request by Arim Mountain Gateway LLC for a Planned Unit Development
in order to develop a mixed residential/commercial project with 318 residential
units (270 apartments, 24 townhouses and 24 condominiums) north of the
intersection of E Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. The lots are zoned
WR-2 (Two-Family Residential District), WR-3 (Low Density Multi-Family
Residential District and Flathead County R-4 (Two-Family Residential. The
three County lots will be annexed into the City Limits at the time of approval.
The properties, located north of the intersection of E Lakeshore Drive and Big
Mountain Road, can be legally described as Tracts 1HA, 1H, 1CD, 1C, 1CB, 1,
5C, 5 in S23-T31N-R22W P.M.M., Flathead County. Compton-Ring (WPUD
21-03)
4. The request by Arim Mountain Gateway LLC for a Conditional Zone Change to
apply Neighborhood Commercial to the northeast corner of the intersection of
E Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. The lot is zoned WR-2 (TwoFamily Residential District) and can be legally described as Tract 1CD in S23T31N-R22W P.M.M., Flathead County. Compton-Ring (WZC 21-03)
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Documents pertaining to these agenda items are available for review at the
Whitefish Planning & Building Department, 418 E Second Street, during regular
business hours, and the application and site plans are available HERE. The full
application packet along with public comments and staff report will be available on
the City’s webpage: www.cityofwhitefish.org under Planning Board one week prior
to the Planning Board public hearing date noted above. Inquiries are welcomed.
Interested parties are invited to attend the meeting and make known their views
and concerns. Comments in writing may be forwarded to the Whitefish Planning
& Building Department at the above address prior to the hearing or via
email: dtaylor@cityofwhitefish.org. For questions or further information regarding
these proposals, call 406-863-2410.
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TO: rrooney@dailyinterlake.com
PLEASE PUBLISH THE FOLLOWING LEGAL NOTICE ONCE ON
NOVEMBER 3, 2021 IN THE WHITEFISH PILOT
PLEASE BILL:

City of Whitefish
Do not publish above this line
WHITEFISH PLANNING BOARD
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

The regular meeting of the Whitefish Planning Board will be held in person on
Thursday, November 18, 2021 at 6:00 pm at the Whitefish City Council Chambers
in City Hall. Upon receipt of the recommendation from the Planning Board, the
Whitefish City Council will hold a subsequent public hearing on December 6, 2021
for items number 1, 3 and 4, and January 3, 2022 for item number 2. City Council
meetings start at 7:10 pm and will also be held in person at City Hall.
1. A request by the City of Whitefish for zoning text amendments to 11-3-35,
Residential Short-term Rental Standards, and 11-9-2, Definitions, 11-2L-2 WB3 General Business District, Permitted Uses, 11-2M-2/3 WB-2 Secondary
Business District, Permitted Uses and Conditional Uses, 11-2N-2 WRR-1 Low
Density Resort Residential, Permitted Uses, 11-2O-2 WRR-2 Medium Density
Resort Residential, Permitted Uses, 11-2P-2 WRB-1 Limited Resort Business,
Permitted Uses, 11-2Q-2 WRB-2 General Resort Business, Permitted Uses,
11-2T-2 WBMV Big Mountain Village, Permitted Uses, and 11-2U-2 WBMRR
Big Mountain Resort Residential, Permitted Uses, to update and improve
regulations and enforcement for residential short-term and medium-term
rentals. Taylor (WZTA 21-03)
2. A request by Little Bear Development No. 2 LLC is requesting approval for a
20-lot subdivision. The property is currently undeveloped and is zoned WRR2 (Medium Density Resort Residential District). The property is unaddressed
and located on Fairway Drive south of the Grouse Mountain soccer fields and
can be legally described as Grouse Mountain Phase 1, Tract A, in S35, T31N,
R22W, P.M.M., Flathead County. Compton-Ring (WPP 21-05)
3. The request by Arim Mountain Gateway LLC for a Planned Unit Development
in order to develop a mixed residential/commercial project with 318 residential
units (270 apartments, 24 townhouses and 24 condominiums) north of the
intersection of E Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. The lots are zoned
WR-2 (Two-Family Residential District), WR-3 (Low Density Multi-Family
Residential District and Flathead County R-4 (Two-Family Residential. The
three County lots will be annexed into the City Limits at the time of approval.
The properties, located north of the intersection of E Lakeshore Drive and Big
Mountain Road, can be legally described as Tracts 1HA, 1H, 1CD, 1C, 1CB, 1,
5C, 5 in S23-T31N-R22W P.M.M., Flathead County. Compton-Ring (WPUD
21-03)
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4. The request by Arim Mountain Gateway LLC for a Conditional Zone Change to
apply Neighborhood Commercial to the northeast corner of the intersection of
E Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. The lot is zoned WR-2 (TwoFamily Residential District) and can be legally described as Tract 1CD in S23T31N-R22W P.M.M., Flathead County. Compton-Ring (WZC 21-03)
Documents pertaining to these agenda items are available for review at the
Whitefish Planning & Building Department, 418 E Second Street, during regular
business hours and online at http://www.cityofwhitefish.org/428/Current-LandUse-Actions. The full application packets along with public comments and staff
report will be available on the City’s webpage: www.cityofwhitefish.org under
Planning Board one week prior to the Planning Board public hearing date noted
above. Inquiries are welcomed. Interested parties are invited to attend the meeting
and make known their views and concerns. Comments in writing may be
forwarded to the Whitefish Planning & Building Department at the above address
prior to the hearing or via email: dtaylor@cityofwhitefish.org. For questions or
further information regarding these proposals, phone 406-863-2410.
WHITEFISH PLANNING BOARD
Steve Qunell, Chair
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Big Mountain Commercial Association
PO Box 4608
Whitefish, MT 59937
October 9, 2021
Whitefish Planning Board
418 E 2nd Street
Whitefish, MT 59937
Dear Whitefish Planning Board,
The Big Mountain Commercial Association (BMCA) is writing in regards to the Montain Gateway - Planned
Unit Development and the proposed SNOW Bus stops included in the application. In the interest of safe
and accesible bus stops the BMCA is requesting that the stops be placed on both sides of the Big Mountain
Road and designed in acordance with Montana Department of Transportation transit policy. Appropriate
pedestrian crossings and signals will also increase the visibiltiy and safety of these additions to the SNOW
Bus route.
Respectfully,

Jenny Cloutier
Jenny Cloutier
Executive Director
Big Mountain Commecial Association
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Wendy Compton-Ring
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Freyholtz, James <jfreyholtz@mt.gov>
Thursday, October 14, 2021 11:51 AM
Wendy Compton-Ring
Franke, Rebecca
Mountain Gateway Proposed Development

ATTENTION: External Email ‐ This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk if in doubt.
Wendy,
Thank you for notifying MDT of the Mountain Gateway proposed development for the property located at the
intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive.
The proposal will have accesses to Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive which will require the owners to obtain
approach permits approved by the MDT. There are also improvements proposed for the intersection to mitigate
impacts which will require MDT approval. In addition any work (landscaping, sidewalk, utilities, etc.) which will be within
state maintained roadway right of way will need to be permitted by MDT.
This proposal will be reviewed via the MDT systems impact process for approval of permits.
Feel free to contact us if you have any questions.
James Freyholtz, P.E.
Kalispell Area Traffic Engineer
Montana Department of Transportation (MDT)
(406) 751-2066

1
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November 2021
Dana Smith
City Manager
City of Whitefish
418 E. 2nd Street
Whitefish, MT 59937
Dear Dana Smith:
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks strongly recommends the City of Whitefish to require bear-resistant
sanitation measures, including requiring residential bear-resistant garbage containers and limiting
garbage containers indoors until the day of collection, in the proposed Mountain Gateway project on the
north side of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive intersection. Requiring any other food
attractants, such as recycling bins, to be secured in certified bear resistant containers is another
recommendation.
This area is home to both grizzly and black bears. Requiring bear-resistant containers and implementing
food storage orders would improve safety for residents and decrease human-related mortalities for both
species of bears, including grizzly bears, which are protected as a threatened species under the
Endangered Species Act.
Unsecured food attractants such as garbage are a common cause of conflict between bears and people.
Bears that gain rewards from human food sources can become food conditioned, which means they lose
their natural foraging ability and pose an increased risk to human safety. Food rewards can also lead
wildlife to become habituated to people, another increased risk to human safety. Both food conditioning
and habituation often lead to euthanizing an animal for safety reasons.
We are happy to work with the city on any of these recommendations to find a good solution for both
people and bears. Thank you for considering our concerns and recommendations.

Jim
Jim Williams
Region One Supervisor
Ph: (406) 751-4566
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
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City of Whitefish Fire Department

also serving the Whitefish Fire Service Area

275 Flathead Avenue – PO Box 158 - Whitefish, Montana 59937
406-863-2483
Fax: 406-863-2499
December 16, 2021
Wendy,
There have been a number of concerns raised about the proposed Mountain Gateway project related to wildland
fire. While I agree it’s not a question of if but when we’ll see a wildland fire threatening Big Mountain, I’m not
sure this proposed development would increase the risk as much as being portrayed by some.
Like all fires, wildland fires start out small. If we’re able to respond fast enough we’re able to extinguish these
fires when they’re small, before there ever get big enough to be given a name.
Most of the devastating wildland fires initially go undetected and/or firefighters have a delayed response
allowing the fire time to take hold. Most of these huge fires are fanned by high winds. The predominant winds
in our area are out of the Southwest, West, or Northwest. Based on this development’s proposed location the
fuel load to the SW, W, or NW is minimal due to Whitefish Lake.
When we see these communities being destroyed by fire it’s typically from an ember shower and home to home
ignition. Many of the after pictures show nothing more than a pile of ashes where the homes once stood yet
some of the trees are still standing. Any new structures build will follow the adopted WUI (Wildland Urban
Interface) Code which helps hardens the home against an ember shower.
Like everyone I’m experiencing more traffic in and around town. Probably the only benefit of more traffic
besides customers for our businesses is it means more eyes able to spot small fires and notify us sooner.
If there were an emergency on Big Mountain needing evacuation there are a few ways out from the north side of
the tracks besides the viaduct. Up and around the lake coming out in Olney or east on Edgewood out towards
Columbia Falls. Big Mountain Fire Chief Ben Deval has evacuation plans for his district that include sheltering
in place depending on the incident.
There is no doubt anywhere in town, more people will mean more ambulance calls, more structures will mean
more property to protect against fire and more tourists means more people who don’t know our road systems
and they will need to be directed which way to go during an evacuation. All the development in town is adding
to the stress on our staffing and infrastructure and I’m not convinced one part of town is markedly better or
worse than another from the fire department’s standpoint.
Sincerely,

Joe Page
Fire Chief
jpage@cityofwhitefish.org
City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 187 of 1405

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 188 of 1405

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project
Wednesday, October 6, 2021 5:05:24 PM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
We are writing with regard to the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment application to
change the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive. This
proposal is completely at odds with existing land use of the properties in question and certainly does not represent
our community’s vision for the area, nor is it consistent with the prevailing residential density and architecture of
our town as a whole. The sheer size of the proposed construction project alone is completely at odds with reasonable
development of a major recreational corridor.
We are firmly opposed to this project and urge that the board deny this application as submitted. It is obvious that
due diligence has not been exercised in regard to water quality, storm drainage, and environmental impact. And
most alarmingly, what about the impaired accessibility for fire-fighting equipment to the many properties along Big
Mountain Road, not to mention congestion of the evacuation route for residents? Even in normal circumstances,
impact on traffic flow at an already heavily traveled intersection on a thoroughfare that is among the most congested
in the city because it is the sole access to the far reaches of Whitefish Lake and Whitefish Mountain Resort would be
enormous. It is obvious that such a development would affect traffic on the entire length of Wisconsin Avenue
across the viaduct and into downtown, and also endanger the lives and properties of local residents.
The Whitefish Growth Policy Vision Statement reads in part as follows: “The citizens of Whitefish value the scale,
character, and small town feel of the community and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will
preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our
community special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean…As Whitefish grows...we will
manage traffic and keep our community safe for pedestrians and cyclists…We will not allow growth to out-pace the
vital facilities and services that support us all…”. It is hard to see how this project adheres any of those goals.
While, of course, growth in our town is inevitable, reasonable, and desirable within reason, Whitefish deserves the
utmost in thoughtful planning to ensure that it retains the qualities of life that make up its unique quality of life. It is
incumbent upon those developers who seek to help build our future that they do so responsibly, with the utmost
regard for the welfare of its current residents as well as potential future citizens, and not simply for their own
economic gain.
In short, we do not want the city to permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel of land at the
intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. Such approval will forever change the character not
only of the immediate areas adjacent to the intersection, but all of Wisconsin Avenue continuing into our
downtown. Such a development is not only inconsistent with the Whitefish Growth Policy, but would set a
dangerous precedent that would allow for future high-density development that is completely at odds with the
character of our wonderful town.
Sincerely,
David and Ruth Ackroyd
6103 Monterra Ave., Unit J
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Oppose proposed Development at Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive in Whitefish
Saturday, October 9, 2021 7:14:25 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and Whitefish Council Members:

I am writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project's PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow
for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270
high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.

I am writing to you to request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain
Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has
not been done for development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water
quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be
considered at all the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for
emergency evacuation.

Furthermore, this development is not in accordance with our community's vision for Whitefish
such as the citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the
community and will preserve those values as the community grows. This will only add to more
traffic, and the social and economic diversity of the community will be threatened.

I feel strongly that if the city permanently changes the zoning of the southernmost parcel of
our city it will forever change the character of the area and is not consistent with Whitefish's
Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density residential
development.
Sincerely, Kathy Adams
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke; Wendy Compton-Ring
Citizen Feedback on Development Plans at the Base of Big Mountain Road
Monday, October 11, 2021 10:03:14 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
10/11/2021
City of Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members
Attn: Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner & Michelle Howke, City Clerk
418 E 2nd Street
PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
Dear City of Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
We are writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties
at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial
development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270 high-density units. As
proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and does not
represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
First and foremost – we request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain
Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not
been done for a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality,
storm water, and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered at all
the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
This development is not in accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish as embodied in the
growth policy:
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and will
preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our open spaces,
wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our community special. We
will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish the
commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we will maintain its
friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our community
safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of our community is
threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities
and services that support us all. And we will provide affordable housing so that our teachers, police
officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and others whose services we depend on, can
continue to be a part of this community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.
We urge you to require much more thoughtful and community enriching development from our
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developers. We implore you to honor our growth policy’s vision statement “The citizens of whitefish
value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and will preserve those values as
the community grows.”
We do not wish to see the city permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is
directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road.   If approved, this
commercial zone change will forever change the character of the area. It is not consistent with our
Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density residential
development.
Bill and Olga Adams
PO BOX 1882
Whitefish MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke; John Muhlfeld
Mountain Gateway Project
Sunday, October 10, 2021 9:51:07 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.

Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members

I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain
Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
applications. This proposed project involves changing the
zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big
Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for
commercial development and the development of 318
residential units, including 270 high-density units. As
proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use
of the properties and does not represent the community’s
vision for the area as referenced below.
We would like to make a very simple request: Deny the
Mountain Gateway PUD Zoning Map Amendment.
         The land is currently NOT zoned for the requested use!
The only reason to change the zoning is for $$$$$$, Not
for quality of life in Whitefish (safety of traffic/bicycles
pedestrians … etc, etc).
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Use a little common sense and look at the numerous
cases of ruined small towns, there is only one decision to
make.
Thank you.
John and Carmen Adams
1750 E. Lakeshore Dr, Apt 110
Whitefish, MT 59937
October 10, 2021
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project - Opposed
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 9:50:40 AM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big
Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development, including residential and highdensity units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and does NOT
represent the community’s vision for the area.
I am requesting that you deny the applications as submitted. Due diligence has not been done for a development of
this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is
paramount that traffic implications be considered all the way to the viaduct as it is the only grade separated route for
emergency evacuation. We also need to consider all of the other businesses and homes along this route. It’s current
design doesn’t account for the kind of traffic and congestion that would come with such a development at the
proposed site. This road is already experiencing much more traffic than it was meant to handle. It is shortsighted to
approve a project before having proper infrastructure in place to support said project.
Also, this development is not in accordance with our community’s vision, as embodies in the Whitefish growth
policy. We have already veered off course from the values found in the growth policy. Whitefish has seen rapid
change the past year and this project will only further exacerbate the changes and move our town farther down the
path of becoming the next Jackson Hole or Vail. Costs here have sky rocketed in an unbelievably short timeframe,
and it is no longer affordable for most people that work here to actually live here. Many of our current business
owners are already struggling. With labor shortages and increased costs for many goods, now is not the time to
further hamper those in our town that have already established themselves here and have a commitment to the area.
Approving a project like this would be a slap in the face to all of the people that have been here for years and
struggled to maintain what makes Whitefish great. Approval of a development of this scale at this point in time is ill
advised and goes against everything that does make our home the Last Best Place. The developers only have dollar
signs in mind, not our community and values.
Thank you.
Sincerely,
Hannah Ahmed
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October 11, 2020

Ms. Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner
Ms. Michelle Howke, City Clerk
City of Whitefish
418 E 2nd Street
PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
Re:

Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications

Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members
I am writing to express our objection to the proposed action, for the following reason:
1. This provides for a huge increase in density and change in uses which goes well
beyond any hardship issues, and its purely done to maximize the commercial
value of the property.
2. Approving this action is tantamount to spot zoning, a highly undesirable action by
any jurisdiction. The project jumps over large tracts of land to create this huge
development which is not in keeping with the low-density residential character of
the area.
3. Approval of this, will certainly open the door to others to do the same, and
permanently transform the corridor for all future generations – this does not
represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
4. Generating urban sprawl will further change the entire character of Whitefish, and
we will begin to look more like our neighbor to the south, with unconstrained
sprawl.
5. This area is at the foothills of Big Mountain which everyone enjoys for its open
spaces and scenic vistas. This project is a fully developed plan with very large
density.
6. The traffic in this area is already at capacity in the periods of heavy use of Big
Mountain, nothing in the plan will mitigate that.
I urge you to do the right thing and deny this application and keep the character of
Whitefish specially when the applicant can not claim any hardship to its ability to develop
the property as currently allowed.

Luis and Robyn Ajamil
135 Berry Lane
Whitefish
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October 11, 2021
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I am writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications.
This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and
East Lakeshore Drive to allow for the development of 300+ residential units (which includes multi-family, high-end homes,
townhouses and 270 high-density rental units) and mixed-use commercial space.
I’d like to state my strong objection to the City permanently changing the zoning for this parcel. It will forever change the
character of the neighborhood. I would like the City to keep the zoning as is.
As for the Mountain Gateway Project specifically, it is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area. Due diligence has not been done for a development
of this magnitude regarding water quality, storm water, environmental impact and traffic implications – which need to be
considered all the way to the viaduct. There is only one narrow road in and out, which could be a hazard for emergency
evacuations and emergency response in both directions. For the locals, it will be daily traffic and stress – which is
diametrically opposed to why we chose to live in Whitefish. During peak traffic periods daily, weekly and seasonally,
traveling on East Lakeshore Dr and Big Mountain Rd could be chaotic.
The amount of people who will be negatively impacted by this project far outweighs the amount of people who will benefit
from it. This development is not in accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish as embodied in the growth policy:
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and
will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our open
spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our community
special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will keep downtown
Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we will
maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our
community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of
our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to
out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And we will provide affordable
housing so that our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and others
whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of this community.” Growth Policy
Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.”
As a resident on Houston Dr, my family and I will be negatively impacted by this project. We deserve to preserve our
community values, character, and scale. While I’m a proponent of intelligent development it seems clear that no one know
whether this specific area of Whitefish has the infrastructure to support this level of development. If it does, I’d like to see
that data. If it doesn’t, it will become a trap for everyone living west of the viaduct or trying to get to and from the ski hill.
Please say “no” to changing the zoning and to the Mountain Gateway project. Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Chad J. Allen, PE
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Whitefish Development
Tuesday, October 5, 2021 4:28:10 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members
My family has been coming to Whitefish for 34 years. We’ve seen the town change from the
original bridge across the railway tracks, to the Ben Franklin store closing in downtown to the
Sportsman’s shop moving from its original location near Markus Foods, to “The Place”
restaurant being replaced by innumerable other restaurants and shops to now becoming the
Tap House and to Whitefish Lake Lodge being built. It is our “home away from home”, it’ is
one of the most special places on earth, and we are growing concerned about the changes that
are happening with respect to new developments. We value the character, and small town feel
of Whitefish and hope that the Planning Board and City Council Members will do what they
can to preserve those values as the community grows.
We are writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to
allow for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including
270 high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of
the properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
We request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for a
development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water,
and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered at all the
way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
This development does not appear to be in accordance with our community’s vision for
Whitefish as embodied in the growth policy:
<!--[if !supportLists]-->i.<!--[endif]-->“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character,
and small town feel of the community and will preserve those values as the community grows.
We will preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional
neighborhoods that make our community special. We will make a special effort to keep our air
and water clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and
cultural center of our community, and we will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and
scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->ii.<!--[endif]-->“As Whitefish grows, it will face many
challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our community safe for pedestrians and
cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of our community is threatened,
and we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital
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facilities and services that support us all. And we will provide affordable housing so
that our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and others
whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of this community.” Growth
Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.
Whitefish and the whole valley deserve thoughtful, community enriching development from
our developers.
It is of vital importance that the city does not permanently change the zoning of the
southernmost parcel that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big
Mountain Road. If approved, this commercial zone change will forever change the character,
traffic patterns and density of the area. It is not consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a
dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density residential development.

Sincerely
Jess & Ryan Anderson
206 Elk Highlands Drive (Formerly at #7 Wildwood Condos on Wisconsin)
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Please DENY the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment application as submitted.
Tuesday, October 5, 2021 11:25:15 AM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Dear Ms. Compton and Ms. Howke;
We have been property owners on Big Mountain in Whitefish, MT since the beginning of 2014 and request denial of
the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment as submitted. We have loved the city of Whitefish and
the Flathead Valley since 1985 on our first visit. The small town setting with outstanding hardworking citizens who
love the outdoors in all its forms, as well as, the pristine open spaces and stellar vistas in the county, convinced us to
own and enjoy property in Whitefish.
Change happens, but please continue your due diligence to maintain controlled crowds, the small town feel, and
only growth as it sustains and nourishes our town.
Thank you for your consideration,
Rose Andrews
314 Northern Lights Blvd
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Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
We are both strongly opposed to the overall scope of Mountain Gateway Project PUD and the
Zoning Map Amendment Applications. We feel that due diligence has not been done for a
development of this magnitude and that it will have drastic ramifications on the heart and soul
of our community for decades to come.
This sheer number of parking spaces — over 500 — is enough to make your head spin. Our
infrastructure cannot handle that kind of capacity. Anyone who lives on the north side of the
viaduct as we do can attest to the daily traﬃc clog going north and south, even into October.
Safety is an issue as well, as our community is very outdoor oriented and I fear for children
walking to school and older adults trying to cross Wisconsin Avenue. In addition, as far as we
can see, there are no actual plans for any of the properties to be aﬀordable housing. That is
what our community needs, not units that will house over 600 additional people who are not
part of our significant work force.
The development itself is downright scary, but the zone map amendment to commercial is
even scarier. We may be wrong, but we think that the zone change could happen even if the
development is not approved. A commercial zone change at that intersection will forever
change the character of the area and it sets a dangerous precedent for neighboring properties.
This area is quite rural with hundreds of trees and lots of wildlife. (Just how many trees would
be cut down to develop this project?) We need to preserve this now more than ever.
Part of Whitefish’s growth policy states “The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character
and small town feel of the community and will preserve those values as the community
grows.” If there is any part of the Mountain Gateway Project PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment Applications that agrees with that statement, we’d like to know.
Carol Atkinson
Richard Atkinson
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Objection to Mountain Gateway Project"s PUD and zoning map application
Monday, October 11, 2021 3:36:55 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
To whom it may concern,
I am hoping this letter of public comment regarding the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment application assists you in your decision making to deny this project as proposed.
This proposed project is bad for Whitefish on many levels:

i. First, it involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big
Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development.
ii. Second, it will increase congestion and pollution.
iii. Third, it is inconsistent with existing land use.
iv. Fourth, it does not represent the communities vision for the area.
v. Fifth, access to Whitefish Mountain For visitors and residents will be dramatically affected.
Thus, also affecting residents on Whitefish Mountain.
vi. And finally, and of utmost concern, is the effect it will have on fire and medical access for
residents.

Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted does not do due
diligence regarding the impact of such a large project. At a minimum, impact to traffic, water, air quality, storm
sewers, emergency access to and from Whitefish Mountain.
This proposal most definitely does not coincide with Whitefish’s “Growth Policy”. I know several of my friends
have restated that policy for you, so I will not include it here. I will, however, note that it very clearly addresses
growth policies and how to, as a community come up with proactive decision making.
My question is, why write such a clear growth policy if you’re going to ignore it when the developers come
knocking at your door?
I cannot urge you strongly enough to ensure that the development of the valley be consistent with what’s best for
the community, not just for the developers.
Respectfully,
Ledjie Ballard
318 Plantation Dr
Kalispell, mt
Whitefish School District
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke; Wendy Compton-Ring
Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 3:42:29 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Wendy and Michelle,
I’m writing to protest the approval of the PUD for Mountain Gateway Project. I do not believe
it is in the best interest of the City to change zoning for multiple properties for the
development of an over 300 unit project. Particularly at such a strategic location, at a juncture
of two small two lane roads.
As a long time resident, and realtor for over 35 years, it is clear that Whitefish is bursting at
the seams now trying to merely maintain an adequate infrastructure for our community. Trying
to keep up with roads, water, sewer is never ending.
Prior to living in Whitefish I lived in tourist communities from Aspen, CO to St. Thomas,
USVI. I’ve seen too many developers with the “grab and go” mentality that makes them a lot
of money and leaves beautiful communities left with the baggage they’ve left behind from
thoughtless developments with no attitude about enriching a community or complimenting the
character that already exists.
Therefore, I strongly urge the Whitefish Planning Board and City Council to summarily reject
this request as out of character with the Whitefish Growth Policy vision of our community
culture.
Joe Basirico
144 Montana Ave
Whitefish
-Joe Basirico
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project
Monday, October 11, 2021 7:29:19 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
I writing to ask for NO vote on both the Mountain Gateway Project and NO to permanently changing
the zoning for the property. I have to ask who benefits, beyond the landowner, and the developer?
The rest of the community will suffer.
Every year the resort sells a record number of passes. The roads are not bigger, the parking has not
expanded, the ski resort is still the same size. As it is, this past winter the lift lines were longer than I
had ever seen before, the parking filled up on weekends by 9am regularly. The SNOW bus, while
great in theory, is regularly overfilled, leaving us standing on the side of the road, wondering how to
get our kids to their ski programs on time. Standing with us are often lift operators, ski instructors,
and others whose livelihoods rely on them getting to the mountain reliably.
Situating a new development with, potentially, hundreds of skiers heading to the mountain at
around the same time sounds absurd to put it lightly. Despite what the developers claim, unless the
SNOW bus doubles, or triples the number of busses on the road, there will be no room for residents
or guests of the new development. They will be driving. And they will be driving to town and through
town as well.
This summer traffic was worse than ever. Our population grew considerably in the last 18 months,
and will continue to grow. Adding hundreds of new residents at the base of Big Mountain Road will
make the already awful summer traffic worse. As residents of the City Beach neighborhood, we
could not exit our neighborhood and head north on Wisconsin unless we went to Edgewood, and
used the light. Unfortunately, with two new apartment complexes, turning left at the light will have a
long line, and require multiple cycles of the light. The traffic coming and going from both the
mountain and the new development will all have to go over the viaduct, and through town, on the
already overloaded, surface streets.
What planning has gone into dealing with the increased traffic, water quality and water
infrastructure, increased services needs, and increased parking needs, and a lack of affordable
housing? This appears to be a gold rush for developers whose only interests are quick payouts.
Those of us who chose to live here long term will have to deal with the issues indefinitely.
Thanks for your consideration,
Kevin Bauman
www.kevinbauman.com
www.studio4130.com
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
NO to the Mountain Gateway Project...
Monday, October 11, 2021 7:36:38 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
I am asking you for a NO vote on both the Mountain Gateway Project and NO to permanently
changing the zoning for the property. I have to ask who benefits, beyond the landowner, and
the developer? The rest of the community will suffer.

Every year the resort sells a record number of passes. The roads are not bigger, the parking has
not expanded, the ski resort is still the same size. As it is, this past winter the lift lines were
longer than I had ever seen before, the parking filled up on weekends by 9am regularly. The
SNOW bus, while great in theory, is regularly overfilled, leaving us standing on the side of the
road, wondering how to get our kids to their ski programs on time. Standing with us are often
lift operators, ski instructors, and others whose livelihoods rely on them getting to the
mountain reliably.

Situating a new development with, potentially, hundreds of skiers heading to the mountain at
around the same time sounds absurd to put it lightly. Despite what the developers claim,
unless the SNOW bus doubles, or triples the number of busses on the road, there will be no
room for residents or guests of the new development. They will be driving. And they will be
driving to town and through town as well.

This summer traffic was worse than ever. Our population grew considerably in the last 18
months, and will continue to grow. Adding hundreds of new residents at the base of Big
Mountain Road will make the already awful summer traffic worse. As residents of the City
Beach neighborhood, we could not exit our neighborhood and head north on Wisconsin unless
we went to Edgewood, and used the light. Unfortunately, with two new apartment complexes,
turning left at the light will have a long line, and require multiple cycles of the light. The
traffic coming and going from both the mountain and the new development will all have to go
over the viaduct, and through town, on the already overloaded, surface streets.

What planning has gone into dealing with the increased traffic, water quality and water
infrastructure, increased services needs, and increased parking needs, and a lack of affordable
housing? This appears to be a gold rush for developers whose only interests are quick payouts.
Those of us who chose to live here long term will have to deal with the issues indefinitely.
Thanks for your consideration,
Shelby Bauman (Whitefish full-time Resident)
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Daniel M Baxter
Whitefish, MT 59937

Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. I do not support the proposed development of this size next to
my family’s property. I would request the board and council members consider pausing the
permits for further study of the community and environmental impacts something this size will
have
The community of Whitefish already struggles with traffic in this part of the city, due to the
single-lane East Lakeshore Drive. The addition of such a massive development will result in
congestion and reduced 911 response times.
Expansion is likely inevitable; however, the project should be scrutinized and consideration
made for how this will change the neighborhood and this part of the city. Large projects do not
fit the City of Whitefish spirit and sense of community.
Sincerely,

Daniel Baxter
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
public comment in oposition of Mountain Gateway Project and Zoning Map Amendment Application
Wednesday, October 6, 2021 7:18:23 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members
I am writing to provide public comment in opposition to the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD
and Zoning Map Amendment applications.

I am requesting that the planning board recommend denial of the applications as this project
·         Is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties.
·         Does not represent the community’s vision as outlined in the Growth Policy Vision
Statement
·         Has severe traffic implications not only at the intersection of Big Mountain Road & East
Lakeshore Drive but along the entire corridor to and through downtown Whitefish.
·         Untoward environmental implications associated with water usage, noise and air
pollution, and gigantic unsightly parking lots.

As a homeowner adjacent to the proposed development, I implore your commitment as city
officials to uphold the existing zoning, preserve and protect the environment, quality of life,
landscape, and character of Whitefish now and for future generations.
This development is not supported by the city’s infrastructure, is out of scale and character of
Whitefish, and if allowed to proceed, is dismissive of our Growth Policy and Vision
Statement.
Respectfully,
Louise Baxter MD
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke;
Mountain Gateway Project Public Comment
Friday, October 8, 2021 9:05:44 AM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
We are writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
applications. This proposed project is for a development of 318 residential units, including 270 high-density units.
We are writing this as we look at the mailer that just arrived for The Landmark on Big Mountain and an email from
Zillow showing acres of land for sale off of Big Mountain Road. Whitefish is in a boom. We come from Northern
California and have seen these booms play out. Often proposals are passed quickly with no due diligence done on
the effects to the community.    Here and in Tahoe, this reckless growth has resulted in population overload. We
drive the areas heavy in traffic with stressed anxious people, honking their horns and agitated by the slow
movement. We think about that environment in Whitefish and the impact that would have on the safety of walkers,
hikers, bikers who have enjoyed the trail into town from Big Mountain, a wonderful benefit to the city.
Whitefish is different and we commend the City Planners who have thoughtfully controlled the growth of the City.
The small town atmosphere remains unique. The area is gorgeous and nature abundant. The water, the trails and
the roads are clean.
Traffic has become an issue and we know the city is working on that. It is perplexing to us that a development of
this magnitude is being consider prior to the reconfiguration of the roads into and out of Whitefish. There is so
much development happening on Big Mountain already. People in Whitefish are nice and incredibly friendly.
Everyone is there because they are outdoor enthusiasts. You may think that is frivolous but it should be treasured.
We fear that the proposed change in zoning allowing large-scale development will change the area and does not fit
the Growth Policy that you have done so well at maintaining. Yes, we are fairly newcomers, buying property in
2018. But we have seen first hand an area of intense growth that has resulted in a housing crisis. Multi unit houses
are developing at a feverish pace, traffic is uncontrollable. Teachers, workers and service people are hard to hire as
their commute is often so long and affordable in town housing is scarce.
We hope that you listen to the concerns of the community, that you read and think about the many letters you are
receiving from people who are committed to your city.
Thank you for your service to Whitefish,
Sincerely,
Tierney and Jon Beizer
Residents of Rest Haven Area

Tierney Beizer
Liz Kahn Design
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
MOUNTAIN GATEWAY
Thursday, October 7, 2021 3:52:33 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Planning Board and City Council,
I am writing in opposition of the project, "Mountain Gateway". The project is inconsistent
with the existing land use of the properties and does not fit into the surrounding neighborhood
zoning. I request that the Planning board deny the Mountain Gateway PUD.
The scale of this project is detrimental to our town on every level. The traffic alone that this
would generate onto East Lakeshore/Wisconsin Drives is mind boggling.
This summer it took 27 minutes from Houston Drive to North Valley Hospital( 5 mile
journey). The traffic was at a standstill from Reservoir Rd to the Viaduct. No accident was
reported, it was just HEAVY traffic.
I don't think I need to point out the traffic that is generated on weekends, holidays and Powder
days from Whitefish Mtn Resort. With skier visits reaching 8,000
a day this past season, we have all witnessed the backup that this causes in the mornings and
after the lifts have stopped running.
The property now has 7 affordable rentals that are homes for families that work in
Whitefish and send their children to our schools. They will be displaced if this project is
allowed. This is of no help to the affordable housing problems that the area is experiencing.
Thank you for your time and service to the city of Whitefish and your thoughtful consideration
of the harm this project will bring to our town.
Sincerely,
Allison Beougher
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Deliver to Whitefish Planning Department
Sunday, October 10, 2021 11:50:56 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council,
I’m writing to provide public comment on the proposed Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning map Amendment
applications. It is my understanding that this proposed project seeks to change the zoning for several properties at the
intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive. The proposed project is not consistent with the existing land
use of the properties. Furthermore the project does not represent the community's vision or values for the area.
Due to the magnitude of this project, I recommend that the planning board deny or postpone the Mountain Gateway PUD
and Zoning Map Amendment applications in order for more public awareness about the project and for more public
comments to be submitted.
The project also does not align with our community’s vision as outlined in our own
growth policy. Whitefish is growing rapidly and we are facing many challenges to keep our community safe for pedestrians
and cyclists. The traffic safety at the corner of Big Mountain and East Lakeshore Drive is a big concern for me. The rapid
growth in the area is another concern of mine. Whitefish is a small town and a caring community that values open spaces
and wildlife habitat, beautiful scenery and traditional neighborhoods. The proposed project will do nothing to enhance the
small town feel of our community and in fact will detract from it by adding traffic to an already busy Wisconsin Ave.
I strongly urge you to take into consideration the impact that this proposed development will have on our community and the
Flathead Valley. Please honor the words in our growth policy “The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character and small
town feel of the community and will preserve those values as the community grows.”
I do not want to see the city permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is directly at the intersection of
East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. This commercial zone change will change the character of this area forever.
It is not consistent with the growth policy, it would negatively impact the safety of the community and the small town values
we cherish.
Thank you
Vicki Bernstein
Whitefish Montana
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
A comment
Thursday, October 7, 2021 11:48:36 AM

Dear Ms. Compton-ring: As a homeowner on Ridge Run Drive for the past 21 years, I am
dismayed by the rapid development in our area not only increasing the congestion around the
mountain itself, but the intense pressure it is putting on our natural habitat. When we first
purchased our home here, anyone who visited loved the pristine forests, mountainside, and
beauty of the surroundings. As I drive from Whitefish, it has become clear that this
environment is in jeopardy. Please do not allow the proposed development to occur at the
bottom of Big Mountain Road. Let’s keep our community as beautiful as possible and avoid it
becoming another Vail or Beaver Creek with endless development projects…thank you…Jack
M. Bert, 178 Ridge Run Dr., Whitefish….
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Leslie Mercord & Reed Blackburn



Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner
Michelle Howke, City Clerk
City of Whitefish
418 E 2nd Street
PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937

Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members
We are writing to provide input regarding the Mountain Gateway Project. We are strongly opposed to this
project primarily due to the density of the development, and the negative impact we feel this will have on the
already difficult traffic situation on Wisconsin Ave. and Big Mtn Road.
We are requesting that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment applications as submitted.
In addition to the infrastructure concerns stated above, we don’t feel that the requested density belongs in this
area. Our opinion is aligned with Whitefish’s community vision, as outlined in the growth policy. We are also
concerned about the requested zoning change to include any commercial element.
We should endeavor to keep the character of Whitefish that we all enjoy.

Respectfully,
Leslie Mercord & Reed Blackburn
11 October 2021.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 7:08:30 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,

First, I would like to introduce myself and my wife. My name is Cory Boguslofski, my wife is
Kendal, and we have been dedicated to the community of Whitefish for quite some time. My
wife works in Health Care as a Surgical Technician at Kalispell Regional Medical Center,
providing cesarean sections for mothers with difficulties during natural births. As for myself, I
am proud to be the leader of a company that has deep roots in this area. My company that I
am so gracious to serve as the Chief of has been in the Flathead Valley supporting all varieties
of patients since 1975, this is A.L.E.R.T., the flight emergency rescue service based out of the
hospital in Kalispell. As the Chief Flight Paramedic of this program, I have seen the massive
spread of developments while flying overhead to provide life saving service to our local
population. I have seen the density of homes that do not truly represent why we all live here
in Northwestern Montana. Some of these developments have gone unchecked, seem
questionable in their ability to change zoning (i.e. the Quarry) and the lack of planning has
begun to ruin the life style we have chosen for ourselves, our families, and what we have
grown to love and take pride in for our town, county and valley. I am not against growth,
however it needs to be done in a delicate and sensitive process that shows the value of our
Whitefish community, not folding to outside money for the sake of making a profit for those
who have no stake or history in our community. Those of us who are full-time residents that
love our community feel we are put on the back burner, with our thoughts and values not
considered. Now, with all that being said, I will get to the point.
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow
for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270
high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
First and foremost – I am requesting that the planning board recommend denial of the
Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due
diligence has not been done for a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic
implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is paramount that
traffic implications be considered at all the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade
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separated route for emergency evacuation.
This development is not in accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish as
embodied in the growth policy:
i.“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community
and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our
open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our
community special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will
keep downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our
community, and we will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy
Vision Statement, pg. 9.
ii.“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep
our community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic
diversity of our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not
allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And we
will provide affordable housing so that our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales
and service people, and others whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part
of this community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.
I urge you to honor our growth policy’s vision statement “The citizens of whitefish value the
scale, character, and small town feel of the community and will preserve those values as the
community grows.” This has clearly been put as an afterthought with how much lack of trust
there is that zoning be honored, and stop falling for the money grabs.
I cannot stress enough that I do not wish to see the city permanently change the zoning of the
southernmost parcel that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big
Mountain Road. If approved, this commercial zone change will forever change the character
of the area. It is not consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for
commercial and high-density residential development. In addition, I cannot stress enough that
we stop the unprofessional and complete lack of moral conscious with all the zoning being
changed. Not even those who started the Quarry want to claim their participation in it now, as
they have moved onto this new development and have heard the backlash from locals about
what an abomination the Quarry has become.
I urge you to put your values of the city of Whitefish before the bending for financial gain,
Sincerely,
Cory and Kendal Boguslofski
A.L.E.R.T. Chief Flight Medic
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Proposed Big Mountain Development
Sunday, October 10, 2021 9:07:42 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I am writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to
allow for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including
270 high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of
the properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area.
This project does not fit with the character of the neighborhood, would greatly increase the
already terrible traffic problem on Wisconsin and is much too dense for this location. Further,
this project is not in keeping with our friendly small town Whitefish. feel that we all love.
I urge the Planning Board to deny this development as it is not for Whitefish!
Sincerely,
Jerrie Boksich
223 Columbia Ave.
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
mhoike@cityofwhitefish.org
Proposed development
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 5:26:40 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Guidance for your Letters
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members:
I am writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to
allow for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including
270 high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of
the properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
First and foremost, I would request that the application be denied.The due
diligence has not been done for a development of this magnitude in regards to
traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is
paramount that traffic implications be considered all the way to the viaduct as this
is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
My family has a history in Whitefish that we value. My husband’s father homesteaded outside
of Whitefish, and while they no longer own property there, my own family has been fortunate
enough to maintain property at Mountain Harbor for over 30 years. Needless to say, we have
seen a lot of changes during that time. And while it is true that change is inevitable, it is also
true that “the citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the
community” and hope to preserve those values as the community grows.
As Whitefish grows, it is imperative that we manage traffic and keep our community safe for
everyone. Already, traffic on E Lakeshore Drive is heavy. Turning into, or out of, Mountain
Harbor where our family has a home can be hazardous. I can only imagine the mess that
would be created by allowing this size of development. It seems to me that we should not
only consider, but resolve, the current traffic problems before adding any more to the mix.
Whitefish and the whole valley deserve thoughtful, community enriching development from
our developers. What I have seen from the Quarry does not meet this criteria.
To permanently change the zoning of the proposed parcel will forever change the character of
the area. It is not consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for
commercial and high-density residential development.
I hope that you will consider the entire Whitefish community when you deliberate on this issue
and deny the application for reasoning of this property.
Respectfully,
Karla Bolken Sheppard Properties LLP
October 12,2021
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
comment on Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 7:27:05 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org
mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members:
This letter is to provide our public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD
and Zoning Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves
changing the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain
Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development and the
development of 318 residential units, including 270 high-density units. As
proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties
and does not represent the community’s vision for the area. Frankly, I am shocked that
someone can imagine a development so dissonant with the tone quality of Whitefish.  
We ask that the Planning Board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and

Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for
a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water,
and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered at all the
way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.  
a.
This development is not in accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish
as embodied in the growth policy:

i.
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small
town feel of the community and will preserve those values as the
community grows. We will preserve and enhance our open
spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional
neighborhoods that make our community special. We will make
a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will keep
downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and
cultural center of our community, and we will maintain its
friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision
Statement, pg. 9.
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ii.

“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will
manage traffic and keep our community safe for
pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and
economic diversity of our community is threatened, and
we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to
out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us
all. And we will provide affordable housing so that our
teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and service
people, and others whose services we depend on, can
continue to be a part of this community.” Growth Policy
Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.

b.
People, like the members of our family and friends, love Whitefish and the
whole valley because it is a place that has real people, individuals with hearts
and souls and minds who care about each other and who appreciate the wild
nature of the natural environment in which we live. People ought not be
reduced to “consumers,” existing only to generate more money for a few
individuals who already have more than anyone needs. People appreciate
Whitefish because it is not Vail, Aspen or Sun Valley. Those places were once
majestic, and have been ruined by corporate greed. Whitefish is special because
it has been seeded with the notion that real people deserve thoughtful,
community enriching development from our developers. Please do not abandon
us.  
c.
Please honor our growth policy’s vision statement “The citizens of Whitefish
value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and will
preserve those values as the community grows.”
d.
We do not wish to see the city permanently change the zoning of the
southernmost parcel that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive
and Big Mountain Road. Years ago, we purchased land out East Lakeshore Drive
because we appreciate the proximity to town while living at the interface with
wild animals in the woods near the lake. If approved, this commercial zone
change will forever change the character of the area. It is not consistent with
our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and highdensity residential development.  
e.
Furthermore, Wisconsin/East Lakeshore Drive is already being overbuilt for the
size of the road. Traffic congestion is already excessive. The notion of this
commercial zone change would destroy the purpose of a car. We would all need
to drive Chitty-Chitty Bang Bang/small airplanes or hovercraft if we wanted to be
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able to go about our lives. Alternatively, the city or state could build a bypass
like the Brooklyn Bridge over the lake. Again, such action would destroy the
nature of the place.  
Thank you for reading this public comment.
Sincerely,
Tim and Sara Bonds*  
October 12, 2021
*We can’t sign digitally because I don’t know how. Please accept this as a real signature
because our printer is unavailable to make a hard copy. -SLSB
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway project
Friday, October 8, 2021 12:14:12 PM
DB signature (1).png

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.

<!--[endif]-->Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
October 8th, 2021

  

We bought property in Whitefish in over 20 years ago, and built our home just off E.
Lakeshore in 2008. We fell in love with Whitefish, like most people we know, at first sight.
We love the community and its values, and have regularly donated to entities like the
Whitefish Foundation, Whitefish Lake Institute, Whitefish Legacy Partners, Glacier Park, etc.
In fact , when the town couldn't afford to put on the 4th of July Fireworks back in 2009, we
assembled a group that has filled that gap for the past decade. Point is, we love this place, we
are invested in it, we live here 6 months a year and will retire here eventually.
We have all seen alot of growth in the past two decades , and that is to be expected. We
support growth and in fact over the summer began looking at ways to support low cost
affordable housing, especially for our younger, front line workers.
That said, we understand that this proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple
properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for
commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270 highdensity units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area which we have
researched the public records (see below)
We request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done
for a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm
water, and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered at all
the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
And traffic jams we have on the big ski days now will be commonplace ALL YEAR ROUND at
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that intersection no matter what traffic control methods are imposed.
There are thoughtful ways to grow and develop our community and for the entire Flathead
County…this isn't one of those ways. There is a reason high density housing and
commercial businesses haven't been proposed for this neighborhood and intersection - it flies
in the face of the city ‘charter’ on growth policy , and given structural constraints, no
improvement in road, stoplight, circle etc infrastructure can remotely accommodate the
ensuing traffic levels .
We all want a Whitefish that responds to growth needs, yet never, never loses its fundamental
character. This isn't Big Sky, this isn't Aspen or Telluride, this is Whitefish. We owe it
to future generations to do the right thing, and grow thoughtfully and not burden them with
permanent mistakes.
Sincerely, Dick and Sandy Boyce
2460 Birch Glen, Whitefish

Growth Policy Vision Statement
i.
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town
feel of the community and will preserve those values as the community
grows. We will preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat,
scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our community
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special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean.
We will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and
cultural center of our community, and we will maintain its friendliness,
accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
ii.

“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will
manage traffic and keep our community safe for pedestrians and
cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of our
community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We
will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services
that support us all. And we will provide affordable housing so
that our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and service
people, and others whose services we depend on, can continue
to be a part of this community.”
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Mountain Gateway Project
Wednesday, October 6, 2021 1:55:18 PM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
>> Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
>>
>> I love Whitefish and I hate the Mountain Gateway Project. My wife and I built a home in Whitefish about 25
years ago. I understand that our town has been discovered. I understand that you can’t freeze developers. But these
developers have a track record. My opinion, they hire a firm to design their projects and give them direction to
build something that is ugly. When I first saw the connection for the boat club, I was shocked. How could anyone
design and then the city approve a structure over our marvelous gateway to the mountain that looks like a train.
Then they built the Quarry. It looks like a real life game board for “Where is Waldo”.
>>
>> Now they want to get a project approved that frankly does not pass the smell test. Any reasonable person would
say, “not in our neighborhood and not in Whitefish. The citizens of Whitefish live here because of a great quality of
life. Ask yourself, does this make Whitefish a better place to live. The character of Whitefish is at stake. If this
project is approved, I can’t image what is next.
>>
>> We can live anywhere in the United States but we chose Whitefish. Please do not ruin its wonderful character.
>>
>> Sincerely,
>>
>> John Breslow
>>
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Gateway project
Monday, October 11, 2021 2:05:36 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Planning board.
Please, do not allow this development to proceed. As you have heard from many, this will not improve
our community. As a resident next to the proposed development I have one question. Who will
benefit?
Consider this. Sometimes less is more. We have seen explosive growth here. Our town, in my opinion, is
on the brink. If we allow this to go through then what is the purpose of zoning rules if they can be
overturned by a development group with eyes on big profit?
Let's be brave and set this one aside. We won't get a second chance to "fix" it if this is allowed. I trust
your board will do the right thing for the community.
Thank you.
Respectfully,
John Browning

-John Browning
Browning Creative, Inc.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project and Zoning Map Amendment Application
Tuesday, October 5, 2021 11:00:50 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I am writing to provide public comment on the aforementioned Mountain Gateway Project and
Zoning Map Amendment application. As I am sure you are aware of the specific details of this
project, I will not reiterate other than to say it is inconsistent with the existing land use and does not
represent a usage consistent with the communities vision or values.
To be clear my wife and I are not anti development. I have spent years in my career life working for
developers, and in senior level positions of developing and construction of a variety of projects. This
project as proposed does not come close to recognizing the interests of the community and
surrounding property owners (ourselves being one). The shear scope and nature of the proposal
would be highly detrimental to the quality of life not only in this vicinity but to the entire
surrounding Whitefish community. Experience tells me that when someone is seeking “highest and
best use” for a developable piece of land they are speaking about highest amount of profit for it’s
usage not the goodwill of the community. This proposal certainly speaks to that.
The following represents a few of our major concerns if this project were to move forward as
proposed:
The stress on emergency services would be enormous. Building a new fire station and hiring a
few more police officers helps but where are these new responders going to live? We all
know the stresses the area is going though with regards to growth. Such as not enough
affordable housing, let alone modestly priced homes to accommodate the needs of new
arrivals.
This property sits right on the edge of the city limits. Flathead County services are screeched
so thin that the spill over impacts of this mostly transient proposed community; which surely
will occur, will go unanswered. Who you gonna call?
Driving south on East Lakeshore road at Big Mountain road is busy regardless of the season,
not to mention hazardous. Is the solution a maze of traffic lights, flyovers, or god forbid a
round-a-bout?
I cannot speak to all of the environmental impacts but history shows there will be plenty! For
one; imagine the detriment to the aquafer that existing nearby developments with
community wells might incur.
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From my patio I have seen bear, foxes, mountain lions, deer, elk and more smaller wildlife
than I could possibly mention. This wildlife corridor WILL be forever changed by the approval
of a project such as this one. I suppose we just push them further north and hope they will
somehow adjust?
We strongly urge you NOT to allow a change to the zoning of this property and to seek only
thoughtful community enriching development for this and any parcel in this most sensitive area of
the community.
Sincerely,
Thomas and Deborah Browning
Alpine Village II Homeowners
Sent from Mail for Windows
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Opposition to Development located at the Whitefish Mountain Turnoff
Monday, October 4, 2021 3:03:39 PM
TALKING POINTS IN OPPOSITION OF THE MOUNTAIN GATEWAY PUD AS PROPOSED-UPDATED.pdf

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.


To Whom it may concern…We strongly oppose the development p roposed at the Big
Mountain Road and East Lake Shore Road.
Our family has owned property in the Alpine Two development for the last 43 years and as
such are very familiar with the area in and around the proposed development. The proposed
development would be totally out of place in our quiet, low density residential area, and it
would gridlock the existing road system (which is already highly taxed especially during ski
season!)
We have always valued Whitefish for its quiet, rustic ambiance and it’s measured approach to
development. If we wanted noise, traffic congestion and high density development we would
move to a big city! We believe completion of this development will ruin many of the things
we love about Whitefish.
The talking points attached outline a multitude of problems we foresee if the proposal is to
proceed.
Our opposition to this proposal is absolute!
Yours truly,
Sharon Smith
Lisa Bryant
Terry Bryant
Whitefish Montana
59937
Sent from my iPad
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TALKING POINTS IN OPPOSITION OF THE MOUNTAIN GATEWAY PUD AS PROPOSED
-

-

-

-

-

-

NEW: Petition the city to change the notice policy and to make the applications
public within 48 hours of submission and be able to sign up for push notifications
as citizens. Had we found out about this development through the standard
process, we wouldn’t have had time to get information together, organized and
disseminated to the public.
Don’t annex in R4 as WR2. Fix the zoning issues of the past and annex in
mirroring the surrounding zoning.
Traffic concerns - adding around 340 units & commercial will have an
astronomical impact on traffic on Wisconsin Ave, Lakeshore Drive and Big
Mountain Road. This increase in traffic could very likely cause a devaluation of
real estate north of the viaduct.
Safety concerns - egress across the viaduct in case of an emergency such as a
fire and medical is a real concern with the current congestion issues, let alone
exacerbated.
The city should be obligated to protect the safety of its citizens and potentially
impose a moratorium on developments of certain densities until these issues can
be mitigated. At the very least they should not allow any increased densities
from current zonings.
- If they allow these types of developments to go through, they could be
liable for the losses of human life and property.
Fire Station does not have a solid plan to be brought to fruition and shouldn’t be
considered a community benefit.
The developers were involved with The Quarry. They were held to the same
architectural standards as would apply here. Do we consider that project a
success as a community? Or is it a cookie cutter disappointment with no buffers
and a substantial loss of old growth forest that could have been held to higher
standards and enriched the community.
Here is a compilation of zoning requirements that we do not believe have or
will be met. And let it be known that 11-2S-8D states “A PUD may be denied
upon a finding that it does not substantially achieve the intent of the PUD, the
approval criteria in subsection B of this section are not met, and/or deviations
from standards are neither beneficial to the neighborhood or community at large,
nor properly justified.” Furthermore, section 11-2S-8F states: “Because the site
planning and design issues involved with PUDs can be complex, there is no time
limit for final action by the City Council.”
- Article S. WPUD Planned Unit Development District Zoning Regulations
- 11-2S-1: Purpose And Intent
- D. Ensure that new developments respects the character,
scale, and qualities of the surrounding neighborhood.
- E. Encourage new development to integrate with existing
neighborhoods to result in stronger, livable, sustainable
neighborhoods, rather than series of individual
developments.
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-

-

-

11-2S-2: PUD Types and Permitted Uses:
- A. Residential Planned Unit Development (R-PUD): The
purpose of the Residential PUD option is to facilitate
creatively designed, livable neighborhoods in Residential
Zoning Districts where the proposed product type, density,
scale, and character are appropriate and complement
adjacent development.
11-2S-3: Standards of Development
- C. Open Space: Not more than seventy percent (70%) of
the planned unit development site shall be devoted to
parking facilities, streets, buildings and accessory
buildings. The remaining thirty percent (30%) must remain
as open space as defined under section 11-9-2 of this title.
Note: This provision shall not apply to projects which both
propose only permitted uses and which comply with the
minimum lot sizes of the underlying zone.
- We’re concerned this open space will not be
executed and that the conceptual renderings are
misleading. For example, it appears that around
50% percent of the property in the conceptual
rendering is covered by impermeable services with
a very small allotment for storm retention. This will
likely have to become a lot larger to manage
stormwater as there are no storm sewers in place
here.
- E. Landscaping: Additional landscaping may be required
by the City Council to provide a buffer between proposed
uses or between the adjacent zoning districts.
- We would advocate for the city to require a 200’
buffer around the entire perimeter be dedicated to
open space.
- G. Architectural Design: Architectural design of buildings
shall be aesthetically compatible throughout the
development. However, the applicant shall take
appropriate measures to ensure that multi-family buildings
and town homes have a varied exterior appearance within
the overall architectural theme. Visual monotony and
institutional sameness are to be avoided. (Ord. 19-11,
6-3-2019)
- The Quarry development (same developers, same
Wisconsin Corridor Plan) was held to this same
standard - we believe it was not executed and that
we should be very cautious about allowing a repeat
to occur.
11-2S-5 Deviations from Standards
- In order to provide flexibility in the design approach, the
Planned Unit Development Overlay allows deviations from
many standards of the underlying zoning district as well as
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-

from certain standards in the "Standards for Design and
Construction" (Public Works Design Manual). Any
proposed deviations from adopted standards above and
beyond those allowed under chapter 1A of this title must
be justified by one or more clear community benefits as set
forth in section11-2S-6 of this article, and shall directly
relate to the purpose and intent of the PUD as set forth in
section 11-2S-1 of this article.
- We do not believe this development provides “clear
community benefits” and should not be allowed as
a WPUD and furthermore allowed no deviations.
11-2S-6 Community Benefit
- As set forth in section 11-2S-5 of this article, deviations
from adopted standards must be justified by one or more
clear community benefits. For purposes of this article, a
community benefit is an amenity, facility, or service that is
of intrinsic or economic value to the community and/or
adjacent neighborhood introduced by the proposed
planned development that would not otherwise be
required. Community facilities and services such as
streets, water, sewer, and storm drainage (including on and
off- site easements for these facilities), and parkland and
parkland dedications or fees in lieu, that are required under
a conventional subdivision or other City codes or standards
may not be considered community benefits. The following
list outlines desirable community benefits and is not
all-inclusive as each development site is unique and the
developer may propose alternative community benefits
- A. Environmentally Sensitive Areas: Protects
environmentally sensitive areas that would not be
protected otherwise to the same degree as without
a PUD;
- B. Natural Features: Preserves, enhances, and
rehabilitates natural features of the subject
property, such as significant woodlands, native
vegetation, view sheds, topography, or non- critical
area wildlife habitats, not otherwise required by
other City regulations;
- C. Public Access: Providing public access to a trail,
trailhead, bike path, waterbody, parks, schools, or
public lands;
- D. Streetscapes: Providing streetscape
improvements such as pedestrian signals, ADA
compliant curb height crossings, street furniture,
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-

-

-

-

-

-

bike racks, public art, cultural and interpretive
displays, transit shelters, etc.;
E. Public Facilities: Provides public facilities that
could not be required by the City for development
of the subject property without a PUD, such as fire
stations, utility facilities, public playgrounds,
recreational facilities, public parking, bike paths,
etc.;
F. Use Of Sustainable Development Techniques:
Design which results in sustainable development;
such as LEED certification, energy efficiency, use of
alternative energy resources such as solar power,
stormwater re-use, low impact development
techniques, etc.;
G. Rights-Of-Way: Extending public streets, bike
paths, trails, and/or sidewalks in compliance with
adopted transportation plans;
H. Affordable Housing: Providing employee housing
and/or affordable housing, land, or fees in lieu in
greater quantity than otherwise required and
consistent with housing needs assessments and
the Whitefish Legacy Homes Program;
I. Affordable Housing Type: Providing a greater mix
of affordable housing unit types consistent with the
array of housing types provided in the overall
development; or
J. Overall Design: Provides a PUD design that is
superior to the design that would result from
development of the subject property without a PUD.
A superior design may include the following:
- 1. Open Space/Recreation:Provides
increased functional open space or
recreational facilities beyond standard Code
requirements; and provides a quality
environment through either passive or
active recreation facilities and attractive
common areas, including accessibility to
buildings from parking areas and public
walkways; or
- 2. Circulation/Screening: Provides superior
circulation patterns or location or screening
of parking facilities; or
- 3. Landscaping/Screening: Provides
superior landscaping, buffering, or
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-

screening in or around the proposed
planned urban development; or
- 4. Site And Building Design: Provides
superior architectural design, placement,
relationship or orientation of structures, or
use of solar energy; or
- 5. Alleys: Provides alleys for proposed
detached or attached units with individual,
private ground-related entries. (Ord. 19-11,
6-3-2019)
11-2S-7 Application Procedure
- A. The applicant shall furnish the following information and
materials with the application:
- 1. A written report on the results of any citizen
participation effort done on their part. If an outreach
is done, the report shall include details of the
techniques the applicant may have used to involve
the public and the surrounding neighborhoods. That
may include dates and locations of meetings where
citizens were invited to discuss the proposal, copies
of mailings, posted notices, concept plans, etc., the
name and location of those receiving notice, and
the number of people that participated in the
process. The outreach report should also include a
summary of concerns and issues expressed by the
public, and how the applicant will address or not
address said issues or concerns in their formal
proposal
- The developer may have checked this box
but it was far from the spirit of the
regulation. A meeting was held at the
Taphouse but was not on any public
calendar. There were perhaps 20 people in
attendance. It was unable to be located on
any public forum, calendar, social media,
etc. When attendees spoke with their
neighbors after the meeting, regret was
commonly expressed that community
members wished they’d known it was going
on and would have liked to attend. Also,
most folks in attendance thought this was
an affordable housing development and the
conversations were derailed onto that for
the majority of the meeting.
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-

-

A meeting was also held about the fire
station the week prior. It was held in a
ballroom at the Lodge at Whitefish Lake.
Drinks were provided, handouts available,
etc - it was very organized. When multiple
community members called the lodge to
confirm the date and time, the concierge,
and front desk attendants showed nothing
on their calendars of any such event. Only
by calling the fire department directly was
any information obtained.
- 9. Written statement of intent and justification for
any proposed deviations from standards above and
beyond those allowed in section 11-1A-6 of this
title. Each PUD application must include a written
explanation describing how the development meets
the purpose and intent (section 11-2S-1 of this
article) and approval criteria (subsection11-2S-8B
of this article) and describing the specific
community benefits (section 11-2S-6 of this article)
of the proposed development and how the project
provides greater benefits to the City as applicable
than would a development carried out in
accordance with otherwise applicable Zoning and
Subdivision Ordinance standards. The statement
must also include a comparison of the proposed
development with the standards of the base zoning
district, subdivision standards, or public works
standards and how it deviates from or exceeds
those standards.
11-2S-8: Approval of the Planned Unit Development
- A. Approval of a planned unit development shall be based
upon a finding that the proposed project substantially
achieves the intent of the PUD as set forth in section
11-2S-1 of this article, the approval criteria outlined below
are met as applicable, and that there are one or more clear
community benefits and proper justification for any
proposed deviations from standards.
- B. A PUD may be approved by the Whitefish City Council
upon findings that the approval criteria set forth herein are
substantially met as they may apply and adverse impacts
identified through the development review process are
avoided or effectively mitigated through plan modification,
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-

conditions of record, or other legal and proper means.
Approval criteria are as follows:
- 2. Development must be sensitive to and respectful
of wildlife habitat and/or seasonal migration
corridors as identified by a competent wildlife
assessment or verified by empirical evidence.
- 4. The character and qualities of existing
neighborhoods must be preserved and protected.
Proposed PUDs are to be integrated into the
existing neighborhood in terms of scale, quality,
character, and street continuity. When, in the
judgment of the City Council, such integration is not
possible, practical, or will otherwise not produce
desired outcomes for the existing neighborhood,
effective buffering and transitions must be provided
by the proposed development.
- 6. New development must provide attractive, high
quality streetscapes through the use of
landscaping, sidewalks/bikeways, street trees, and
quality street lighting fixtures, including design
consideration for and integration with adjacent
structures.
- Based on the Quarry - it is hard to believe
this will be executed.
- 9. New development must avoid a monotonous
and/or institutional appearance through varied
architecture and orientation of buildings, and where
appropriate, varying the type of residential unit
within the project.
- Based on The Quarry - it is hard to believe
this will be executed.
- 11. All new development must demonstrate
substantial compliance with and/or implementation
of the growth policy, including adopted
neighborhood plans and corridor plans.
C. In approving a PUD, the Council may impose
reasonable conditions. Such conditions may be imposed in
order to
- Mitigate or avoid adverse impacts to adjacent
property, neighborhood, and/or the community at
large.
- Ensure the veracity of any claim of community
benefit made by the applicant.
- Support a finding that an approval criterion is met
and/or ensure the veracity of the finding.
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October 10, 2021

Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner
Michelle Howke, City Clerk
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org
mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment Application
My name is Cynthia Bryant and my husband and I have been residents of Whitefish since 1997,
having previously owned a home on Big Mountain and currently (since 2000) residing at
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple
properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for
commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270 highdensity units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties
and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
I strongly request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. Virtually zero due diligence has been done
for a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water,
fire protection, emergency services and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic
implications be strongly considered, specifically all the way to the viaduct. This is the ONLY route
for both daily use and emergency evacuation. As you know, the traffic on Wisconsin is now
unbearable during peak tourist seasons which is now currently the majority of the calendar year
and the new normal for Whitefish. THIS MUST BE ADDRESSED PRIOR TO ANY FURTHER MAJOR
DEVELOPMENT NORTH OF THE VIADUCT!
I strongly feel that other recent housing developments in this community have been hastily
constructed without any thought to the impact on the entire community on the north side of the
viaduct. This proposed development is not in accordance with and is ,as a matter of fact, contrary
to our community’s vision for Whitefish as embodied in the growth policy:
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and
will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our open
spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our community
special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will keep downtown
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Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we will
maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
1. “As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and
keep our community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and
economic diversity of our community is threatened, and we will strive to
maintain it. We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services
that support us all. And we will provide affordable housing so that our teachers,
police officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and others whose services
we depend on, can continue to be a part of this community.” Growth Policy
Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.
Our multi-generational family considers Whitefish a special place and one that cannot be
duplicated anywhere! As a long-term citizen of Whitefish, I urge you to honor our growth policy’s
vision statement “The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the
community and will preserve those values as the community grows.”
I once again strongly oppose the City of Whitefish permanently changing the zoning of the
southernmost parcel that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain
Road. If approved, this commercial zone change will forever change the character of the area. It
is not consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and
high-density residential development.

O/S Cynthia J Bryant
October 10, 2021

Cynthia J Bryant
Whitefish, Montana
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October 8, 2021
Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner
Michelle Howke, City Clerk
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org
mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment Application
My name is Joe Bryant and I have been a resident of Whitefish since 1997 and currently(owned
since 2000) have my residence
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple
properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for
commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270 highdensity units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
I strongly request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD
and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. Virtually zero due diligence has been
done for a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality,
storm water, and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered
specifically from all the way to the viaduct as this is the onlyroute for daily use and emergency
evacuation. As you know, the traffic on Wisconsin is now unbearable during peak tourist
seasons which is currently the majority of the calendar year. THIS MUST BE ADDRESSED PRIOR
TO ANY FURTHER MAJOR DEVELOPMENT NORTH OF THE VIADUCT!
This development is not in accordance with and is as a matter of fact contrary to our
community’s vision for Whitefish as embodied in the growth policy:
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community
and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our
open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our
community special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will
keep downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our
community, and we will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy
Vision Statement, pg. 9.
i.“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will
manage traffic and keep our community safe for pedestrians
and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of
our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it.
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We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and
services that support us all. And we will provide affordable
housing so that our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales
and service people, and others whose services we depend on,
can continue to be a part of this community.” Growth Policy
Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.
As a long-term citizen of Whitefish I urge you to honor our growth policy’s vision statement
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and
will preserve those values as the community grows.”
I strongly oppose the City of Whitefish permanently changing the zoning of the southernmost
parcel that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If
approved, this commercial zone change will forever change the character of the area. It is not
consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and highdensity residential development.
O/S Joseph H Bryant
October 8, 2021
Joseph H Bryant
Whitefish, Montana
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway
Sunday, October 10, 2021 4:58:03 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members:
We are writing in connection with the proposed Mountain Gateway project. We are
second generation property owners in Whitefish, our family home located at 2124
We came here because Whitefish and the surrounding area is special.
It has remained that way, in large part, due to the conscientious efforts of city
planners preventing the area from being overwhelmed by commercial development,
preserving the unique character of the town. That mission should be viewed by city
leaders as a continuing responsibility.
Without its unique charm, wonderful multigenerational neighborhoods, access to
affordable housing in the valley, wildlife, and water quality of the lake and streams,
Whitefish would not be Whitefish. Growth of our community is inevitable, but we
have a duty to ensure it is both sensible and responsible.
Congestion is already a serious concern in the area being discussed. Making our way
down Wisconsin Ave and Lakeshore drive during the summer, or on any ski day, is
now taking twice the time it once did. Traffic is often backed up for more than a mile.
Our neighbors tell us it takes their children 45 minutes to be bused to school. Of great
importance, access in and out has become a safety hazard on this two lane road. In
the event of a family medical or fire emergency, traffic congestion and gridlock along
Wisconsin Avenue could realistically result in a life threatening situation.
The Mountain Gateway development as proposed is not responsible by any measure.
It requires zoning changes that currently protect our residential neighborhoods and
includes allowing commercial development at the corner of East Lakeshore Drive and
Big Mountain Road. No round-about will resolve traffic congestion. In fact, it would
make crossing this intersection for pedestrians and bicyclists treacherous. And, the
congestion referenced already exists before adding another ~500 cars on a regular
basis coupled with the additional traffic that will result from the Landmark project on
Big Mountain.
The real issue at hand is the fact that the current infrastructure is inadequate to
support a project of this magnitude. The city has a responsibility to see there is
adequate infrastructure before any development is allowed. Given the magnitude of
the problem we face, perhaps an annual growth moratorium should be considered
until we can catch up as Golden, Colorado wisely enacted. There have not been
adequate traffic, water quality and wildlife impact studies so that we know the true
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impact of this development. A project that includes over 300 high density units and
over 500 parking spaces is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties
and is misaligned with the neighborhood’s character. It does not offer true affordable
housing and will not benefit the community, which is one of the developer’s primary
justifications for rezoning. In fact, the view that this project will benefit the
community seems to be an opinion only the developer holds. There is an
overwhelming objection to this project as evidenced by public comment, the
displeasure of countless respected community leaders, and well over 3,000 signatures
on a petition.
Many of us came to Whitefish because it was special - not an Aspen or Vail. If we are
not careful, that is what we will become. Of course we can grow, but we should do so
in a responsible manner. We deserve better than allowing such a grandiose project as
proposed. We respectfully request that after an objective assessment of
the proposed PUD and Zoning Map Amendment, you make the decision to
deny the applications as submitted.
With best regards,
Ann and Brad Bulkley
2124 Houston Drive
Whitefish, MT
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project
Sunday, October 10, 2021 4:34:44 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
We would like to request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain
Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has
not been done for a development of this size in regards to traffic implications, water quality,
storm water, and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be
considered all the way to the viaduct as this is the only route for emergency evacuation.
We moved to Whitefish almost 6 years ago and specifically chose our neighborhood for our
family to live in a quiet neighborhood with space for our kids. We were very upset when we
heard the news about this potential project going in across the street from us. This project
seems way too big for this area and it goes against Whitefish’s goal to try to preserve wildlife
and open spaces.
We hope the planning board and City council will protect Whitefish and not approve
something of this size in such a small space. Changing the zoning at the corner of East
Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road will forever change the character of this area and I
worry that it will set a dangerous precedent high-density residential building going forward.
Thank you, Scott and Larissa Bull
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke
Wendy Compton-Ring
RE: Development.
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 9:39:07 AM

Thank you for your comment. Your letter will be forwarded to the Planning Board and City Council for their
consideration.
Michelle Howke
Administrative Services Director/City Clerk
PO Box 158/418 E. 2nd Street
Whitefish, MT 59937
mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org
406-863-2402
STAY CLEAN, CAREFUL AND CONNECTED
-----Original Message----From:
Sent: Monday, October 11, 2021 4:55 PM
To: Michelle Howke <mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: Development.
        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Hey Michele, I’m not sure if you’re the right person to be emailing but I would like to voice my opposition to the
development proposed at the base of big mountain road. As a long time resident of this town it sure seems like we
need to do a better job of balancing our development/growth. I completely understand that no growth is not an
option this feels like a huge step in the wrong direction. Having also been an employee of the fire department it sure
does not seem viable to build a station there and actually staff it. It is my heartfelt belief that the last thing that area
of town needs is 340 residential units.
I hope this brief note finds itself in the company of many many others and allows us to reject and move on from this
project.
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Proposed Development at the base of Big Mountain Road
Thursday, October 7, 2021 8:07:57 PM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Ms Compton-Ring,
As a resident of Wood Run subdivision on Big Mountain, I strongly urge you to vote against the proposed
development at the base of Big Mountain Road. Big Mountain Road, as you must know, is a heavily traveled road
on a daily basis, with a massive traffic increase on many winter days. Traffic backs up on E. Lakeshore and Big
Mountain Road. This is already a dangerous intersection with the blind curve coming from the end of the lake. An
increase in homes and vehicles in the area would be detrimental to the present residents. I often have concerns
about emergency vehicles trying to enter and exit Big Mountain Road, and there are concerns for evacuation in the
event of a forest fire.
As residents on the mountain, we, like other Whitefish residents, are suffering from a delayed response in
ambulance service and law enforcement. There are just not enough first responders to cover the present residents.
As an elected representative of the citizens of Whitefish, please allow the infrastructure of the city to catch up with
the current number of residents before adding more residents to the already stressed system. I urge you and the other
council members to vote against the proposed development.
Thank you,
David Burrow
306A Wood Run Drive
205-777-9282
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Proposed Development in the area of Big Mountain Road
Thursday, October 7, 2021 7:42:17 PM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Ms Compton-Ring,
I am writing to urge you to vote against the proposed development at the base of Big Mountain Road. As a resident
of Wood Run I am all to aware of the traffic and congestion problems that occur frequently at the intersection of Big
Mountain Road and E. Lakeshore. There are days where the traffic is backed up trying to exit and enter Big
Mountain Road. This area can not withstand an influx of increased daily traffic. This is already a very dangerous
intersection.
I am also concerned as to how a development of this size will effect the ecological balance of Whitefish Lake. This
beautiful treasure is so easily threatened.
Please, as a representative of the citizens of Whitefish, vote against this proposal.
Thank you,
Suzanne Burrow
306A Wood Run Drive
205-368-3823
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Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner & Michelle Howke, City Clerk
o Email - wcompton-rine@citvofwhitefish.ors
Cc: m howke@citvofwhllefish. ore
o Deliver - City of Whitefish
Attn: Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner & Michelle Howke, City Clerk
4LB E 2"d Street
PO Box 158
whitefish, MT 59937

o

Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,

o

o

l'm writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project's PUD
and Zoning Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves
changing the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain
Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development and the

development of 318 residential units, including 270 high-density units. As
proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties
and does not represent the community's vision for the area as referenced below.
o

o

would like to request that the planning board recommend denial of the
Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted.
The due diligence has not been done for a development of this magnitude in
regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental
impact. lt is paramount that traffic implications be considered at all the way to
the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
I

o

o

This development is not in accordance with our community's vision for Whitefish
as embodied in the growth policv:
i. "The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel

of the community and will preserve those values as the community
grows. We will preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat,
scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our community
special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We
will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and
cultural center of our community, and we will maintain its friendliness,
accessibility, and scale." Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
ii.
"As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will
manage traffic and keep our community safe for pedestrians and
cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of our
community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We
will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services
that support us all. And we will provide affordable housing so that
our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and service people,
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and others whose services we depend on, can continue to be a
part of this community." Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.
I believe that Whitefish and the entire valley deserves thoughtful, community
enriching development from our developers.
I urge you to honor our growth policy's vision statement "The citizens of
whitefish value the scale, character, and smalltown feel of the community and
will preserve those values as the community grows."
I do not wish to see the city permanently change the zoning of the southernmost
parcel that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big
Mountain Road. lf approved, this commercial zone change will forever change
the character of the area. lt is not consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a
dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density residential development.

Address
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Gateway
Saturday, October 9, 2021 8:50:48 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.

From: c ron crcannonhn
Subject: Mountain Gateway Project
Date: October 9, 2021 at 8:34:49 PM CDT
To: wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org, mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
I am writing in reference to the Mountain Gateway Project which involves a
request for multiple zoning variances of several different properties at the junction
of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive.
My family and I have been privileged to ski at Whitefish for the past 25 years. As
you know Whitefish is not easy to travel but it has always been worth the effort
required. The big attraction for my family has been the friendly small town
atmosphere engendered by the people in the area.As I understand it this
development violates the WhitefishCommunity Vision and it’s growth policy.
I am opposed to this development for several reasons: asking for zoning variances
violates the initial intent of the zoning plan, it is at odds with the Whitefish
Community Vision Policy. On a practical level it would cause significant issues
with traffic congestion on Big Mountain Road limiting ingress/egress to Whitefish
Ski and Summer Resort.
Sincerely,
Ron Cannon
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 10:06:06 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
October 12, 2021
City of Whitefish
Attn: Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner and Michelle Howke, City Clerk
418 E 2nd Street
PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members:
As a citizen of Whitefish, I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway
Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves
changing the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East
Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development and the development of 318 residential
units, including 270 high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the
existing land use of the properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the
area.
I request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for
a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water,
and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered all the way
to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation. In addition,
this development is not in accordance with our community’s vision regarding growth. The
Growth Policy says:
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community
and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our
open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our
community special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will keep
downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our community,
and we will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement,
pg. 9.
“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our
community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic
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diversity of our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not
allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And we will
provide affordable housing so that our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and
service people, and others whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of
this community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.
I urge the planning board and city council members to honor our Growth Policy’s vision
statement and ensure that our developers do the same. I do not want to see the city
permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is directly at the
intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If approved, this
commercial zone change will forever change the character of the area and sets a
dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density residential development.
Sincerely,
John Talbot Carleton
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
The Mountain Gateway Project
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 3:59:24 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
10/12/21

Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I’d like to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project.
I’m requesting that the planning board deny this application. I understand matters like this are complex. The thing is, they don’t have to
be. This project does not align with vision or infrastructure of our small mountain community.
I understand and accept change and progress when it benefits the greater good. This project does not. It doesn’t take much to see that a
project like this in the proposed area will put pressure on an already stressed transportation and service infrastructure. All for what … So
a local developer can make some more money?
It’s plain see this is a money grab by someone who does not care for the overall well being of this special community. We can not
continue to grow in areas that without first bolster the infrastructure for it. Doing so in my opinion is a blatant display of short
mindedness.
Please exercise some common sense and vote to deny this project.
Regards,
Chris Carriveau
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October 12, 2021
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
I am writing to provide public comment on The Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD
& Zoning Map Amendment applications. This involves changing the zoning for the
intersection of Big Mountain Rd and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for a
commercial development and 318 residential units which in that includes 270
high density units. This proposal is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for this area.
I recommend the planning board deny this proposal or at least give the citizens of
Whitefish more time to speak in a few public forums to voice their concerns over
this project. And if this application moves on to a vote by the City Council, I ask
that they deny this application.
The reason our Whitefish citizens have chosen to live here is for the small town
feel of a mountain ski town. This proposed project will increase our population by
over 8%. We do not need this density of a crowded neighborhood filled with high
scale homes and commercial buildings.
Our citizens and merchants have been struggling with the massive onslaught of
newcomers moving here in 2020 searching for the character and values that our
small town offers. This influx of people has made a huge impact on our town, the
biggest problem is the shortage of employees to staff the hotels, restaurants and
shops. Restaurants can’t fill their establishments to capacity and others have had
to shut down at least one to two days a week due to the lack of staffing. We need
more areas with affordable housing for employees.
Another point to my opposition of this project are the traffic concerns. We
already have a terrible traffic problem on Wisconsin Ave. and Lakeshore Dr. in the
summertime, but mostly during ski season. I live on Wisconsin Ave., and there are
times when I have a hard time pulling into my driveway due to the back up in
traffic from people coming down the mountain. It is not uncommon these days
for traffic to be backed up either way from the lodge to the viaduct, sometimes all
the way to Safeway.
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More density is not the answer. We would like to see the city keep our traditional
community neighborhoods, not instill burdens on the school system by
overcrowding our schools, preserve our land and open spaces for trails and
cycling and keep our commercial zoning towards the downtown area.
Around the Flathead, this project has been discussed (with opposition I might
add) more than any other project proposed in many years.
Our citizens do not want to see our town permanently changed due to the rezoning of this project. We do not want to see the character of our peaceful serene
town changed forever.
I thank you for taking the time to read my comments and hope that you will take
into consideration to reject this application and project.
Regards,
Maureen Casey
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Mountain Gateway Project
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 11:40:51 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council
I'm writing today to provide some public comments on the Mountain Gateway Project and
Zoning Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Dr. to allow
for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units,including 270 highdensity units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community's vision for the area .
I would like the members of the board and city council to reject the Mountain Gateway
application as submitted.The due diligence has not been done for a development of this
magnitude in regards to traffic,water quality,stormwater,and most of all environmental
impacts. It is paramount that traffic implication be considered at all the way to the viaduct as
this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
The last but the most important thing is the citizens of Whitefish value the scale,character,and
small town feel of the community and it is your jobs to preserve those values as our
community grows.We need to preserve and enhance our open spaces,wildlife habitats,scenic
vistas,and our neighborhoods that make our community so special.If this project is approved it
will forever change the character of the area but most importantly change Whitefish forever.
This is not consistent with our growth policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial
and high density residential development for the future of Whitefish.
John Caviglia
Whitefish Mt.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Public comment Mountain Gateway PUD, zoning amendments
Friday, October 8, 2021 5:56:23 PM
wf_2a371f5f-2b8b-4838-9031-069e1ad85141.png

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Oct.8th, 2021
Attn: Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner & Michelle Howke, City Clerk
City Of Whitefish
418 E 2nd Street
PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
Re: Mountain Gateway PUD
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I am writing to provide public comment regarding the proposed Mountain Gateway Project’s
PUD application and Zoning Map Amendment applications.
As a resident of the East Lakeshore neighborhood since 1973, I am very concerned with the
proposal to change the zoning on several properties at the Big Mountain Rd. and East
Lakeshore Intersection in order to allow a high-density development to be built (316
residential units and 270 high density-units). This proposal is inconsistent with the current use
of the properties in question and those surrounding them. In addition, a change in the zoning
would be contradictory to the expressed community vision for this area and in plain language,
a development of this size and in this location would completely ruin the quality of life for
those living north of the viaduct.
As anyone who has lived in Whitefish for a while knows, over the past 5 years there has been
tremendous growth and building in Whitefish. In the past 2 years, the Covid effect of people
moving to Whitefish in great numbers has further accelerated this growth to the degree that
the challenges facing the community are apparent on a daily basis-traffic, roads, public safety,
general environmental impact- noise, pollution and wildlife disappearing to name a few.
Growth happens, that is accepted, but if we look to the stated community vision in the
Whitefish Growth Policy, it is clear that a development like Mountain Gateway that is
proposed in this location is completely inappropriate.
-This proposal is inconsistent with the surrounding land use and neighborhoods of primarily
single family homes and vacation cabins.
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-the size of the development makes it impossible to imagine how the preservation of wildlife
habitat and a positive impact on clean air, water, noise and light pollution would be attained.
-the location and size of the development and the impact on traffic. It is almost
incomprehensible that such a proposal is even considered when the influx of new residents
and visitors over the past 2 years has clearly shown that we can’t manage the traffic, traffic
flow and resulting safety concerns currently. Driving on Wisconsin Ave. was a nightmare this
summer. It was congested, slow (no left turn lanes), pedestrians crossing all over the place.
The Growth policy states “We will manage traffic and keep our community safe for
pedestrians and cyclists.” As a cyclist, with the current amount of traffic on Wisconsin, East
Lakeshore and up Big Mountain Rd. I can tell you, it’s already fairly dangerous and unenjoyable
due to the increased traffic and high speed at which many drive. I’ve almost been hit twice by
dump trucks exiting Viking Creek onto the bike path.
-the impacts of increasing traffic “on the road to nowhere” are creating public safety
concerns. We do not currently have enough of a police force to manage existing traffic
concerns and the resulting problems that affect our safety as drivers, pedestrians and cyclists.
-where is the due diligence on the impact of traffic flow, congestion, resulting pollution and
noise? These things all impact quality of life on a daily basis.
-how is traffic going to flow efficiently with impact of such a large development? As a resident,
I do not want stop lights which restrict traffic flow and create congestion and pollution.
-how do the current roads handle such an increase in traffic volume and provide for safe
egress out of the area in an emergency?
-how is traffic going to flow efficiently to the Whitefish Mountain Resort, one of our
communities biggest employers? Are all days, not just powder days going to be bumper to
bumper?
In conclusion, I would like to state that I do not support a development of this type and
density at this location. I do not support the application for a PUD or the zoning changes to
higher density and commercial development. This is not the right location for it as it does not
support the vision of the Growth Policy. The road leading to the location does not currently
support the existing traffic and increasing traffic would only degrade the environment and
quality of life north of the viaduct even further. This is contrary to the Growth policy. In
addition, a PUD is supposed to provide a public benefit. What community benefit does this
proposal provide? It creates issues that are contrary to almost everything stated in the Growth
Policy and vision for the community.
It’s time to slow down and do what’s right. I am not anti-development, but I think it’s clear
that a high density development at this location is simply not the right thing to do.

Sincerely,
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Cathy Chauner
Whitefish, MT
Oct.8th, 2021

Cathy Chauner
Appraisal Review Specialist
Kalispell Operations Center
1845 US Highway 93 S, Kalispell MT 59901
Ph. (406) 758-0462 | Fax (406) 758-0480 | www.WhitefishCU.com
NOTICE: The information transmitted is intended only for the person(s) or entity to which it is addressed
and may contain confidential and/or legally privileged material. Delivery of this message to any person
other than the intended recipient(s) is not intended in any way to waive privilege or confidentiality. Any
review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon, this
information by entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you receive this in error, please
contact the sender and delete the material from any computer.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
mhowkeR@ciityofwhitefish.org
Mountain Gateway Project
Friday, October 8, 2021 8:12:33 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear City Council and Planning Board:
The summer news is filled with the reality of massive wildfires. We endure them every
summer here in Whitefish in the form of smoke, but they have not hit here, yet. When one hits
Town, or nearby, and begins ripping eastward towards Big Mountain, how will citizens
escape?
There is only one road out in the event the fire spreads north of town and the Lake…East
Lakeshore Drive and Wisconsin Avenue.
Did you notice the traffic this summer on Wisconsin Avenue, absent any Canadians? It is a
horror show, as two lanes can not possibly accomodate the summer crowds, much less a
Zoning change to allow hundreds more to access safety via Wisconsin Avenue.
All the other arguments against this large a development pale by comparison to the
dysfunction we have NOW on Wisconsin Avenue, and it makes zero sense to pretend
otherwise. Is the City going to build a new viaduct and 4 lanes in and out of town….and if so,
how will Baker Avenue absorb such growth?
The answer to this application is obvious: Do not change the zoning, and pray that an
alternate escape to Wisconsin Avenue can be envisioned first in the future.
Thank you,
Nick Chickering
Whitefish, MT 59937
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10/12/2021

Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members:

I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at
the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development
and the development of 318 residential units, including 270 high-density units. As proposed, the project
is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and does not represent the community’s
vision for the area as referenced below.

I live on the north side of the viaduct and there is a general concern about the lack of infrastructure on
our side of town. Last winter alone, there were multiple times where it felt impossible to access
Wisconsin Avenue in either direction or to head south over the viaduct. As many of you know, the
alternate crossing at the train tracks on 2nd street is a true crap shoot. Trains are often stopped there
longer than they are legally allowed to be and there seems to be no recourse for those of us truly stuck
north of the viaduct. I already feel like I am playing some sort of virtual reality pinball game trying to get
through town most of these days and a development of this magnitude at the entrance of Big Mountain
Road is truly an absurd idea. I request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain
Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been
done for a development like this in regard to traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and
environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered at all the way to the
viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.

I implore all of you to stop this insanity that is happening before our eyes. The livable town we once
knew is quickly vanishing. Decisions like these are your legacy to this town. Please do the right thing and
reject this proposal.

Sincerely,
Mary Ciganek

Whitefish, MT 59937
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Dale R. and Judy H. Cockrell
Whitefish, MT 59937
October 12, 2021
Attn. Wendy Compton-Ring - wcompton-ring@city ofwhitefish.org
Senior Planner
418 £2"^* Street
PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members:
We are writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications. We live in the Houston Point subdivision which is directly
across from the proposed commercial and high-density unit project. We do not believe the
proposed project consistent with the existing land use of the properties, nor protective of wildlife
and water quality. We also do not believe that as proposed, the project meets the community’s
vision for growth. We therefore, request that the planning board recommend denial of the
Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. We request that
the City Council deny the proposed project.
We do not believe due diligence has not been done for a development of this magnitude.
The proposed project will destroy the entire feel ofthis part of Whitefish. At the proposed location,
there are only well spread out single family homes in the entire area.
As anyone who lives, visits or recreates in this area sees when walking or biking by the
intersection — whether going up Big Mountain Road or around the lake - bear, elk, fox, deer and
eagles congregate, live and migrate where the proposed project is to be located. It does not appear
any consideration was done for the impact the project will have on this wildlife. The wildlife in
this area is protected by multiple federal laws, such as the Eagle Act, the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act, the Lacey Act, and comparable state laws. Approval of the proposed project would not meet
Whitefish’s policy to “preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and
traditional neighborhoods that make our community special.” Growth Policy Vision Statement,
p. 9.
In addition to the impact on wildlife, it appears that little, if any, consideration has been
given to impact water quality or storm water runoff. As you are aware, water from the project area
flows directly into Whitefish Lake. Whitefish Lake is already seeing the impact of poorly planned
development. When we moved here, nearly 30 years ago, the lake was clear - you could easily
see 20-30 feet down. Now,because of runoff, that no longer is the case. The proposed project will
only further degrade water quality. Montana’s nondegradation water laws prohibit just what this
project, as designed will do. Montana prohibits degradation of water quality imless there are no
economically, environmentally, and technologically feasible modifications to the proposed project
that would result in no degradation. Montana Code Annotated (“MCA”) § 75-5-303(3)(a).

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 279 of 1405

Montana also requires that all existing and anticipated use of state waters will be fully protected
and that the least degrading water quality protection practices be fully implemented. MCA § 755-303(3)(d). Keeping this area as single family homes rather than development into commercial
and high-density units will achieve both of those requirements. Montana requires that the benefit
of any proposed project must exceed the societal costs of allowing degradation of high-quality
waters. MCA § 75-5-303(3)(b). Allowing for high-density and commercial development in this
area does not exceed the costs of further degrading the water quality of Whitefish Lake. This
project does not meet Whitefish’s growth policy to “make a special effort to keep our air and water
clean.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, p. 9. The developer, should at a minimum, identify all
alternatives to achieve these requirements so they may be considered.
Whitefish’s growth policy provides that we “will manage traffic and keep our community
safe for pedestrians and cyclists.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, p. 10. Whitefish has a large
and increasing tourist industry, including bicyclists. The intersection of Big Mountain Road and
Wisconsin/East Lakeshore is already a congested location. Placing a project of this size at this
location will only increase that congestion. Placing a project of this size at this location will also
increase the risk to bicyclists using the bike path to ride around the lake. This project, as proposed,
does not meet this part of the Growth Policy Vision Statement.
If approved, the proposed project will forever change the entire character of this area in a
negative way. We respectfully request that the Planning Board and City Council deny the proposed
project.

k.
cc: Michelle Howke, City Clerk - mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway PUD
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 1:11:50 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Wendy,
I’m writing to comment on Mountain Gateway’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications. I
am asking the planning board to deny both applications.
The proposed density of this project is far greater than that of neighboring properties which are
zoned single-family residential. The developers of Mountain Gateway are requesting multi-family
zoning with unacceptably high density and a commercial component that is entirely out of place in
this residential area.
Second, even the existing WR-2 and WR-3 zoning designations on portions of the properties involved
in the application are inconsistent with adjacent properties along Houston Drive and East Lakeshore
Drive that are zoned WER and WLR. The WER or WLR zone designations would be much more
appropriate for the Mountain Gateway property. The proposed PUD Overlay and the Zoning Map
Amendment would make the existing inconsistent zoning situation even more out of balance by
introducing extensive multi-family and commercial development.
The scale of the proposed development would create a very significant population increase in the
Wisconsin Corridor that already suffers from an insufficient road system and resulting frequent
traffic congestion. Any further development along the Wisconsin Corridor should be tabled until the
City addresses the serious infrastructure issues facing this area.
I feel the proposed development is the wrong project, in the wrong place and fails to meet the vision
for Whitefish outlined in its Growth Policy.
Sincerely,
John Collins
3080 East Lakeshore Dr.
Whitefish
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke
Wendy Compton-Ring
FW: Opposition to Mountain Gateway Development
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 11:39:23 AM

Michelle Howke
Administrative Services Director/City Clerk
PO Box 158/418 E. 2nd Street
Whitefish, MT 59937
mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org
406-863-2402
STAY CLEAN, CAREFUL AND CONNECTED
-----Original Message----From: Brent Conrad
Sent: Monday, October 11, 2021 11:02 AM
To: Michelle Howke <mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: Opposition to Mountain Gateway Development
        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Hello,
I am writing this letter in opposition to the Mountain Gateway Development. This is located on a known pinch
point of people coming from the valley to Big mountain and will cause traffic problems. Also our town does not
have the infrastructure to support 500+ new housing on that side of the rail road tracks as the light on HWY 93 often
is backed up going up the bridge during the summer and winter. This summer cell phone service was so bad if I had
an emergency at home or around town I could not call 911 as calls kept dropping because there were so many
people here. I was walking around town a couple weeks ago and have you noticed how the sidewalk looks and how
dirty and disgusting it is on Central Ave? Baker Ave coming into town is a rough road in need of maintenance as
this road supports trucks and people coming into Whitefish. I laugh when I see a Ferrari or a low sports car because
the roads are so bad I am sure their cars are scraping from the roads. We have come to the point here where quality
of life with the citizens of this community needs to overrule the unfettered cashing in on our beautiful location. You
as a city council are facing things like affordable housing for people who actually work in Whitefish, increased
crime, a growing trash problem, parking problems. Allowing the development to happen will be irresponsible on
your part unless the underlying problems to this city are taken care of and completed.
Thank you,
Brent P. Conrad
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Deirdre Cook
Whitefish, MT 59937

Whitefish City Planning Board
Attn: Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner
Michelle Howke, City Clerk
418 E 2nd Street
PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937

October 12, 2021

Dear Whitefish City Planning Board & City Council Members,
I am writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment applications.
This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big
Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development and the development of
318 residential units, including 270 high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the
existing land use of the properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as
referenced in the Whitefish growth policy which states:
i. “The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and will
preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our open spaces,
wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our community special. We
will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish the
commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we will maintain its
friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
ii. “As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our community
safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of our community is
threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities
and services that support us all. And we will provide affordable housing so that our teachers, police
officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and others whose services we depend on, can continue
to be a part of this community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.
As someone who both lives and works in Whitefish, I fully support thoughtful, community enriching
development here and throughout the valley. Permanently changing the zoning of the southernmost
parcel that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road goes against the
very values mentioned above.
Sincerely,
Deirdre Cook
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
Monday, October 11, 2021 2:33:06 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I am writing to comment on the proposed Mountain Gateway Project at the intersection of
Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive. I urge you to deny their permit applications
and halt the development of this piece of land as proposed. I believe that this development
will be detrimental to the community in numerous ways.
First, winter traffic will be even more of a nightmare trying to get from the mountain into
town. I grew up in Houston Point and my family currently has a house on East Lakeshore
past the Big Mountain Road. During busy winter weekends, it can take us nearly 30
minutes to get into town due to the small road and level of congestion. This development
will only amplify that problem.
I also have environmental concerns about the impact of building a project of this scale on
this land. It does not appear that thorough environmental impact studies have been
conducted at this time. Driving by this piece of land multiple times each day, I have seen
bears, deer, countless birds and other animals in the area. I also have concerns about how
this may affect the groundwater and runoff patterns in the spring. Several years ago a
reservoir broke at a house on Big Mountain Road and the flooding altered how groundwater
flows and flooded many homes on East Lakeshore, including my family’s. How will this
construction impact the land and lake?
Finally, I am concerned with how this development will impact the culture of our town. I was
born in Kalispell, grew up in Whitefish, and moved back in 2020. I have lived all over the
country in the last 20 years, but Whitefish has always been home. I have seen this town
grow immensely in that time. Some positive changes have been made. I do not think this
will be one of them. Many of the local families I grew up with are being priced out of the
housing market. Real estate companies whose sole interest is money are changing the
face and reputation of this town without the consent of the people who live here, work here,
and make Whitefish what it is. Recently, someone told me they consider Whitefish to be a
joke of a town- “a cowboy version of vegas… a poor man’s Jackson.” I hate hearing that
because of how special this place and these people are to me, but I am hearing similar
things more and more. Please deny this permit and listen to the people who live here. We
want this town to remain special and unique- not a cookie cutter ski town with poorly
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constructed condos that are on top of each other. The Quarry is ugly enough as it is. We
don't need this to add to it.
Thank you for your consideration.
Best,
Charlie Covey

-Charlie Covey
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications
Tuesday, October 5, 2021 6:09:02 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.

Dear Whitefish Planning Board,
I am writing to you about the mountain gateway projects PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment Applications.
We do not want to see the city change our zoning of southernmost parcel at the
intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road/ I t will change the
character of our area and its not consistent with our growth policy. Our town and
the whole valley deserve thoughtful, community enriching development. We love
the scale and small town feel and this development,ent isn’t in accordance with the
community’s vision as is stated in our growth policy.
Before we do anything else, we need affordable housing so we can bring staff back
to all of our restaurants and business’ . If not we will have even more shortages.
Please listen to the words of our community and do not approve this commercial
zone change!
Thank you,
Felice Crocker
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke; pcronquist@gmail.com
Mountain Gateway Project
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 4:00:23 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I am writing to provide public comment of the Mountain Gateway Project. I am recommending
denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. I do
not want to see the city permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is directly
at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road.
If approved, this commercial zone change will forever change the character of the area. It is not
consistent with the Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density
residential development.
Nothing about this project is consistent with the Whitefish Growth Policy and Vision.
The due diligence has not been done for a development of this size in regards to traffic implications,
water quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be
considered at all the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency
evacuation.
It is already impossible to get out of Mountain Harbor (my home),
peak times.
Thank you,
Patti Cronquist
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, during

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Chris
Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway
Tuesday, October 5, 2021 4:30:20 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Hi Wendy,
I’m writing in regards to the proposed Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
map Amendment applications.
I am in complete opposition to this project. I am requesting that the planning board
deny the applications as submitted. Due diligence has not been done for a
development of this magnitude in regards to traffic, water quality and environmental
impact.
The project also does not align with our community’s vision as outlined in our own
growth policy but instead is a project designed solely to enrich the bank accounts of
developers. It will do nothing to enhance the small town feel of our community and in
fact will detract from it by adding traffic to an already busy Wisconsin Ave and a
heavily trafficked intersection at Big Mtn Road and East Lake Shore. It is utter
nonsense to place a development of this magnitude in this location and the City can
and must deny it out of hand.
Sincerely,
Chris Crumal
Whitefish, MT
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Opposition to Mountain Gateway Project
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 8:43:02 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish City Council and Planning Board:
I respectfully request that you not approve the PUD and zoning request for the Mountain
Gateway Project.
This project is not in keeping with the Whitefish growth policy and will be a blight to the area
and traffic nightmare on Wisconsin Ave. It is far too large and out of scale for the infrastructure of Whitefish. We have a home in Whitefish and this summer could not get adequate
garbage pick-up. I can only imagine what will happen if we have 318 additional residential
units.  
Whitefish is a gem of a town because of it's small town feel, friendliness and laid back feel.
The last thing we need is a big time development that would make it feel like a "Vail" or "Big
Sky" along with the problems associated with these large developments.
Thank you,
Beverley Dale
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Michelle Daum
Whitefish, MT 59937
10/10/21
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members:
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment applications. This project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and does
not represent the community’s vision as stated in the growth policy.
A quote from Mayor John M. Muhlfeld and Deputy Mayor Frank Sweeney, Whitefish Pilot, 4/28/20:
“It is our duty as a Council to represent the citizens of Whitefish and to effectuate your wishes as best we
are able. Equally important, it is our duty to follow the city’s laws and regulations that have been adopted
through the public process. These rules and regulations are constantly being analyzed for improvements to
better reflect the vision of our community.
... It is our responsibility, both legally and ethically, to apply the criteria set forth in our city code to the
facts presented when deciding whether to approve or deny a permit. If a project meets the criteria, we must
approve it. To do otherwise would be arbitrary and capricious and would open the City to legal liability, the
cost of which would ultimately be shouldered by you, the taxpayers.”
You should have done the math by now and you can clearly see this does not fit any existing criteria- in
multiples. It certainly does not add any value to the community. I don’t think it even attempts to. If you
should wrongly make all the exceptions and changes needed to pass this abhorrent and out of place
monstrosity, the cost shouldered by the taxpayers is an unrecoverable loss of quality of life in our home
town.
The lots have long standing existing buildings, they are not vacant lots in an undeveloped area bought by a
speculator hoping to make a lot of money. These lots have clearly stated and readily available limitations
attached to them. There are no surprises unless you believe that rules don’t apply to you. It’s unfortunate
that if the owners/developers, if held to the limitations and standards previously set for all of us, follow the
rules they would make only a portion of the money they are hoping for with a development of this size;
unfortunate only for the speculators hoping for exceptions to all the rules. It is unfortunate for the citizens
of this community, and residents in the area that will be irreversibly wronged, the very people you were
elected to serve, if this is allowed to go forward. It is a detrimental change to the quality of life in our
community, the whole, for the wishes of only a few.
It is your duty to adhere to the limitations and guidelines clearly stated and available to all before buying a
piece of property. I guess to use the words of Sweeney and Muhlfeld it would be arbitrary and capricious to
have such an out of place change forced upon those owners who have in good faith purchased their
properties having seen the zoning, codes, and growth policy and willingly accepted what was possibly
allowed future use around them. I think better words are simply wrong, absurd, and completely
unnecessary to many of us in the community you are supposed to serve.
Regards,
Michelle Daum
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Whitefish Mountain Gateway Development
Tuesday, October 5, 2021 7:21:06 PM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Dear Respected Members of Whitefish City Council,
I could not be any more saddened and fundamentally opposed to the proposed development at the base of Whitefish
Mountain.
My family and I have been dedicated visitors to Whitefish for over 35 years. We have consciously prioritized time
and support for this town which has become a sanctuary to explore and relish. Sadly, I have also seen considerable
change over this time with continued high density expansion threatening the charm and majesty on which this town
thrive.
Please do not be misguided by corporate greed that will forever and fundamentally change the landscape of this
community. Perhaps this development may attract a handful of new visitors who have no true vested interest in the
town or area but without doubt it will also inevitably and irrevocably damage the dedicated majority who support
the best and diverse interests of Whitefish. For once can we defy that money can spoil some of the last remaining
unchartered north. Local biking and hiking trails are busier than ever, lift lines longer, golf tee times harder to come
by, lake space at a premium and considerable wait times at any local haunt for a weekend meal that is quickly
becoming unaffordable to most. Where will it end? Surely there is a more suitable location outside Whitefish for
the next of Mr. Averill’s exploits.
Thank you,
Katie Davies
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project Development
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 9:08:03 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council,
I am writing to submit public comment in regards to the proposed new development at
Lakeshore and Big Mountain Rd and would like to submit my comments, urging the Planning
Board and City Council to deny this project.
While it is expected in light of the current boom in Whitefish that someone will be developing
the land in this area, what is being proposed is inconsistent with existing land use and does not
coincide with the community's vision for the area.
There are a number of factors that prompted me to feel this way:
- This does not communicate a "small town" feel with a high density development outside of
the central business district
- The level of traffic at that intersection is already substantial during ski season
- Changing the zoning to commercial sets a dangerous precedent, in which I fear that every
landowner will be able to point to "if they can build this massive development, why can't I
build a strip mall".
One of the things that continues to draw me to Whitefish is how "small town" it feels, with
keeping chains out of downtown and keeping most of the businesses to the South side on 93.
Looking at the Master Plan, what immediately pops into my mind is the feeling that it looks
like a place where there would be an Applebee's - I don't believe this aligns with how people
in Whitefish view this land.
Thank you for your time and please let me know if you have any questions. I urge the
planning board to deny this request.
Sincerely,
Chase DeHan
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project PUD
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 9:32:03 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members:
I am writing to provide public comment and to strongly urge you to deny the Mountain
Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment.
My wife, Kristy Dooling, and I purchased a home out on East Lakeshore Drive in 2016, and
we are now citizens of Montana and live in Whitefish year round. We worried then that
Whitefish would become overdeveloped, but we were told that the community would never
allow rampant commercial development because they were devoted to preserving the
character of the town. Even in just five years we have noticed the furious pace of development
happening all over town and some of it is distressing, especially for our neighbors, many of
whom have lived here for 40 or 50 years.
I am writing to express my strong disagreement with the proposed project at the corner of Big
Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive. Plopping 318 residential units, including 270 high
density units in the middle of this quiet neighborhood and off a narrow two-lane road will
create traffic havoc. East Lakeshore Drive is NOT a through street. In the event of an
emergency, there is only one way out, which is past this proposed chokepoint, consisting of
318 new residential units. This will be more people living in a few lots than are living along
all of East Lakeshore Drive, by orders of magnitude.
Already we see far less elk, bear, and moose than we saw when we first moved into our home.
The commercial development of these parcels will have implications for water quality,
sewage, storm water and other environmental impacts. If this seems speculative, it's because to
my knowledge the due diligence has not been performed for a project of this magnitude. One
would think this would take years of study before undertaking such a massive project with
unknown effects.
Please recall the community's vision, which has been expressed very well in the City of
Whitefish's growth policy and vision statement:
"The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the
community and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve and
enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods
that make our community special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water
clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural
center or our community, and we will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.
"As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our
community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic
diversity of our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not
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allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And we will
provide affordable housing so that our teachers, police officers, fire fighters, sales and service
people, and others whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of this community.
Please note this is not "affordable housing" and if this commercial zone change will forever
destroy the character of this area. It is not consistent with the City of Whitefish's Growth
policy and would set a terrible and dangerous precedent for commercial, high-density
residential development.
Thank you. And we hope this project is voted down early and the character of Whitefish is
preserved.
Sincerely,
Richard and Kristin Dooling
ps - we have rescheduled travel plans so that we may attend the Planning Board meeting on
October 21st at City Hall.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Bad Idea!
Monday, October 11, 2021 11:36:46 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
We are Blake and Nora Dunlop, (20 year owners of properties near this proposed albatross
development), writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project's PUD
and Zoning Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning
for multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and the East Lakeshore Drive
to allow for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including
270 high density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of
the properties and does not represent the community's vision for the area referenced below.
My wife and I strongly urge the planning Board to recommend full denial of this Mountain
Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted! The due diligence has
not been done for a project of this magnitude in regards to any of the basic services, including
water quality,storm water, and environmental impact, let alone the huge traffic implications
that would tremendously increase the current traffic problems facing Wisconsin Ave, Big
Mountain road and the viaduct.
As valued citizens of Whitefish, my family would like to have the City Council manage any
requests by following the codes embodied in the City's Growth policy's " to keep the scale,
character and small town feel, preserve open spaces and keep the traditional neighborhoods
that make our community special. " We will manage traffic, will not let growth out pace the
vital facilities and services that support us all"
This project provides and follows none of the above growth edicts! This project if approved
would forever change the character of this area by creating over density, crowding and
significant traffic problems for visitors, citizens and emergency vehicle access!
The City of Whitefish and the whole valley are at a crossroad in it's development and future!
This proposed development is highly inconsistent with your stated Growth policy and sets a
dangerous precedent for commercial and high density residential development.
We strongly request your votes for denial on this project!
We appreciate your attention to tour letter and your efforts to keep Whitefish moving in the
right direction!
Thanks,
Blake & Nora Dunlop
Whitefish, Mt. 59937
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Mountain Gateway Del
Monday, October 11, 2021 4:42:47 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Unless you can figure out how to add two lanes from Mountain Gateway you will create
"Havoc" on Wisconsin and the viaduct. It is near havon now--bumper to bumper.  
Daily trip to Whitefish to Super markets (mimi market won't cut it---318 homes won't cut it),
restaurants, liquor stores, bars, shopping stores, etc. Cannot handle an additional 100 to 200
vehicle traffic.
The plan has 500 parking spaces. That allows about 1.6 vehicles per unit. Wouldn't work.
This project needs to be rejected. Slooowed down Whitefish growth. We don't want a
Californian city.
Felix Dupuy
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Dear Whitefish Board and City Council Members
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 9:07:30 AM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
City of Whitefish,
I’m writing to comment about the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendments application.
This project regards the changing of zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and
East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development of 318 residential units, including 270 high density
units. As proposed the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and does not represent the
community’s vision for the area.
I would like to recommend the planning board deny the amendment application as submitted. This development will
cause significant impact to the area, traffic, water quality, storm water and environmentally. Traffic alone will
become unsustainable on the north side of the viaduct and crossing the viaduct to the south. The road is already
experiencing significant back ups during peak seasons which are extending longer and longer each year. This will
impact emergency services as well as adjacent neighborhoods which will suffer increased traffic as people begin
trying to circumvent the traffic lines.
The bottle neck that would be created north of the viaduct with such a significant development, along with other
developments already on the mountain, and the greater than ever usage already being experienced in the area and to
come, will work against Whitefish’s vision for the entire community. Those living north of the viaduct will become
trapped in their neighborhoods, those living below will find themselves excluded from access to the lake and the
mountain and trails.
Traffic on the lower side of the bridge headed north will also suffer back ups as well as increased traffic on side
streets and through downtown Whitefish as people there also try and find their way around the gridlock. This will
impact the small town appeal of Whitefish as both a community as well as an attractive destination for sustainable
tourism. It will be counter to Whitefish’s own Growth Policy Vision Statement and will severely change the very
place that the community has fought so hard for so many years to preserve responsibly.
In addition it will not add much needed housing for the community, but instead create more need for worker’s
without homes. It will also contribute to dividing the community between those who live their lives here, school
their children here, and strive for a balance between sustainable growth and nature, versus the vast amount of
seasonal and short term visitors who’s drain on resources will be great and contributions to the community will be
minimal.
Our town is growing, growth is inevitable but responsible growth will keep Whitefish a place to be proud of rather
than one in which the people who built this community and love this community find themselves pushed out by
further exploding cost of living, unrecognizable change, and lack of access to the very features of this special place
that brought them here.
There will be many projects to come before the planning board as Whitefish has clearly been “discovered”, many
will tempting on paper, but most will not serve the best interest of the community and will only enrich others at the
expense of the community. Change is inevitable, but the vision has been set and must be preserved at all costs.
Otherwise Whitefish will be soon unrecognizable as so many other wonderful places have become to their own
detriment.
I implore you not to approve changing the zoning of the area in question, and make a clear statement that Whitefish

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 304 of 1405

is not in the business of destroying itself and that although meaningful, community positive projects are welcome,
others need not apply.
Thank you,
Mark Duston
Whitefish MT
59937
10/12/2021
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
re: Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment application
Wednesday, October 13, 2021 8:32:58 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow
for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270
high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area.
First and foremost, I request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain
Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has
not been done for a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water
quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be
considered at all the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for
emergency evacuation.
This development is not in accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish as embodied
in the growth policy:
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community
and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our
open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our
community special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will keep
downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our community,
and we will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” (Growth Policy Vision Statement,
pg. 9.)
“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our
community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of
our community is
threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital
facilities and services that support us all. And we will provide affordable housing so that our
teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and others whose services we
depend on, can continue to be a part of this community.”
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Whitefish and the whole valley deserve thoughtful, community enriching development from
our developers.
Please honor our growth policy’s vision statement “The citizens of whitefish value the scale,
character, and small town feel of the community and will preserve those values as the
community grows.”
I do not wish to see the city permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is
directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If approved, this
commercial zone change will forever change the character of the area. It is not consistent with
our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density residential
development.

Thank you,
Mike Eldred
Amazing Place Music
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Heather Ellsworth
Michelle Howke; Wendy Compton-Ring
Mountain Gateway development
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 10:44:21 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
My thoughts/concerns about the proposed Mountain Gateway development are this:
1. We need long term rentals & affordable housing. What’s not clear to me is what
mechanism is in place to keep these rentals as long term, to keep them from joining
the ranks of Airbnbs in our community. Are there caps on the rent that can be
charged, to keep these rentals affordable? Some % of the median community rent for
the same sq foot?
2. This is not the best location for a satellite firehouse, by far. While we DO need
additional firehouses, this location is basically overlapping Big Mtn Fire and Whitefish.
I feel like it was thrown into the application by the developers as a sweetener so the
community would speak in favor of the development without thinking through or
analyzing the rest of the impacts.
Overall, I’m not opposed to the development. I’m not even opposed to the density.
Theoretically, a higher density of housing SHOULD allow for that housing to be more
affordable. What I would like to see is guidelines / regulations specifically NOT
allowing short term rental in this area, and capping rents / purchase prices.
Thanks, Heather Ellsworth, Whitefish
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project
Monday, October 11, 2021 11:10:12 PM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members
I would like to state my opposition towards the new development at the base of Big Mountain.
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big
Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development and the development of 318
residential units, including 270 high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use
of the properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
First and foremost – request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for a development of this
magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is paramount
that traffic implications be considered at all the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for
emergency evacuation.
i“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and will preserve those
values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and
traditional neighborhoods that make our community special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water
clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our community, and
we will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our community safe for
pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of our community is threatened, and we will
strive to maintain it. We will not allow
growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And we will provide affordable housing so that
our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and others whose services we depend on, can
continue to be a part of this community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.
As a long term, generational resident of this community I would like to state that this irresponsible development
would be devastating to our community. The influx in people whitefish has experienced in the past year has been
almost unbearable, and we cannot withstand more growth without affordable housing put in place.
Please think about what is best for this community as a whole. The traffic cause by this project will be so ghastly, it
is already terrible especially in the winter months. Thank you.
Mina Elm
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway HUD OPPOSITION
Monday, October 11, 2021 10:23:38 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
I'm writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project's PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Dr. to allow
for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270 highdensity units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community's vision for the area as referenced below.
I specifically request denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zone Map Amendment
application. The due diligence has not been done for a development of this size in regards to
traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental impact. The effects of
traffic congestion and traffic safety would be overwhelming.  
This development in not in accordance with our community's vision for Whitefish as set out in
the growth policy. This would totally undermine the effort to keep Whitefish's small town
feel, open space, and wildlife habitat intact. As a community, we are already experiencing
many challenges with the recent influx of residents. We don't have the infrastructure to
accommodate this scale development to keep our community safe.  
Please consider that we live in a special place and, I am guessing, the very reason why it
appeals to so many others.. I implore you to deny any development at this time so critical
infrastructure can be developed before any more density is added.
Sincerely, Stephanie Elm
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Big mountain subdivision
Monday, October 4, 2021 10:49:01 AM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Dear Planning Board and Whitefish City Council,
Please DO NOT allow the Big Mountain subdivision to go forward.
Our infrastructure is already being taxed by the people living on Wisconsin Avenue. I cannot imagine if there was a
fire how people would manage to get across the viaduct to safety.
This is just more big money people wanting to make money without any consideration to the quality of life here in
Whitefish.
I have lived here since 1980 and I have seen many changes, but this would be definitely at the top of the least
desirable.
Thank you for your commitment to our city.
Sincerely,
Donna Emerson
Sent from my iPad
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke;
Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
Monday, October 11, 2021 10:08:37 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow
for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270
high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
First and foremost – I request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain
Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has
not been done for a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water
quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be
considered at all the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for
emergency evacuation.
a. This development is not in accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish as
embodied in the growth policy:
i. “The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the
community and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will
preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and
traditional neighborhoods that make our community special. We will make a
special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish
the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we will
maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement,
pg. 9.
ii. “As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep
our community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and
economic diversity of our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain
it. We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that
support us all. And we will provide affordable housing so that our teachers, police
officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and others whose services we
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depend on, can continue to be a part of this community.” Growth Policy Vision
Statement, pg. 9-10.
Whitefish and the whole valley deserve thoughtful, community enriching development from
our developers. I urge the planning board and city council members to honor Whitefish
growth policy’s vision statement “The citizens of whitefish value the scale, character, and
small town feel of the community and will preserve those values as the community grows.”
I am hoping that the leaders and planners of this community will do the right thing and deny
the application for the project.
Best Regards,

John Evenhuis
227 Woodland Star Circle
Whitefish MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Opposition to Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications
Monday, October 11, 2021 11:08:15 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
As a concerned full-time resident of Whitefish, I’m writing to provide public comment on the
Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications. This proposed
project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big
Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development and the
development of 318 residential units, including 270 high-density units. As proposed, the
project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and does not represent the
community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
I request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done
for a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm
water, and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered at all
the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and
will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our open
spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our community
special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will keep downtown
Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we will
maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.
Whitefish and the whole valley deserve thoughtful, community enriching development from
our developers.  Please honor our growth policy’s vision statement “The citizens of whitefish
value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and will preserve those
values as the community grows.” I, and so many others do not wish to see the city
permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is directly at the intersection
of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If approved, this commercial zone change
will forever change the character of the area. It is not consistent with our Growth Policy and
sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density residential development.
Sincerely,
Marianne Evenhuis
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Importance:

Wendy Compton-Ring
MOUNTAIN GATEWAY DEVELOPEMENT
Friday, September 10, 2021 8:36:06 AM
High

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Wendy
This is the right idea but a horrible location. That intersection is already a traffic nightmare. Adding
this community will actually keep people from coming to WF MTN Resort.
I live in Sunrise Ridge so I am not an Iron Horse person complaining about rental units near my multimillion dollar house.
Thank you,
Jim Farley
Whitefish Mt 59937
.

This transmission may contain information that is privileged, confidential, legally privileged,
and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you
are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or use of the information
contained herein (including any reliance thereon) is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. Although this
transmission and any attachments are believed to be free of any virus or other defect that
might affect any computer system into which it is received and opened, it is the responsibility
of the recipient to ensure that it is virus free and no responsibility is accepted by Secure
Collateral Management, LLC its subsidiaries and affiliates, as applicable, for any loss or
damage arising in any way from its use. If you received this transmission in error, please
immediately contact the sender and destroy the material in its entirety, whether in electronic or
hard copy format.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Opposition to Mountain Gateway Project"s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications
Tuesday, October 5, 2021 9:49:46 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members;
I am writing to provide public comment in opposition to Mountain Gateway Project's PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment applications. I specifically oppose the change in zoning for the affected properties to allow
commercial development and development of 318 residential units including 270 high density units. This
project does not represent the community's vision for the area referenced.
I request that you deny this group's applications as submitted. Due diligence needs to be completed with
full disclosure to the community as to how the proposed development affects traffic, water, storm water
and the environmental impact. Having just driven throughout the west, seeing the lack of water reserves,
I am especially concerned that this growth may outpace the city's ability to provide vital services including
water.
I urge you to honor the growth policy statements of the city. Whitefish and the entire valley deserve their
wishes to be respected as to character, scale and small town feel of the community. The contribution to
affordable housing proposed by the developers is insufficient to impact the need and should not be
considered favorably. If approved, this commercial zone change and high density housing allowance will
forever change the character of the area.
Linda Farley
10/5/2021
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Importance:

Wendy Compton-Ring
PROJECT AT WISCONSIN -BIG MOUNTAIN ROAD INTERSECTION
Thursday, October 7, 2021 10:47:20 AM
High

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
W Compton
Many of us that live on Big Mountain already have issues, summer and winter, getting up/down Big
Mountain Rd. The base of Big Mountain Road is a constant traffic jam already.
Neighbors who have contacted the developer, said the developer could not care less about our
issues with traffic congestion. That’s where the City of Whitefish has to protect the interest of
current residents.
We all understand the need for more housing but this intersection is probably THE WORST PLACE to
put a new development. I STRONGLY ENCOURAGE Whitefish City Counsel , planning department,
etc to NOT APPROVE THIS PROJECT!!
Thank you,
Jim Farley
Whitefish Mt 59937
Email:
Website:

This transmission may contain information that is privileged, confidential, legally privileged,
and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you
are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or use of the information
contained herein (including any reliance thereon) is STRICTLY PROHIBITED. Although this
transmission and any attachments are believed to be free of any virus or other defect that
might affect any computer system into which it is received and opened, it is the responsibility
of the recipient to ensure that it is virus free and no responsibility is accepted by Secure
Collateral Management, LLC its subsidiaries and affiliates, as applicable, for any loss or
damage arising in any way from its use. If you received this transmission in error, please
immediately contact the sender and destroy the material in its entirety, whether in electronic or
hard copy format.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Public Comment Re: PUD
Monday, October 11, 2021 2:11:07 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Regarding the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications. This
proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big
Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development and the
development of 318 residential units, including 270 high-density units. As proposed, the project in
inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and does not represent the communities
vision for the area as referenced below.
First and foremost, I request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway
PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done
for a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water,
and environmental impact. It is paramount that the traffic implications be considered to the viaduct
as this is the only route for emergency evacuation. (Don’t forget Paradise, CA wildfire)
This development is not in accordance with our communities vision for Whitefish as embodied in the
growth policy:
i.                     “The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the
community and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve
and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional
neighborhoods that make our community special. We will make a special effort to
keep our air and water clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial,
governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we will maintain it’s
friendliness, accessibility, and scale” Growth Policy Statement, pg 9
ii.                   “As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep
our community safe for pedestrians, and cyclists. We see that the social and
economic diversity of our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it.
We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us
all. We will provide affordable housing so that our teachers, police officers,
firefighters, sales and service people, and others whose services we depend on, can
continue to be a part of this community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg 9-10
I do NOT wish to see the city permanently change the zoning of East Lakeshore Drive and Big
Mountain Road. This zone change will forever change the character of the area. It is not
consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a DANGEROUS precedent for commercial and
high-density residential development
Also, please consider wildfire evacuation.
Veronica Feightner      10/11/2021
59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project
Friday, October 8, 2021 9:04:17 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Ms. Compton and other Planning Commission and City Council Members:
I would like to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project that has been proposed
and the related zoning change application.
This project, representing 318 residential units, represents a significant departure from the vision
and plans for growth of this city for a variety of reasons. It is clear that the impact on infrastructure
resources and roads has not been given appropriate consideration. Adding this many units presents
even greater issues in emergency or fire situations where there is already pressure on the sole
access over the railroad tracks. But more importantly, this is completely inconsistent with the
growth policy of Whitefish. The aesthetic and small town feel that is at the center of the growth
policy will be decimated by the density and pressures on resources and services that would be the
result of this kind of development. Plus, I think we have seen what kind of aesthetics this kind of
development will likely result by looking at the Quarry, which was developed by the same group. A
development like this will add to turning this from a community to just an overpriced ski destination
with no families, community, or regular services.
Any new development must be consistent with the needs of the community-affordable housing for
trades, teachers, health care worker, etc. who are already underserved in the community,
reasonable driving access to the city of Whitefish and surrounding areas without significant traffic
hold ups, small town community feel to an area rather than a portable home dumping ground,
adequate open spaces, and thoughtful growth within the geographic areas of the community that
are able to provide these needed features. This development is such a departure from the policies
of the city that it is inconceivable that the issues has gone this far with the planning commission.
Furthermore, changing the zoning not only adversely affects all who use the common resources,
such as the road, but also sets a dangerous precedent for more haphazard development. Anyone
with a few acres will be asking to create another high density housing development. More than
ever, the city needs to thoughtfully consider how and where this city grows, and not bend to the
whims of a developer who has found a track of land.
The planning commission should be focused on how to improve the difficult situation that has
occurred where current residents cannot afford to live here, and there are not enough services to
meet current needs. Before allowing such a significant growth of the community in one area the
planning commission should be looking for ways to expand access to needed services: health care
access, restaurant capacity, and most importantly, housing needs of those who provide services in
the community. This development will do none of these, and will be more excessively priced
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housing designed for vacation and rental and not to serve the residents of Whitefish.

Sandy Ferrian

cell

This message may contain privileged and/or confidential information. If you receive this
message in error or are not the intended recipient, you may not disseminate this message
and you are requested to erase all copies of this message and attachments.

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 325 of 1405

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Fwd: Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment Application
Monday, October 11, 2021 12:24:39 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Sent from my iPad
Begin forwarded message:
From: Maura Fields <anglerfields2@gmail.com>
Date: October 11, 2021 at 12:00:09 PM MDT
To: Patti Cronquist
Subject: Fwd: Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
Application

Sent from my iPad
Begin forwarded message:
From: Maura Fields
Date: October 11, 2021 at 11:23:52 AM MDT
To: wcomptom-ring@cityofwhitefish.org
Cc: mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org, Maura Fields
Subject: Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
Application
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members:
We request that the Planning Board recommend denial of the
Mountain Gateway PUD
and Zoning Map Amendment application as submitted for the
following reasons:
*the current zoning for the area reflects the residential nature of the
East Lakeshore
neighborhoods which is in accordance with the Whitefish Growth
Policy and
specifically values the scale, character and small town feel of our
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community;
*a development of this scale and magnitude would further stress
water, sewage and
transportation infrastructure and;
*the population growth predicted by this proposed project will
outpace the capacity of
our current schools, hospital and nursing facilities therefore;
* this proposed development represents a conflict with the growth
policy that declares
  “we will not allow growth to outpace the vital facilities and services
that support us
   all.”
The above points as well as numerous other points being submitted
demonstrates that
the project is ill conceived and serves no community need.
Maura Fields
Whitefish, MT 59937
Steven Zwisler
Whitefish, MT 59937
Sent from my iPad
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 6:01:13 PM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Dear city council members & Whitefish planning board members,
I am writing in opposition to the proposed zoning change request by Mountain Gateway Project and recommend
denial of this request. This proposed development does not align with our community’s vision and growth.
My family has resided in Whitefish since 1983 and we have seen firsthand the evolution of Whitefish, but nothing
compares to the unprecedented growth of the community in the last 18 months and the undue strain this has placed
on services, the transportation system, and our school systems. Traffic coming to and from the mountain this winter
was backed up for miles. What would happen in an emergency situation for instance a forest fire evacuation? There
would be mass casualties trying to evacuate. A more thorough evaluation and alternative route planning needs to be
in place before allowing for substantial growth in this area of Whitefish.
This request if granted will set a dangerous precedent.
Sincerely,
Kimberley Forthofer
Sent from my iPhone
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FROM THE DESK OF

Janis Fox Walburn
• Whitefish, MT 59937

October 9, 2021

ATTN: Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner
Michelle Howke, City Clerk

wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org
mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org
418 E 2 Street
PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
nd

Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway
Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications.
Please be strong and hold steady when considering a zone change. This
decision can affect our town for generations to come. Let’s fight to keep
Whitefish small, unique, respectful for its neighborhood, protect our
wildlife and way of life.
This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple
properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore
Drive to allow for commercial development and the development of
318 residential units, including 270 high-density units.
As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area
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as referenced below.
I request that the planning board recommend DENIAL of the Mountain
Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted.
The due diligence has not been done for a development of this
magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water,
and environmental impact.
It is paramount that traffic implications be considered at all the way to
the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency
evacuation.
How will local businesses and our public schools be impacted?
How will emergency services be expanded? Will downtown be further
congested with traffic and people?
This development is not part of our community’s vision for responsible
growth in Whitefish. If we want to maintain our rural and unique
mountain town character we need to deny this and future
developments that stray away from our Growth Policy Vision
Statement.
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small
town feel of the community and will preserve those values as
the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our open
spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional
neighborhoods that make our community special. We will
make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will
keep downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and
cultural center of our community, and we will maintain its
friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision
Statement, pg. 9
“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will
manage traffic and keep our community safe for pedestrians
and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of
our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it.
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We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and
services that support us all. And we will provide affordable
housing so that our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales
and service people, and others whose services we depend on,
can continue to be a part of this community.” Growth Policy
Vision Statement, pg 9-10

PLEASE - we need to put a halt to this useless development
that is endangering our small towns. Remember to honor
our growth policy’s vision statement that states,
“The citizens of whitefish value the scale, character, and
small town feel of the community and will preserve those
values as the community grows.”
I do not want our town to change the zoning of the
southernmost parcel that is directly at the intersection of
East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If approved,
this commercial zone change will forever change the
character of the area. It is not consistent with our Growth
Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and
high-density residential development.
Thank you to the board members for taking the time to listen to my
concerns and for your volunteer service to our community.

Janis Fox Walburn

Janis Fox Walburn

Oct 9, 2021

/ Whitefish, MT 59937 /
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke;
Mountain Gateway Development
Monday, October 11, 2021 11:37:07 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.

October 11, 2021
We are writing in opposition to the approval of the Mountain Gateway
development project.
When is enough, enough? When is there enough development? When
is there enough traffic? When is there enough pollution? When is there
enough inconvenience? When is enough, enough?
If this development were to be approved, the added traffic on Lakeshore
Drive and Wisconsin Avenue will be intolerable. It is already
overcrowded. The noise and light pollution from this proposed
development will ruin the natural setting and the surrounding resident’s
night time view. The local residential neighborhoods will be changed
into a semi commercial district. The lake will become more crowded
with tourists and noisy jet skis roaring this way and that. Is this what the
people who purchased property in the surrounding area were expecting
from the City when they purchased their property? Is this the
neighborhood they want? We don’t think so.
The current rush to attract ever increasing numbers of tourists to further
enrich the local business interests or to increase the revenue to the city
has overtaken the legitimate interests of the local residents.
Entrepreneurs are properly in the business of making money, so their
desire for more development is understandable. In addition, those
working in the city legitimately want to make a mark on the city’s future.
One can imagine that many would like to retire and say they had a hand
in making Whitefish, Montana into a Sun Valley, Idaho or Aspen,
Colorado. That too is understandable. On the other hand, there needs
to be a balance between improving local infrastructure, fostering a
thriving local economy and actions that would change the essential
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character of our community. Most of us prefer to have Whitefish remain
what it has been in the past; a small town, with friendly people, safe
communities, quiet neighborhoods and beautiful surroundings.
The only influence the local people have is through their representatives
and we need those who are elected to recognize these preferences and
desires. If not, our neighborhoods may not be the only thing that
changes. Enough already!
Ken and Diane Fraser
Whitefish, MT
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke; Wendy Compton-Ring
Request to deny application by developer
Monday, October 11, 2021 10:45:50 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Pearl Galbraith
Whitefish MT 59937

City of Whitefish
Attn: Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner & Michelle Howke, City Clerk
418 E 2nd Street
PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
October 11, 2021
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,

I am writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow
for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270
high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
1.

I would like you to deny the amendment for the following reasons.

a.

b.

First and foremost – I request that the planning board recommend denial of
the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as
submitted. The due diligence has not been done for a development of this
magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and
environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered
at all the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for
emergency evacuation.

“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the
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community and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will
preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and
traditional neighborhoods that make our community special. We will make a
special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will keep downtown
Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our
community, and we will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.”
Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.

i.

c.

d.

e.

“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage
traffic and keep our community safe for pedestrians and cyclists.
We see that the social and economic diversity of our community is
threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow
growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us
all. And we will provide affordable housing so that our teachers,
police officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and others
whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of this
community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.

If developers would actually live and travel on our roads on a daily basis, they
would realize that Wisconsin is a road to nowhere. There is no egress. This last
ski season on more than one occasion the traffic traveling to Big Mtn was
backed up over viaduct. One one day in particular it was backed up all the way
through town to Hwy 40 interchange. Schools, employers, emergency services
and people of our community were all impacted when traffic was at a stand
still and that was with current traffic loads. This development with make a
concern, a crisis.

“The citizens of whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the
community and will preserve those values as the community grows.”

I do not wish to see the city permanently change the zoning of the
southernmost parcel that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive
and Big Mountain Road. If approved, this commercial zone change will forever
change the character of the area. It is not consistent with our Growth Policy
and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density residential
development.

As a resident of Whitefish and a supporter of the community I love, I urge you to deny the
application by developer.
Regards
Pearl Galbraith
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October 11, 2021

Writer's E-mail:

City of Whitefish
Attn: Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner
Attn: Michelle Howke, City Clerk
418 E 2nd Street
PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
Re:

Arim Mountain Gateway Project (WPUD 21-03 and WZC 21-03)

October 11, 2021
City of Whitefish
Attn: Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner
Attn: Michelle Howke, City Clerk
418 E 2nd Street
PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
Re:

Arim Mountain Gateway Project (WPUD 21-03 and WZC 21-03)

Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members:
I am writing to urge the City of Whitefish Planning Board and City Council to deny Mountain
Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications due to the proposed introduction
of a high-density multi-family project that will significantly adversely impact the surrounding
residents, properties, traffic, trees, and wildlife at the critical intersection of Big Mountain Road and
East Lakeshore Drive. This placement of this project takes advantage of “existing zoning [that] is
inconsistent with surrounding land uses and character, which were and still are decidedly singlefamily and rural”, 1 to bring high-density rental units to a new and unsuitable location.

1

Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan 4-16-18
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While I recognize that the development of Whitefish will happen, where and how it develops are
issues that have been thoughtfully contemplated by City leaders and residents over time. None of
the published housing, transportation, development reports, or zoning codes have contemplated this
location as a desirable or optimal location for high-density rental projects. While long-term City
planning has established WR-4 high density multi-family residential zoning in appropriate areas
within the City, this 270+ unit rental project is proposed for an area described in the 2018 Wisconsin
Avenue Corridor Plan as characterized “by low-density development and open space” and “as more
rural, pastoral setting.” In reference to the suggested development of the “suburban residential” site
in question, the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan states as follows:
Suburban residential character does not necessarily mean large single-family
homes on acreage lots. Suburban character can be at least partially achieved by
clustering townhomes, modest and attainable single-family detached, 2 and 4-unit
residential buildings, or semi-attached products around open space where the
mature tree canopy has mostly been preserved. While it is understood that the
current property owner or any subsequent owner has every right to develop the
property to whatever the underlying zoning happens to be at the time of the
application, it is recommended that the application be for a Planned Unit
Development that will retain most of suburban character of the site and
surrounding neighborhood.
The high-density project proposed by the applicant does not follow the recommendation or specific
suggestions to preserve the character of the surrounding area. Instead, the proposed project is
deliberately incompatible with the existing land use of the area and does not represent the
community’s thoughtful vision for Whitefish as a whole.
Because high-density rental housing and commercial enterprises are such a substantial deviation
from existing land use, zoning codes, and permitted uses in this relatively undeveloped area, your
willingness to annex land and alter applicable regulatory requirements to accommodate this project
is more significant than it normally would be. This is not a routine urban infill project. Instead, your
blessing of this project in a relatively undeveloped area constitutes an affirmative decision that these
types of high-density rentals—to the permanent exclusion of all other land uses—are exactly what
our community collectively wants to occupy that now pristine and scarce space between our
beautiful lake and ski mountain. Your approval may open the door to similar projects and you will
have forever erased all other potential growth plans for this limited and unique area. In doing so,
you will have knowingly and willingly added hundreds of additional car trips to an already
beleaguered road with one viaduct choke point. By determining that the far northern end of the
Wisconsin corridor is suitable for high-density rentals, you will have made a determination that no
zoning commission, housing authority, council, community group, or regulatory agency before you
has made. They explicitly and deliberately designated other more suitable locations for W-4 highdensity projects and specifically recommended lower density options for the parcels in question.
The community will never be able to put your rezoned and specially entitled genie back in the bottle.
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Is this project worth it? Is it the best they can do there? The Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan
suggests they can do better.
Finally, I have always found it frustrating to watch elected officials in other cities provide endless
accommodations to allow deep-pocketed developers to use their real property as they wish while
preventing individual landowners from using their real property as they wish. Real property rights
should be uniformly recognized across socioeconomic classes. In this case, at the same time the City
is considering special use permits and zoning changes to accommodate the ability of a large property
developer to bring 270+ renters to a single neighborhood for economic gain, the City is also
considering enacting additional laws preventing individuals from using their own properties as short
term rentals for economic gain. This seems unfair. Further, it is inconsistent to treat renters as a
scourge on a neighborhood in one instance but ignore the impact of significantly more renters on a
different neighborhood. In both cases if the rental units have a significant adverse impact on the
existing character of a neighborhood, they should not be accommodated, regardless of who owns
them.
You are the appointed and elected officials responsible for stewarding the community’s growth
using, as your decision framework, the City’s existing policies and goals written in collaboration
with our residents. To that end, Policy 6.9 of the Wisconsin Corridor Plan expressly calls you to
“plan for low-impact, lower intensity development on the north half of the corridor to reflect the
more open, pastoral, character of the area.” The proposed high-density rental project fails to comply
with that stated policy and your mandate. Rather than protecting and preserving “the special
character, scale, and qualities of existing neighborhoods,” this project will have a permanent and
corrosive effect on the livability of the entire northern portion of the Wisconsin corridor, set a
dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density development, and make access to and from
the ski mountain seem ill-planned, frustrating, and unnecessarily time consuming for residents and
visitors. For these reasons and for the additional reasons raised by other opponents of the project,
please deny the presented applications.
Thank you for your consideration.

Roxann Gallagher
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Opposition to Mountain Gateway
Thursday, October 14, 2021 12:42:54 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
To Whom It May Concern,
I'm writing to voice my opposition to the Mountain Gateway project. The town of Whitefish is a
beautiful, quaint and charming town. That's part of its DNA. That's why people choose to live here.
That's why people choose to move here. To put it simply, the unchecked growth of the town
jeopardizes all of that. The town has had an influx of development and revenue but the upgrades to
traffic and road infrastructure are lacking. Traffic, road rage and trash are now common on
Whitefish streets. Putting hundreds of more cars on the Wisconsin Corridor without improving the
roads, sidewalks or crosswalks is just going to lower the quality of life for resident while filling
developers' pockets.  
I'm not advocating we don't let Whitefish grow and evolve. I'm asking that you do so responsibly.
That means putting in low (not high) density housing in areas that are designed for open space and
single-family homes. I ask that you stop approving large scale projects until the town has made a
significant improvement in how it'll offset the impact of that housing, people and their demand for
precious resources.   
Max
Whitefish resident
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Public comment on Mountain Gateway PUD and zone change
Monday, October 11, 2021 9:31:37 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I am writing as a whitefish citizen to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway
Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications and request that the current
applications be denied.
This project is not only out of step with the character and charm of our town but will also
exacerbate existing infrastructure problems.
Furthermore, after attending the gatherings put on by the developers and reading the
application I do not believe they are operating in good faith with the community.
I believe the city should move slowly and deliberately to deliver responsible growth. The
planning board and city council should not approve any project in conflict with our growth
policy and confidently deny the Mountain Gateway Project as submitted.
Thank you for the opportunity to express my opinion. Please remember you represent the
people of whitefish and know you will be supported in protecting our community.
-Matt Geiger
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Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council,
I am writing to you regarding the two applications from Arim Mountain Gateway - the WPUD
overlay and the Zone Map Amendment from WR-2 to WB-1-SC.
First, let me speak to the WPUD application – WPUD 21-03. A development of this magnitude
is in stark contrast to the surrounding neighborhood and does not honor our growth policy’s
vision as stated: “The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the
community and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve and
enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that
make our community special.” Our growth policy further states that “We will not allow growth
to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all”. Since the appropriate due
diligence has not been done in regards to water quality, storm water, environmental impact,
and traffic – it would be wildly irresponsible to approve this application. We cannot set a
precedent of approving applications without the proper ground work being in place.
I urge you as our community representative to honor our growth policy and demand scale
appropriate growth that enhances and respects the character of the surrounding
neighborhoods.
In regards to the Zone Map Amendment application, WZC 21-03 I urge you deny this request.
Not only does it set a dangerous precedent that other land owners will likely follow suit on – it
is not in accordance with our Growth Policy which designates this area as “Suburban
Residential”.
Please heed our requests as members of this community and protect our vital resources, our
small-town nature, and demand responsible, community enriching development.
Sincerely,

Whitney Geiger
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Big Mountain Development proposal
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 4:01:59 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
a.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Member
a.
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the
zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East
Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development and the development of 318
residential units, including 270 high-density units. As proposed, the project is
inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and does not represent the
community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
a.
First and foremost – request that the planning board recommend denial of the
Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted.
The due diligence has not been done for a development of this magnitude in
regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental
impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered at all the way to
the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
b.

i.
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel
of the community and will preserve those values as the community
grows. We will preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat,
scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our community
special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We
will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and
cultural center of our community, and we will maintain its friendliness,
accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
ii.

“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage
traffic and keep our community safe for pedestrians and cyclists.
We see that the social and economic diversity of our community is
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threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow
growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us
all. And we will provide affordable housing so that our teachers,
police officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and others
whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of this
community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.
iii.

We have moved here to be away from bypasses and heavy
traffic--- we have children that love to bike up and down
Lakeshore Dr. Having this large development would turn a 2
lane already heavily used road into a much needed 4 lane- many
people we've already spoken to in the Fire Department and
other first responders already stated they are short staffed- this
is looking at dollars over the tax paying citizens safety, desires
and the whole concept of "mountain living" - not cram every
one in a small space and build up and on top of each other for
the sake of 'tourism' and the few business owners making profit
off of this.

______Ali George______________________10/12/21____
________________________________
Print Name
Date
_____Ali George___________________________
CT___________________________
Sign Name
Address

_____2329 Alpine
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke; Wendy Compton-Ring
Mountain Gateway Project
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 9:03:50 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members:
We are writing to share our concerns about the proposed Mountain Gateway project. The
Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Amendment raises several concerns for our family
including zoning changes, variances, traffic and public safety. We respectfully request that
you deny the Zoning and PUD applications as submitted.
Zoning Changes and Variances- A project including more than 300 high density units and 500
parking spaces is inconsistent with the existing City of Whitefish zoning of adjacent
properties. This project does not complement adjacent developments whatsoever. Please
mirror the surrounding WLR WER and WSR zoning and deny all requests for variances from
existing rules.   
Traffic- Wisconsin Ave is maxed out already. In the event of a fire or other emergency, I’m
not sure we’d be able to safely evacuate or receive emergency services in a timely manner. In
addition, I’m hesitant to even use the bike path with my young children due to so much traffic
and fear of someone crossing into the bike bath. Please require the developer to perform a
legitimate traffic study.
Responsible Growth/ Infrastructure- The real issue is that current infrastructure is inadequate
to support a project of this magnitude in this side of the viaduct. The City has a responsibility
to confirm that the developer has the ability to provide adequate infrastructure (if that’s even
possible) before any development is allowed. We simply do not have any meaningful traffic,
water, roads and wildlife impact studies from the developer to understand the true impact of
this project.
We respectfully request that after an objective assessment of the proposed PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment, you deny the applications as submitted.
Sincerely,
Shay & Dave Gibson
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project"s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment Applications
Friday, October 8, 2021 3:00:04 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Attention - Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members
I am writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. Judy and I are members and owners of a lot at Iron Horse.
From our review of the documents provided by the City of Whitefish, I believe we are the
closest residential lot to the proposed project. In fact, it appears we may actually border the
land directly.
WE ASK THAT THE PLANNING BOARD RECOMMEND DENIAL OF THE
AMENDMENT APPLICATIONS AS SUBMITTED.
We are very concerned that this project is not in keeping with OUR community’s vision for
Whitefish as embodied in the Whitefish growth policy. We believe this type of high-density
project is inconsistent with the community we have come to know and love as long-term
homeowners and part-time residents of Whitefish. We recently sold our home on Big
Mountain that we owned since 1999 with a plan of building on our Iron Horse lot and
permanently relocating to Whitefish. We can’t imagine anything worse than finding our longplanned new home contiguous to such a high-density project. It just doesn’t make sense! This
project is inconsistent with the neighborhood and the Whitefish growth policy. We also
believe the proposed project would significantly devalue our lot and destroy our plans for a
peaceful retirement setting.
We appreciate your consideration of our request.
Thank you,
Bob and Judy Glatz
Bob Glatz | Chief Executive Officer

Fybr

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 348 of 1405

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Dear Whitefish Planning Board
Saturday, October 9, 2021 6:43:54 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land
use of the properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as
referenced below.
I request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for
a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water,
and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered all the way
to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
I do not wish to see the city permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is
directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If approved, this
commercial zone change will forever change the character of the area. It is not consistent
with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density
residential development.
Submitted by Ken Goetsch by email on 10/9/21
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 11:29:25 AM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
To: Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members
I urge the Whitefish Planning Board to deny the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications
.
This proposal goes against the established long-range Growth Policy for the City of Whitefish in many ways.
It will not enrich the community: it will enrich the developers.
The need for affordable housing is dire , but is not part of this plan.
The Quarry development by these same applicants is an eyesore of cookie-cutter buildings and says more about the
integrity of these applicants than any words can.
Thanks for your work on behalf of the people of the City of Whitefish,
Kristi Goetsch
Whitefish, MT

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 350 of 1405

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 351 of 1405

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mtn Gateway project
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 4:32:27 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment applications. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for those areas, or for the town of
Whitefish.
I recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment application as
submitted. Due diligence has not been done for a development of this magnitude in regards to
traffic, water quality/quantity, storm water and overall environmental impact. Any traffic studies
should include the roadway at least all the way to the viaduct as this is the only paved route
available for emergency evacuation. Furthermore, this development is not in accordance with our
community’s vision for Whitefish as embodied in the growth policy. This proposed development is
in conflict with the values specified in the growth policy such as open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic
vistas and traditional neighborhoods. As stated in the growth policy, it is important that growth not
out-pace the vital facilities and services that support the town of Whitefish.
With Whitefish at a crossroads in its path of growth, it is more important than ever to preserve the
small town feel and character of this community. This development is the antithesis of what the
growth policy strives for and what that particular area should be zoned for. A change in its zoning
will set a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density residential development.
Whitefish deserves more thoughtful, community enrichment development from developers. This
project is not that.
Thank you for your consideration of my comments and opinion.
Laurel Grady
Whitefish MT

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic mail correspondence may contain
confidential information. It is intended only for the individual(s) to whom, or entity to which it
is addressed and may contain information that is privileged and confidential. Redisclosure of
this information is prohibited under applicable law. You are hereby notified that any
disclosure, copying, distribution, or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this
information is strictly prohibited. If you received this correspondence in error, please notify
me by returning the message to me and deleting it from your server. Thank you!

P

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Voting no on Mountain Gateway!
Monday, October 11, 2021 8:16:23 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
As owners of Good Medicine Lodge located on
, we would like to
VOTE NO to the Mountain Gateway Project AND say no to the city permanently
changing the zoning for this parcel. PLEASE DO NOT CHANGE THE ZONING.
A few people gain from this while the rest of the community will forever be negatively
impacted. A development of this magnitude at the end of this narrow road has
unknown (but not good) water quality, storm water, environmental impacts and
unmanageable traffic implications.
We are already experiencing high volumes of backed up traffic during peak ski
season and peak summer season. It is very difficult for our family and our guests to
pull out of our driveway or cross the busy road on any given day.
We are for more affordable housing in Whitefish but not in this location as traffic on
Wisconsin leading up the skiing has not been designed properly to handle the
increase this would cause.
Every other ski town can warn you that this is exactly the sort of thing that ruined their
town. Why are we doing it without the necessary infrastructure first???
And it hits a whole new level of concern for fire and other emergency evacuations. It
will also suck getting up to and down from the ski hill. The developers are saying they
may have a fire station out there (near their 270 high density rental units, their 24
multi family high end homes, 24 townhouses, mixed use commercial space etc) , but
it's unclear if they are donating land only while not actually building the fire station ...
not clear who will foot the bill for building it. (FYI I didn't mention the fire station in my
letter). This development is not in alignment with our community's vision for Whitefish
as outlined in the growth policy (Growth Policy Vision Statement pg 9-10).
-Sara and Ryan Grenier
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Opposition to huge development near Big MTn Road
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 7:24:37 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dare WendyI urge you to not approve the new development proposed at the base of big mountain
road. This development is not consistent with the vision for our community
embodied in our Growth Policy.

Whitefish has undergone such rapid growth over the past few years that I
think we need to pause and think clearly as a community before we allow
developers to just simply use our town to make a buck. This development
would make accessing the big mountain road even more difficult. As it
stands I’ve seen traffic backed up to City Hall on a powder day.
Sincerely
Ian S Griffiths
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project
Sunday, October 10, 2021 12:47:13 PM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
        10/10/21
        Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
        Hello and we want to thank you all for your hard work.
        We are writing to express our concern over the Mountain Gateway and the Zoning Map Amendment
applications.
        That intersection at Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore has been able to handle the traffic up to this date,
but as we grow in Whitefish problems will arise.
        I’m not telling you anything you don’t already know.
        The proposed development of 318 residential units with the 270 high density units and commercial use as well
seems like an over-the-top ask.
        It doesn’t fit with our community’s overall vision of open space and traditional low-key neighborhoods.
        Whitefish’s growth policy vision statement that we..”value the scale, character and small town feel of the
community and will preserve those values as
        the community grows” is a POWERFUL CIVIC CHOICE that rests with you. You have a very tough job, but
sometimes the best decisions mean asking the proposers to scale back and
        resubmit.
        The small slice of heaven we call Whitefish will always welcome new homeowners.
        This development moves away from some of our best community attributes.
        We urge you to deny the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment as submitted.

        Thank you again for your consideration.
        Chris and Jill Gwaltney
       
        Whitefish, MT
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Opposition to Mountain Gateway Development
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 10:22:28 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
I live in the Houston Point neighborhood off East Lakeshore Drive. Since moving to
Whitefish in July of 2018, I have enjoyed the open spaces and wildlife that we share as a town.
The proposed development; Mountain Gateway, threatens both.
This new development is also proposing a housing and population density that is not
sustainable. The fact that there is only one road in and out will increase traffic dramatically. It
will severely stress not only the surrounding neighborhoods but anyone person who lives on
this side of the viaduct. It will also increase the current problematic ski traffic up to an
unbearable level. Whitefish simply doesn’t have the roads to accommodate.
I implore you to maintain these open spaces and protect the integrity of our town. In order to
uphold the values preservation and wildlife conservation you must reject this proposal. The
wildlife corridor that currently exists in this acreage would be destroyed and the impact of this
destruction can’t be overstated.
We are at a critical threshold that must not be crossed.
Thank you for you consideration.
Respectfully,

Graham Hairston
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Oppose the Mountain Gateway Development
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 9:56:28 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
I live in the Houston Point neighborhood off East Lakeshore Drive.
Since moving to Whitefish in July of 2018 I have enjoyed the open spaces and wildlife that we
share as a town.
The proposed development; Mountain Gateway, threatens both.
I implore you to maintain these open spaces and protect the integrity of our town. In order to
uphold the values preservation and wildlife conservation you must reject this proposal.
The wildlife corridor that currently exists in this acreage would be destroyed. The impact of
this destruction can’t be overstated.
We are at a critical threshold that must not be crossed.
Thank you for you consideration.
Respectfully,

Rachel Hairston
Whitefish, MT 59937

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 359 of 1405

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke;
Mountain Gateway Project - Opposition
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 7:34:03 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board, City Staff, and City Council,

I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications.
This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection
of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development and the
development of 318 residential units, including 270 high-density units.
As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and does
not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
Please continue to concentrate development in urban areas and protect our interspersed
recreational areas. We must be very thoughtful about how Whitefish grows such that we do
not ruin the mystique of our town and lose the natural wonder.
We must also plan ahead for traffic which has already exceeded reasonable expectations in
the peak months. Not until we can bypass through-traffic from town should we increase
density so intensely as planned here.
Concentrating development in the mountain village and downtown will increase walkability
and promote less congestion. Putting a large development like the currently proposed
Mountain Gateway, isolated from other existing urban areas, serves only to increase urban
sprawl, reduce walkability, increase congestion, and reduce our wild spaces.
Please oppose this development and encourage better development projects for our city.
Best,
Ben & Caroline Halliday
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Fwd: Mountain Gateway Project PUD and Zoning Map Amendment Applications
Sunday, October 10, 2021 8:46:11 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.

Oct 11, 2021
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members
            I am writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway
Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications. This proposed
project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at the
intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for
commercial development and the development of 318 residential units,
including 270 high-density units.
            The purpose of this email is to express MY OBJECTION to
the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
application as submitted. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with
the existing land use of the properties and does not represent the
community’s vision for the area. I am not against some level of
development, but the number of units and density proposed is excessive
and unsuitable for this corridor.
            I am a resident of Whitefish and live in close proximity to the
proposed PUD and Zoning Map Amendment Property. From direct
experience I can say with certainty that Wisconsin Avenue cannot support
the kind of traffic that this kind of proposed density or development will
generate, nor can the corner of Wisconsin and Big Mountain Road support
this type of density. This will be especially true during winter ski months.
            Specifically, the proper amount due diligence has not been done
for a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications,
water quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is paramount that
traffic implications be considered at all the way to the viaduct as this is
the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
            As a resident, I value the scale, character, and small town feel of
the community and believe it imperative that we preserve those values as
the community grows.
To paraphrase the Growth Policy Vision Statement of the City of
Whitefish "We will preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife
habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighbourhoods that make our
community special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and
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water clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial,
governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we will maintain
its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” This PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment in my opinion respects none of those values or vision!
“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage
traffic and keep our community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We
see that the social and economic diversity of our community is
threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth
to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all.
Whitefish deserves more responsible development than what is being
proposed for this Application.
I urge you, do not germanely change the zoning of the southernmost
parcel. Changing this commercial zone will forever change the character,
access and enjoyment for those living on Wisconsin and those using the
Big Mountain road and resort.

Yours truly,

Charlotte Hannon
226 N Prairiesmoke Circle. Whitefish
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke;
Mountain Gateway Project PUD and Zoning Map Amendment Applications
Saturday, October 9, 2021 2:57:08 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Oct 10th, 2021
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members
            I am writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for
commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270 high-density
units.
            The purpose of this email is to express MY OBJECTION to the Mountain Gateway
PUD and Zoning Map Amendment application as submitted. As proposed, the project is
inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and does not represent the community’s
vision for the area. I am not against some level of development, but the number of units and density
proposed is excessive and unsuitable for this corridor.
            I am a resident of Whitefish and live in close proximity to the proposed PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment Property. From direct experience I can say with certainty that Wisconsin Avenue
cannot support the kind of traffic that this kind of proposed density or development will generate,
nor can the corner of Wisconsin and Big Mountain Road support this type of density. This will be
especially true during winter ski months.
            Specifically, the proper amount due diligence has not been done for a development of this
magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It
is paramount that traffic implications be considered at all the way to the viaduct as this is the only
grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
            As a resident, I value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and believe
it imperative that we preserve those values as the community grows.
To paraphrase the Growth Policy Vision Statement of the City of Whitefish "We will preserve and
enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighbourhoods that make
our community special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will keep
downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we
will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” This PUD and Zoning Map Amendment in my
opinion respects none of those values or vision!
“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our
community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of
our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to
out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all.
Whitefish deserves more responsible development than what is being proposed for this Application.
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I urge you, do not germanely change the zoning of the southernmost parcel. Changing this
commercial zone will forever change the character, access and enjoyment for those living on
Wisconsin and those using the Big Mountain road and resort.

Yours truly,
Murph Hannon
226 N Prairiesmoke Circle. Whitefish
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke
Wendy Compton-Ring
Vote NO to the Mountain Gateway Project!
Monday, October 11, 2021 7:18:47 PM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Good evening,
I am writing this email, down on bended knee, pleading for you to please VOTE NO to the Mountain Gateway
Project AND say no to the city permanently changing the zoning for this parcel. PLEASE DO NOT CHANGE THE
ZONING. A few people gain from this while the rest of the community will forever be negatively impacted. A
development of this magnitude at the end of this narrow road has unknown (but not good) water quality, storm
water, environmental impacts and unmanageable traffic implications. And it hits a whole new level of concern for
fire and other emergency evacuations. It will also suck getting up to and down from the ski hill. This development
is not in alignment with our community's vision for Whitefish as outlined in the growth policy (Growth Policy
Vision Statement pg 9-10).
Respectfully, a concerned Whitefish resident,
Janelle Hansen
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Proposed Real Estate Development
Friday, October 8, 2021 10:03:32 AM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members:
I am writing to express STRONG OPPOSITION to the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment modifications.
I have been a Whitefish property owner for over 20 years. I was attracted to the area because of its genuine, small
town feel. While lots of development has occurred since I bought my property, I think it has mostly been
constructive, with one exception (the ridiculous looking overstreet passageway at the Whitefish Lake lodge). Sadly,
it is what it is….
As a homeowner off Wisconsin Ave now, I have also been turned off by the increasing level of traffic on Wisconsin,
creating major summer delays at the viaduct. This is a serious issue BEFORE considering Mountain Gateway
(“MG”).
Obviously, the MG project with its proposed 318 residential units (including 270 high density units) would further
aggravate the traffic problem, and therefore I believe the application should fail on its face.
I also think such development fails “the character and spirit” of Whitefish test.
While I respect the rights of the landowner, the reality is the City has a vested interest in development of this land at
the lowest possible density and in keeping with the character of the area. I do not know the “right” answer - perhaps
a few “Viking Creek” type cabins and a fire station? - but, I thank you for your reflections, and deliberations, on this
important matter.
Sincerely,
Barnes Hauptfuhrer
2201 Larkspur Lane
10/8/21
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway PUD
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 4:26:44 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
I am writing to provide public comment and my concerns regarding the Mountain Gateway Project's
PUD and zoning map amendments. While I am not naive to the real estate growth trends and needs, I am
concerned that such rapid development will have a significantly negative impact on our community in
several ways.
    Firstly, as a resident living off of Reservoir Road, the current constant traffic flow both going north and
south on East Lakeshore has become incredibly frustrating for all those living in this area. Future traffic
implications due to more housing without addressing the current situation will only add to an already
growing problem that needs attention.
    Secondly, and most importantly, adding such a development does not align with the City of Whitefish's
vision and growth policy to preserve the "scale, character and small town feel" that we have all come to
cherish. In fact, I would argue that such a development is a direct contradiction to those values. The ideal
to "preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas and traditional neighborhoods"
should remain the guiding principle when considering the development of our town. We deserve to have a
thoughtful and deliberate process in order to maintain that vision. The most serious risk is that we
permanently lose the unique character that makes Whitefish so special and so loved by its residents and
those who visit. Our community needs to continue to think progressively and in creative ways to ensure
that Whitefish maintains its charm and we protect the values and vision we hold close to heart. For those
reasons, I oppose the proposed zoning map amendments and housing PUD plans.
Sincere regards,
Carol Healy
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Public comment letter attached re: proposed Mountain Gateway development
Monday, October 11, 2021 3:29:54 PM
Larry Heimel public comment 101021.docx

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Larry Heimel
308C Wood Run Drive
Whitefish MT 59937
Attn: Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner & Michelle Howke, City Clerk
418 E 2nd Street     PO Box 158
Whitefish MT 59937
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members:
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. The proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple
properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for
commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270 highdensity units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use, does not
address the necessary studies and mitigation, and presents major concerns in terms of visual
impact-traffic-emergency access, overuse of property and city services as referenced below:
I respectfully request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway
PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. I also request that the City of
Whitefish require the developers of the project to perform the necessary studies using
consultants chosen by the City, not those in the developers “pockets”, all at the developer’s
expense. The due diligence has not been met for a development of this magnitude in regards
to visual impacts, traffic implications, water and sewer usage and quality, storm water,
environmental impact, and impact to schools and hospitals. Of utmost importance is that
traffic implications be considered from the city center, over the viaduct and up Big Mountain
Road as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
The people of Whitefish value scale, character and the small town feel of the community. Per
the Whitefish Growth Policy, it is vital to preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife
habitat, and scenic vistas that make our community special. As Whitefish grows, it faces many
challenges. This is especially true when it comes to managing traffic and keeping the
community safe for pedestrians, cyclists and motor vehicles. This project’s impact in this area
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is huge, as existing roads leading to the city center and up to Whitefish Mountain Resort have
seen significant increases in traffic in recent years. Adding in the amount of vehicles a project
of this size will bring is an untenable situation. Whitefish needs many more affordable housing
rentals than this project is proposing. This project will add to the strain of the already
overburdened city services.
Prior to any discussion of this project’s zoning changes being approved, the necessary studies
must be performed, including: visual analyses, traffic studies for all seasons for the roads
leading over the viaduct and up Big Mountain Road, emergency ingress/egress, water and
sewer usage, storm water, drainage, etc. I do not want to see the city permanently change the
zoning of the southernmost parcel that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive
and Big Mountain Road. If approved, the commercial zone change will forever change the
character-and safety-of this area.
Thank you,

Larry Heimel, October 10, 2021
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Public comment letter attached re: proposed Mountain Gateway development
Monday, October 11, 2021 3:32:18 PM
Ruthe Heimel public comment 101021.docx

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Ruthe Heimel
308C Wood Run Drive
Whitefish MT 59937
Attn: Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner & Michelle Howke, City Clerk
418 E 2nd Street     PO Box 158
Whitefish MT 59937
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members:
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. The proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple
properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for
commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270 highdensity units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use, does not
represent the community’s vision, and presents major concerns in terms of visual impacttraffic-emergency access-overuse of property and city services as referenced below:
I respectfully request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway
PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been
met for a development of this magnitude in regards to visual impacts, traffic implications,
water and sewer usage and quality, storm water, and environmental impact. Of utmost
importance is that traffic implications be considered from the city center, over the viaduct and
up Big Mountain Road as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
The people of Whitefish value scale, character and the small town feel of the community. Per
the Whitefish Growth Policy, it is vital to preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife
habitat, and scenic vistas that make our community special. As Whitefish grows, it faces many
challenges. This is especially true when it comes to managing traffic and keeping the
community safe for pedestrians, cyclists and motor vehicles. This project’s impact in this area
is huge, as existing roads leading to the city center and up to Whitefish Mountain Resort have
seen significant increases in traffic in recent years. Adding in the amount of vehicles a project
of this size will bring is an untenable situation. Whitefish needs many more affordable housing
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rentals than this project is proposing. This project will add to the strain of the already
overburdened city services.
Prior to any discussion of this project’s zoning changes being approved, the necessary studies
must be performed, including: visual analyses, traffic studies for all seasons for the roads
leading over the viaduct and up Big Mountain Road, emergency ingress/egress, water and
sewer usage, storm water, drainage, etc. I do not want to see the city permanently change the
zoning of the southernmost parcel that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive
and Big Mountain Road. If approved, the commercial zone change will forever change the
character-and safety-of this area.
Thank you,

Ruthe Heimel, October 10, 2021
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project
Monday, October 11, 2021 11:04:54 PM
image001.png

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Planning Committee and City Council,
I would like to speak to the Mountain Gateway Project. Up to this point, Whitefish has had
careful planning and development that value and keep the attributes that everyone falls in love
with and makes it so special.
I’m asking you to please not make the mistake that so many cities have and continue to do as
they grow.
Chicago – they spent the last decade working to wrong the development mistakes they
have made over the decades, working to take back green space and trying to create new
green space.
Austin – the most recent City Council is focused on “Density”, even though there is no
infrastructure or mass transit, that they are identifying new developments as PUDs in
order to not have to follow all of the zoning and protections that were put in place for to
protect the watershed, the environment, views, neighborhood culture, green spaces, etc.
Also, the council has disregarded the neighborhood associations concerns, community
input, and the traffic studies in order to accomplish their agenda.
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Dear Planning Board Members and City Council:

October 12, 2021

Cutting to the chase, I respectfully request that you deny the Mountain Gateway PUD
and Zoning Map Application submitted by Arim Mountain Gateway. As always, the
devil is in the details and the details tell me that this proposed PUD and Zone Map
Amendment is ill conceived. Simply put, it is not ripe for prime time.
The proposed PUD and Zone Change does not appear to adequately address traffic
and a variety of environmental issues such as storm water, water quality, and air
quality. It also fails to examine the social and community impact of creating what I
see as a satellite development separate from Whitefish proper.
The “gift” of 1.5 acres for a potential fire station as a community benefit is a red
herring. There is no provision to build, staff, or maintain a station other than to
saddle all taxpayers, Citywide, with the cost of providing fire protection for this
development.

As the proposal receives greater community visibility and scrutiny it is vital that it
be evaluated in a way that honors the community vision outlined in the Growth
Policy Vision statement. Don’t be rushed in your decision-making; a decision of this
magnitude is a forever decision that will define our community beyond our
lifetimes.
As always, thank you for your dedication to our City.
Respectfully yours,

Richard Hildner

Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project
Friday, October 15, 2021 1:30:04 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.

I'm writing to provide my comments on the proposed Mountain Gateway
Project's PUD and zoning map amendments. My wife and I have been
full time residents of Whitefish for the past 8 years, and have watched it
grow gradually over the years. Suddenly, Covid seems to have chased
people away from big cities and moved them into small, desirable towns
like ours. In the last 2 years, traffic in general has become untenable,
and in particular along the Wisconsin corridor. To even think of adding
well over 300 housing units (500 - 600 more vehicles) to the already
challenging Wisconsin corridor is beyond absurd, compounded by the
state highway dept.'s lack of any plan to improve even existing traffic
flow.
Please deny the proposed zoning changes and keep Whitefish the
wonderful place to live and play in.
Thank you,
William M. Hoadley
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway PUD
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 10:10:42 PM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council,
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
applications.
I hope you will deny the proposed rezoning at the intersection of E. Lakeshore Dr. and Big Mountain Rd. for the
following reasons:
1. Lack of infrastructure to support such a development. Wisconsin Avenue is already overtaxed and it is the only
route in and out of the area.
2. It does not fit with the small town feel that Whitefish has envisioned for itself. Commercial development should
not be encouraged so far north of our existing downtown area.
I am not anti-growth, and I know it is inevitable, but this proposed development seems to have the potential to
change our town in ways that are inconsistent with the community’s vision for Whitefish without (as far as I know)
the benefit of providing a meaningful number of units that would be attainable for the working people who live here.
Sincerely,
Kendra Hope
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Projects
Sunday, October 10, 2021 11:44:24 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
October 10,2021

Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
We are writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment applications. This Proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties
at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial
development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270 high-density units. As
proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and does not
represent the community’s vision for the area.
We would like to request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD
and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for the
development of the magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality , storm water, and
environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic viaduct as this is the only grade separated route
for emergency evacuation.
This development is not in accordance with our community’s vision, as it will impact our open spaces
,wildlife habitat, traditional neighborhoods, safety for pedestrians and cyclist, as well as many others
listed in the Growth Policy Vision in a very negative way .
We urge that the city along with the developers carefully rethink this project as it will negatively
impact our beautiful town and hurt the safety of our community.
We STRONGLY oppose to the city permanently changing the zoning of the southernmost parcel that
is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road, our community is not
structured to handle the traffic flow that will come with a project of this size, putting us all in grave
danger. Please keep Whitefish the safe, small, beautiful town that we love.
Thank you,
Doug and Shelley Houda
Whitefish
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October 11, 2021
City of Whitefish
Wendy Compton Ring & Michelle Howke
418 E. 2nd Street
Whitefish, MT 59937
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
Please accept this letter as public comment on the matter of the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and
zoning map amendments.
As residents of Whitefish and active members of the community, we urge you to deny the abovementioned project’s application as submitted.
We do not believe that due diligence has been done regarding traffic concerns, water quality, storm
water and environment impact for a project of this magnitude. In addition, as residents of the Alpine II
subdivision located off of East Lakeshore Drive, we are deeply concerned that this development does
not align with the community’s values and priorities as set forth in Whitefish’s growth policy.
As a 4th generation born and raised Whitefish local, I believe this community deserves better. A
development of this scale located at the bottom of Big Mountain Road does not preserve the integrity of
this community. We have very few opportunities left to salvage the culture of our town as a small,
connected community that prioritizes people before profit. This zoning change will forever change not
only the character of this area, but that of our town as a whole. This development simply does not
reflect our community values.
In addition to thousands of signatures on a change.org petition, I am yet to speak to a single community
member (who does not have a vested interest in this development) that supports this development as
proposed.
Again, we urge you to deny this application and to instead place value in our shared interest in
maintaining open spaces, trees, wildlife habitat, and a quality of life that is at the heart of our
community’s character.
With gratitude,
Kacy and Trevor Howard
2355 Nordic Loop
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Public Comment on Mountain Gateway Project"s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment.
Monday, October 11, 2021 12:21:27 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members:
I am writing to offer my opinion regarding the Mountain Gateway Project and zoning changes
for multiple properties at Big Mtn. Road and East Lakeshore Drive. I feel the project is at odds
with the existing Whitefish Growth Policy Vison Statement.
I would be happiest if the PUD for Mountain Gateway was denied. I would prefer it not to be
tabled, but that would be more acceptable than accepting it.
I moved to Whitefish in 1973, because it was such a unique place, offering wonderful outdoor
opportunities to our family. I fear Whitefish is at a crossroads. We need to carefully study the
sudden growth of Whitefish, particularly our traffic congestion.
Mountain Gateway Project does not support the Whitefish growth policy (see pg. 9 - 10
Growth Policy Vision Statement). This document was carefully crafted; why would it suddenly
be abandoned?
Changing the zoning sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density
development. We must hold fast to keeping the characteristics of Whitefish that have
attracted people for years.
Also, I believe that a study of the Wisconsin Corridor was completed in 2017 for the City
Council. Why not look at the recommendations suggested in 2017?
Please keep our business areas concentrated in the downtown and the southern highway
approach to Whitefish. Make wise, difficult decisions by retaining the unique character of
Whitefish whenever possible. I urge you not to add a new business area to Wisconsin Avenue,
an already congested access road to the mountain and the lake.
Uphold the Growth Policy Vision Statement. It is still applicable.
Sincerely,
Pamela Hughes
Whitefish, MT 59937
City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 384 of 1405

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Objection to Mountain Gateway Project
Thursday, October 14, 2021 9:40:18 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,

I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow
for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270
high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area.
I am requesting that the planning board deny the Mountain Gateway Project PUD and Zoning
Map Ammendment application as submitted. My concerns are as follows.
1. Insufficient thought and planning have been put forward to allow multi-dwelling housing
projects to be built north of the viaduct. At present, there is but one single-track road
(Wisconson/East Lakeshore) to support all additional traffic. How many multi-dwelling projects
of this nature can this road support when there is no emergency exit road available for the Big
Mountain/West Whitefish Lake homeowners? If this project is approved, where does it stop?
Existing infrastructure dictates that future construction west of the viaduct should be
restricted to single-family homes to preserve the scale, character and small-town feel of
Whitefish.
2. Putting in a round-about does not address the inherent issues that will come with the
additional traffic from this type of high-density project. Increased traffic from high-density
housing projects along this corridor will increase the difficulty for existing businesses,
homeowners, cyclists, joggers and walkers to safely cross and enter the roadway.
2. Affordable Housing is definitely an important concern for our community. As a parent of a
working, disabled adult child, I know that creating inclusive affordable housing for everyone is
needed. The Mountain Gateway Project 'deeded' housing units do not address the diverse
needs of our community. They appear to just use the buzz phrase of 'affordable housing' to
check a box for project approval. I urge the committee to fully research the type of affordable
housing our community needs and put it in locations that are accessible and consistent with
the scale and character of Whitefish.
Thank you for your consideration.
Mark and Margaret Hyer, Whitefish , MT 59937
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
The proposed development at the bottom of Big Mountain Road- please vote no
Tuesday, October 5, 2021 5:43:13 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
To the city of Whitefish,
We are writing to express our dismay at the large size of the proposed development at the bottom of Big
Mountain Road. We strongly feel that the size and scale of this development will be a disaster for the town
of Whitefish. It will result in traffic congestion, infrastructure demands, and loss of the small town feel.
Please consider promoting smaller scale development and focussing on affordable housing.
Sincerely,
Lisa and Arthur Ide

-Lisa Ide MD
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke
Wendy Compton-Ring
FW: Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD-public comment
Wednesday, October 6, 2021 8:17:49 AM

From: Margaret Jacobs
Sent: Tuesday, October 5, 2021 7:40 PM
Cc: Michelle Howke <mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD-public comment
ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use
caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are
expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.

Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,

I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to
allow for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including
270 high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of
the properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area.

Ideally, the planning board will recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done
for a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm
water, and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered
at all the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency
evacuation.

I understand that the proposed development is NOT in accordance with our community’s
vision for Whitefish as embodied in the growth
policy:
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i.           

                                                             

                                                            

ii.           

iii.            “The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small
town feel of the

                                                          

iv.            community and will preserve those values as the community
grows. We will preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife
habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our
community special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and

                                                          

                                                            

v.            water clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial,
governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we will
maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.”

vi.            Growth Policy Vision Statement,

                                                          

vii.            pg. 9.
                                                       viii.           
                                                        

ix.           

                                                         

                                                            

                                                          

                                                        

x.            “As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We
will manage

xi.            traffic and keep our community safe for pedestrians and
cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of our
community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We
will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and
services that support

xii.            us all. And we will provide affordable housing so that our
teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and service people,
and others whose services we depend on, can continue to be a
part of this community.”

                                                      

xiii.            Growth Policy Vision Statement,

                                                      

xiv.            pg. 9-10.

                                                        
                                                      

                                                    
                                                  

xv.           

xvi.           

xvii.           

xviii.           
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I believe that the lesson we learned from the people migration to Whitefish during
Covid was that we’re not set up to handle a large and sudden influx of humans
and the related
drain on all of our resources. Relatedly, the new proposed project should be
studied in the context of the ballooned permanent population in Whitefish as a
result of Covid, along with the reopening of the Canadian border. These two
elements, taken together,
already represent an untold toll on our precious resources. Much more accurate
and current study by zoning leadership is needed in order to make an honest and
relevant decision in the best interests of our current and future community.

The impact of this decision can’t be overstated. In many ways it feels like
we’re on the precipice of Aesop’s fable…in danger of killing our golden goose.
We, who are fortunate enough to call Whitefish home, have everything. I’m
hopeful that we won’t forget the moral of the fable: "Much wants more and
loses all."

Clearly residents value the charm and character that comes with a right-sized
town scale to create and maintain a sense of community and safety.
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KAREN S. JACOBSON
Whitefish, MT 59937

October 11, 2021
Wendy Compton Ring, Senior Planner
Michelle Howke, City Clerk
City of Whitefish
P.O. Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members:
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple
properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for
commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270
high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
Please deny the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as
submitted. This past year during Covid and less our Canadian tourists, traffic has been at a
breaking point. The due diligence has not been done for a development of this magnitude in
regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is
paramount that traffic implications be considered at all the way to the viaduct as this is the only
grade separated route for emergency evacuation. Our growth policy states, “The citizens of
Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and will preserve those
values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat,
scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our community special. We will make a
special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial,
governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we will maintain its friendliness,
accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9. ii. “As Whitefish grows, it will face
many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our community safe for pedestrians and
cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of our community is threatened, and we will
strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that
support us all. And we will provide affordable housing so that our teachers, police officers,

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 391 of 1405

firefighters, sales and service people, and others whose services we depend on, can continue to
be a part of this community.”
I do not believe for one second that this development is in the best interest of Whitefish. It is, yet
again, developers looking to make money and not looking to keep Whitefish what it has been--a
small town unmatched in the Pacific Northwest.
I DO NOT wish to see the city permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is
directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If approved, this
commercial zone change will forever change the character of the area. It is not consistent with our
Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density residential
development.
Sincerely,

Karen S. Jacobson
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scale, character, and local small-town feel. The Quary stands out as a high-density
development that does not keep to this ideal and, frankly, it is a blight to look at
and when fully finished will stress traffic patterns tremendously.
I do not wish to see the city permanently change the zoning of the southernmost
parcel that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big
Mountain Road. If approved, this commercial zone change will forever change
the character of the area - to the detriment of that location, like the impact of
the Quarry. It is not consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous
precedent for commercial and high-density residential development which will
occur at the expense of environmental standards.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Vote NO on Mountain Gateway PUD
Sunday, October 10, 2021 9:19:25 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway PUD. I’m writing as a
longtime property owner in Whitefish, a homeowner on Houston Drive, and a mother
of two elementary age children. Please vote NO on this application as it is currently
proposed. I am not anti-development and strongly recognize the need for affordable
housing in Whitefish. However, this application needs to go back to the drawing
board. My primary concerns are the following:
1- Inappropriate use of a roundabout while a lighted intersection has not been studied
As any traffic engineer can attest, the use of a roundabout at an intersection
where there is significantly more traffic coming from one direction (in this case,
from Big Mountain Road) is not recommended and inappropriate. During rush
hour or ski season, travelers heading east or west on Lakeshore will have long wait
times for an acceptable gap to merge into the never ending stream of traffic coming
down the mountain.
The developers’ traffic study is woefully inadequate for such a key intersection.
Comparisons to a signalized intersection were not even studied, likely because the
process of obtaining a light takes too much time and costs too much money. In fact,
the only mention of a signalized intersection comes in the “Public Outreach Report.”
They claim, “based on data,” that a roundabout is a much “safer” solution. However,
safety is beside the point when their own traffic study shows that there have been
very few traffic incidents at that intersection and no fatalities. The City must
determine what will best resolve traffic and assist evacuation routes in the future. A
signalized intersection is likely the best solution and must be properly studied
by an independent traffic engineer.
Our street, Houston Drive, and the neighboring Houston Point is also populated by
many families and young children. Our children often cross Lakeshore Drive at the
end of Houston Drive in order to ride the bike trail. This plan contains no crosswalks
for those of us on the South side of Lakeshore. It is already a dangerous situation
today, but it would be even more dangerous for children and bikers of any age to
reach the bike path by navigating a single lane roundabout. A crosswalk must
absolutely be included in any future plans.
2- Unqualified developers planning generic, value engineered apartments
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This site is a special one, serving as the gateway to Whitefish Mountain.
Unfortunately, the current site plan was pieced together by a group of developers who
have zero background in large-scale mixed use development and urban planning. At
best, they have backgrounds in real estate sales, or in the case of ARIM, as owners
of Class B/C apartments in the Southeast. The architecture firm involved appears to
specialize primarily in institutional architecture for schools and hospitals. This group
also includes the same principals who gave Whitefish the value-engineered eyesore
known as “The Quarry”. This will be the largest apartment complex in the history of
Whitefish, housing more than 8% of the current population, and it deserves to be
scrutinized. If any elements of their plan are approved, the City must hold them to
higher design standards and more varied facades than contemplated in the
current renderings.
3- Lack of community input and community benefit
The developers “checked the box” on community input but the summer meetings
were not advertised to the community and had very little participation. In addition,
primary community benefits are described as a fire station and “affordable” housing.
While I welcome a fire station nearby, there are no details on how this fire station
will be built and operated. Similarly, there are no details on the 32 “affordable”
units- i.e. how will they be priced, how will they ensure they remain affordable when
the property is sold, etc.
Thank you for your time and consideration,
Amy Johannes
2126 Houston Drive
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Re: Vote NO on Mountain Gateway PUD
Monday, October 11, 2021 5:55:47 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Also, in light of today’s Flathead Beacon article that Toby Scott plans to purchase up to 237 of
the Mountain Gateway units, I respectfully request that he recuse himself from the Planning
Board discussion and vote.
Thank you,
Amy Johannes
2126 Houston Drive
On Oct 10, 2021, at 11:19 PM, Amy Johannes
wrote:


Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway PUD. I’m
writing as a longtime property owner in Whitefish, a homeowner on
Houston Drive, and a mother of two elementary age children. Please vote
NO on this application as it is currently proposed. I am not antidevelopment and strongly recognize the need for affordable housing in
Whitefish. However, this application needs to go back to the drawing
board. My primary concerns are the following:
1- Inappropriate use of a roundabout while a lighted intersection has not
been studied
As any traffic engineer can attest, the use of a roundabout at an
intersection where there is significantly more traffic coming from one
direction (in this case, from Big Mountain Road) is not recommended
and inappropriate. During rush hour or ski season, travelers heading
east or west on Lakeshore will have long wait times for an acceptable gap
to merge into the never ending stream of traffic coming down the
mountain.
The developers’ traffic study is woefully inadequate for such a key
intersection. Comparisons to a signalized intersection were not even
studied, likely because the process of obtaining a light takes too much
time and costs too much money. In fact, the only mention of a signalized
intersection comes in the “Public Outreach Report.” They claim, “based
on data,” that a roundabout is a much “safer” solution. However, safety is
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beside the point when their own traffic study shows that there have been
very few traffic incidents at that intersection and no fatalities. The City
must determine what will best resolve traffic and assist evacuation routes
in the future. A signalized intersection is likely the best solution and
must be properly studied by an independent traffic engineer.
Our street, Houston Drive, and the neighboring Houston Point is also
populated by many families and young children. Our children often cross
Lakeshore Drive at the end of Houston Drive in order to ride the bike trail.
This plan contains no crosswalks for those of us on the South side of
Lakeshore. It is already a dangerous situation today, but it would be even
more dangerous for children and bikers of any age to reach the bike path
by navigating a single lane roundabout. A crosswalk must absolutely
be included in any future plans.
2- Unqualified developers planning generic, value engineered apartments
This site is a special one, serving as the gateway to Whitefish Mountain.
Unfortunately, the current site plan was pieced together by a group of
developers who have zero background in large-scale mixed use
development and urban planning. At best, they have backgrounds in real
estate sales, or in the case of ARIM, as owners of Class B/C apartments
in the Southeast. The architecture firm involved appears to specialize
primarily in institutional architecture for schools and hospitals. This group
also includes the same principals who gave Whitefish the valueengineered eyesore known as “The Quarry”. This will be the largest
apartment complex in the history of Whitefish, housing more than 8% of
the current population, and it deserves to be scrutinized. If any elements
of their plan are approved, the City must hold them to higher design
standards and more varied facades than contemplated in the current
renderings.
3- Lack of community input and community benefit
The developers “checked the box” on community input but the summer
meetings were not advertised to the community and had very little
participation. In addition, primary community benefits are described as a
fire station and “affordable” housing. While I welcome a fire station
nearby, there are no details on how this fire station will be built and
operated. Similarly, there are no details on the 32 “affordable” unitsi.e. how will they be priced, how will they ensure they remain affordable
when the property is sold, etc.
Thank you for your time and consideration,
Amy Johannes
2126 Houston Drive
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
The Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications
Wednesday, October 6, 2021 9:41:07 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk if in doubt.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Prospect’s PUD and ZoningMap Amendment Application
Wednesday, October 6, 2021 9:11:48 AM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Please see and review the attached Letter.
Sincerely,
Steve Johnstone

Sent from my iPad
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project PUD
Monday, October 11, 2021 10:28:37 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
To: Whitefish Planning Department, the Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members
Re: Mountain Gateway Project PUD and related Zoning Map Amendment applications
I have reviewed the limited materials that are available regarding the proposed Mountain
Gateway Project PUD and related Zoning Map Amendment applications. I have some initial
comments and concerns that I would like you to consider when reviewing this proposal.
Some observations:
1.     I have reviewed the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan, which provides substantial
guidance regarding development in the corridor. I hope that this proposal will be
reviewed against the stated goals and objectives of the Corridor Plan.
2.     The Corridor Plan recognizes that existing zoning anticipates residential
development on the parcels included in the proposal and recommends “designating
this property as “suburban residential” on the future land use map with a diagonal
hatch pattern and a footnote referencing this section of the document to denote the
unique character of this property. In addition, the suburban residential designation
recognizes the opportunity to transition from higher density development to lower
density on the perimeter to better respect the scale and character of surrounding
residential uses. Suburban residential character does not necessarily mean large
single-family homes on acreage lots. Suburban character can be at least partially
achieved by clustering townhomes, modest and attainable single-family detached, 2
and 4-unit residential buildings, or semi-attached products around open space where
the mature tree canopy has mostly been preserved………, it is recommended that the
application be for a Planned Unit Development that will retain most of suburban
character of the site and surrounding neighborhood.” (emphasis added)
3.     Big Mountain Road Key Development Area: The approximately 31 acres of land
lying along both sides of Big Mountain Road and north of East Lakeshore Dr. is
sufficiently unique within the corridor planning area that it merits some special
consideration. The current zoning on the property is WR-2 and WR-3 (city) and R-4
(county). This is in sharp contrast to the WLR zoning that is located to the west and
south, the low-density residential development to the north, and the resort residential
zoning (the Iron Horse Golf Club practice range) to the east…….. When the 2007
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Whitefish Growth Policy was adopted, the future land use map designated this area as
“suburban residential” (emphasis added) in spite of the zoning. This was done,
according to recollections of those involved in the 2007 plan, primarily because:
a.     The property is located on the far end of the Wisconsin Ave. corridor, and
as such, was not suited for the kind of residential densities allowed by the
underlying zoning. The zoning in place no longer reflected the existing land use,
but would allow densities far greater than those that ever existed on the
property.
b.     The zoning was inconsistent with surrounding zoning.
c.     The existing zoning is inconsistent with surrounding land uses and
character, which were and still are decidedly single-family and rural.
4.     The existing Right-of-Way (ROW) for Wisconsin Avenue is approximately 60’ wide.
Currently, all utilities, driving surfaces and bicycle/pedestrian facilities are located
within the ROW. The typical right-of-way does not have enough room for additional
lanes of travel.
5.     Corridor Capacity Problems Indicated by the Travel Demand Model: The
Transportation Plan analyzed current and future conditions to determine if the roads
have an adequate number of lanes for the traffic volume. The traffic model computed
volume to capacity ratios for major segments of the road network under both existing
and future conditions. Roadways at or above capacity may indicate existing or future
operational problems. Within, or nearby, the study area, the following segments were
listed at or above capacity for future 2030 conditions. • East Edgewood Drive – Texas
Ave. to East 2nd Street • Wisconsin Avenue – East Edgewood Drive to Skyles Place •
Wisconsin Avenue – Denver Avenue to Big Mountain Road
6.     The Wisconsin Avenue viaduct is the only grade-separated crossing of the BNSF rail
facilities connecting downtown Whitefish to the northern neighborhoods of the city, to
Iron Horse and to Big Mountain. This has implications for emergency access and overall
traffic flow.
7.     Goal 4.1: Preserve the existing character along the corridor through site design and
plans that reflect the neighborhood scale and preserve the features that contribute to
the quality of experience in the study area.
8.     Policy 4.2 New development should reflect neighborhood character through scale,
building design, open space, landscaping and other design features identified in the
architectural standards.
Questions:
1.     Is there a dedicated “affordable housing” component? What are the safeguards
that this portion of the project will remain “affordable” in perpetuity?
2.     The preliminary proposal indicates 270 “rental” units. Will they be at market rents?
Can they be sold as condominiums or other fee units now and/or in the future?
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Comments:
I would urge the City planning staff, the Whitefish Planning Board and the City Council
members to reject this plan as submitted:
1.     As proposed, this project is not in compliance with the Wisconsin Corridor Plan.
a.     It is not compatible with surrounding uses.
b.     It does not preserve the existing character of the corridor.
c.     It is unimaginative – particularly the apartment elements as sketched.
d.     It is totally out of scale for the north end of the Wisconsin Corridor.
2.     Wisconsin Avenue is at the choke point currently on busy ski days and during
some hours of the day in the summer. The full traffic impacts of the Quarry project
have yet to be felt. In addition, Whitefish Mountain Resort continues to grow with
visitations increasing significantly in the summer and the winter. There is also an
approved County masterplan for significant additional development of lodging and
commercial units at the Resort, which will further impact Wisconsin Ave. In my
opinion, I do not believe it is prudent to approve any additional development projects
other than those already vested until Wisconsin Ave. and access across the railroad are
addressed and necessary improvements put in place.
3.     This project as currently envisioned does not enhance the neighborhood or the
City – rather it detracts from the small mountain town atmosphere that is
important to residents and visitors alike. More is not always better, in fact, it can be
counter
productive to maintaining a healthy, vibrant, and sustainable community.

I urge you to deny this project as currently proposed. It is not consistent with the
Neighborhood Plan, the City Growth Plan, is totally lacking in addressing the impacts on
Wisconsin Ave., it is out of scale for the north Wisconsin Ave. landscape and existing
development, and it is nonspecific regarding the alluded to community benefits of the
development.
Thank you for your consideration,
Fred Jones
Whitefish
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke;
Mountain Gateway Project
Friday, October 15, 2021 10:01:50 AM
image001.png
image005.png

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
We own the property known as Lookout Ridge on Big Mountain Road. I am writing to strenuously
object to the propose Mountain Gateway Project at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East
Lakeshore Drive. The project, as currently proposed, will over-tax traffic capacity on both Big
Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive. While this inconvenience would be annoying – during ski
season traffic is already very heavy in that area – the bigger issue is hindering access to emergency
services for residents and visitors on Big Mountain. It would be tragic if residents or visitors
experienced loss or damage to life or property because of snarled traffic.
One of the truly special things about Whitefish is the small mountain town environment. I would
hate to see this diminished due to unnecessary development where the town’s infrastructure lacks
the capacity to deal with higher density use. I know many other residents feel the same way. When
we acquired Lookout Ridge in 2018, countless residents reached out to us to express gratitude for
our decision not to develop the property into a neighborhood but rather to conserve the property
with very low density development for our family’s private use.
Thank you for your consideration.
____________________________________________________________________________________________________

MARK E. JONES Chairman and CEO

______________________________________________________________________________________________________

www.goosehead.com |

______________________________________________________________________________________________________

P

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 9:30:37 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
We are writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow
for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270
high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
THIS IS A NIGHTMARE SENARIO!
We urge you to deny the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications
as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for a development of this magnitude in
regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is
paramount that traffic implications be considered at all the way to the viaduct as this is the
only grade separated route for emergency evacuation. The traffic is already a problem in this
area. Allowing this would make the people who live here even more miserable.
We have lived here for 31 years. The whole nature of Whitefish has changed. We are losing
our small community to developers. We value and cherish the closeness of this small town.
We do not have the infrastructure to support this growth.
We do not wish to see the city permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel
that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If
approved, this commercial zone change will forever change the character of our area. This is
not consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and
high-density residential development.
Keep our Whitefish community small.
Sincerely,
Roger & Joanne Kessinger
Whitefish, MT
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Public Comment Mountain Gateway Project
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 5:33:13 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. I request that the planning board recommend denial of the
Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. This
proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties, as proposed, and the
project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties. Due diligence has not been
done for a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality,
storm water, and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be
considered at all the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for
emergency evacuation.
The vision for such a project is respected and needed in our community, the location however
is not in the best interest of our community. I request the planning board deny this location
for the above mentioned reasons and steer the developers into an area that would better
accommodate the infrastructure demands and ensuing traffic.
Respectfully,
Cathy Kincheloe
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
No on Mountain Gateway Development
Friday, October 8, 2021 12:02:48 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,

I wish to provide important opposition to the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This project would change the zoning to allow for commercial
development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270 high-density units.
The variances requested are not justified and would bring severe adverse consequences to the
surrounding residents.
These variances requested add density and traffic that is adverse to the existing environment,
traffic, and serene Whitefish neighborhoods. The traffic implications alone should be enough
for denial. but the environmental impact is also of great concern with the added density.
What positive rational would possibly allow our City Council or Planning Board to consider
such extreme variances to the existing zoning? What kind of precedent would this dense
development set for future projects. Do we want Whitefish to lose the character and charm
we currently enjoy?
I am strongly opposed to this development and I urge the City Council/Planning Board to deny
this request AND not consider any compromises. My experience has been that developers
propose high density projects, then reduce it somewhat to show good faith, hoping for
variance approvals that go beyond the current zoning. Don’t fall for this trick!
Lastly, thank you for all you do to make our lives at Whitefish special. I appreciate all your
hard volunteer work. This is a great opportunity to demonstrate what we stand for at
Whitefish.
Thank you!

Greg and Vida Knapp
Whitefish MT.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project
Wednesday, October 6, 2021 10:37:13 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
I'm sending this letter as public comment on the Mountain Gateway project, and the proposed
zoning changes to allow commercial development at the intersection of Big Mountain Road
and East Lakeshore Dr.
My husband Tom and myself are strongly opposed to this proposed development. A zoning
change in this area would forever change the nature and character of the gateway to our
mountain and neighborhoods. We have lived at the head of Whitefish Lake for 35 years, and
have watched in alarm as traffic congestion on Wisconsin Ave has dramatically increased in
the past few years. It is absolutely preposterous to think that a development of this size is
feasible with the one and only artery connecting Big Mountain and downtown Whitefish, with
the only access across the viaduct. It is not uncommon in the winter to have the traffic backed
up at the turn to Big Mountain all the way down Wisconsin Ave into downtown. It has been
made even more frustrating with the Quarry and other developments adding many more cars
on this limited roadway.  
We sincerely urge you to honor the Growth Policy vision statement and preserve the values of
open space and maintaining a small town feel, which is what makes this town so special. It's
why we all chose to live in Whitefish, and those values feel increasingly threatened on a daily
basis.
Whitefish, and the entire Valley deserves thoughtful development, and we strongly urge you
to deny setting this dangerous precedent for commercial and high density residential
development in this area.
Cindy and Tom LaChance,
October 6, 2021
305 Delrey Rd, Whitefish MT
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Big MT. Project
Thursday, September 16, 2021 10:55:49 AM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
I work in the service industry in whitefish, and I have had such a hard time finding a place to live. This Big Mt.
Project is the key to not just my living situation but so many others who are working in whitefish and struggling to
find affordable housing. Thank-you for taking the time to read my email, enjoy the rest of your day.
Sincerely. Bob Laramie
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Public Comment - Mountain Gateway Project`
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 3:43:13 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members:
We are writing to request denial of the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment applications. The developer seeks to change the zoning for multiple properties at
the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial
development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270 high-density units.
Growth in Whitefish needs to be managed carefully, consistent with the community’s vision
for the area. Whitefish’s Growth Policy emphasizes preservation of the “scale, character, and
small town feel of the community” as the community grows. This project undermines the
vision and values set forth in the Growth Policy in several respects.
Most distressingly, if the zoning of the parcel at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and
Big Mountain Road is changed to allow commercial development, the character of this area
would be changed significantly – forever. The Growth Policy specifies that downtown
Whitefish will be maintained as “the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our
community” and that the City “will preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat,
scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our community special.” Commercial
development at this location is directly contrary to this policy. It creates another commercial
area away from the center of town, and it forever removes open spaces and wildlife habitat in
that area. It would significantly alter the rural nature of the neighborhood that has existed near
that intersection for decades.
2. It also sets a dangerous precedent for allowing commercial and high-density residential
developments in areas that have historically been more rural and residential.
3. The Growth Policy states the City “will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and
services that support us all,” but this proposed development will do exactly that. It is not
evident that the ed traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental impacts
this extremely large development would have on the community have been adequately
considered.
4. The Growth Policy also states that development will be allowed only in a manner to
manage traffic and keep the community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. With only one
access route from the viaduct to the Big Mountain Road, this project would increase traffic
considerably, and reduce safety for pedestrians and cyclists, not to mention create more traffic
congestion than that which exists currently in the downtown area.
or all these reasons and more, we urge the Planning Board to recommend against approval.
Thank you.
Andrée Larose and Henry Elsen
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
opposition to Mountain Gateway Development
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 5:52:17 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Ms. Compton-Ring,
Please share my comments with the Planning Board and City Council. I oppose the Mountain
Gateway Development PUD and Zoning Map Amendment application. The proposed project is
too big and will increase congestion and crowding in our already overwhelmed little town, as
well as straining emergency services. It does not provide affordable housing and there is no
benefit to the City in increasing the density as requested by the developer-- there is only benefit
to the developer.
Please deny the developers pending applications.
Sincerely,
Christina Larsen
Whitefish, MT
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Mountain Gate development
Friday, October 8, 2021 8:13:11 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Planning Board and City Council Members
I am writing today in opposition of the Mountain Gate Development.I have many concerns but
I will stick to two primary reasons.
1- Road infrastructure
* Our town is divided by the railroad North and South and the only true
access is  the viaduct. Normally it is only during the winter months, on a
powder
day ,that we experience a major traffic jam. But this year it has
been an ongoing problem. Until there is at least one other ,continual
access over the tracks, I feel that it is imprudent to allow any more high   
density north of the tracks.
* The two major roads thru Whitefish are Federal (93) and state Baker Ave East Lakeshore Dr (MT).We have only advisory say in development. We
must work with the state and federal government to try and come up with
positive input that will help to maintain the Whitefish we are striving for.
But we also need to address our own streets and help to deflect the
negative impact on our neighborhoods , with traffic using them as a
by-pass to the major roads.  
2- Water/Sewer Development
* Strain on our water/sewer plants will be felt and the substations, Viking
Station, will need to be reevaluated with a development of this size. We
as a community are already being charged the highest water and sewer
rates and do not feel that all this development is helping this issue.
In closing we and the country as a whole have experienced a total change. The move to rural
spaces and the Covid Pandemic have brought about changes much faster than normal. We still
have developments that are not totally built out and are going to impact our resources. I think
we need to STOP, LOOK, AND LISTEN,before any more projects are approved.
Thank you
Pat LaTourelle
418 Lupfer Ave
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project
Tuesday, October 5, 2021 3:45:09 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
I'm writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project's PUD Application: please deny the application as
submitted.
While I am not opposed to growth - it is clearly inevitable - we must be thoughtful about how we design our town
to promote sustainability. This is something I have been historically proud of here in Whitefish.
As it stands, the traffic heading into downtown from the north reaches a bottleneck over the viaduct, backing up onto
Wisconsin. Our population is already out-pacing our facilities and capacity for services. Adding a development of this
size to a corridor with no additional ways in or out of the area will further strain all of those who live and work here.
Before the community considers approving further significant projects north of the viaduct, we must first create
infrastructure and systems to manage flow of people and vehicles through the downtown corridor.
With this in mind, I urge you to deny this application and others for at-scale growth north of the viaduct.
With gratitude,
Erica Lengacher
164 Armory Road
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project
Tuesday, October 5, 2021 1:03:06 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments
unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear, Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members:
I'm writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project's PUD and Zoning Map Amendment Applications.
I would like to request that you deny the application as submitted.
I have written to this group several times regarding permitting projects on Armory Road. As I noted in those missives, I am not opposed to growth and building, but I am
opposed to growth and building that outpaces infrastructure. I again request that you simply follow the stated growth policy which includes, "...we will manage traffic and keep
our community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of our community is threatened and we will strive to maintain it. We will not
allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all."
With regard to the insufficient infrastructure on Armory, the approval of projects that increase traffic short and long term, and the subsequent erosion of the road, you have
actively worked at cross-purposes to this policy while increasing the risk profile for families. I ask you not to continue this practice on Wisconsin Ave and East Lakeshore Drive.
Adding a development of this size to a corridor with no additional ways in or out of the area will further strain all of those who live and work here and increase risk to residents.
I would implore you to deny this application and others for at-scale growth north of the viaduct until there are plans in place, financed and begun to expand access from the
city to Big Mountain.
Todd Lengacher
Whitefish, MT
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From:
To:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Friday, October 8, 2021 8:41:26 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Greetings,
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to
allow for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including
270 high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of
the properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below:
I am strongly requesting that the planning board recommend the denial of the Mountain
Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has
not been done for a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water
quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be
considered at all the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency
evacuation. The traffic is already very heavy and caused significant congestion at that
intersection during ski season. There is also very significant congestion near the train bridge.
The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and
will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our open
spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our community
special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will keep downtown
Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we will
maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
ii. “As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our
community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of
our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to
out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And we will provide affordable
housing so that our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and others
whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of this community.” Growth Policy
Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.
Whitefish is growing too fast. Adding a large number of residents in a small concentrated area
will only worsen the matter. It will also eliminate the rural rustic “ mountain town” feel in that
specific area.
I am begging that the city does not permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel
that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If
approved, this commercial zone change will forever change the character of the area. It is not
consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and highdensity residential development.
Please deny this zoning change and do not allow the proposed development to progress.
Sincerely,
Doug Leone
Whitefish MT
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 9:23:04 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Ms Compton-Ring, City Clerk Howke, the Whitefish Planning Board, and City Council
Members,
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to
allow for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units. As proposed,
the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and does not represent
the community’s vision for the area as referenced below. Nor, in my personal opinion, does
the Wisconsin corridor have the infrastructure (enough lanes) to support it.
First and foremost, I would like to request that the planning board recommend denial of the
Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due
diligence has not been done for a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic
implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic
implications be considered at all the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated
route for emergency evacuation.
This development is not in accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish as
embodied in the growth policy:
i. “The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the
community and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve
and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional
neighborhoods that make our community special. We will make a special effort to keep
our air and water clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial,
governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we will maintain its
friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
ii. “As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep
our community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic
diversity of our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not
allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And we will
provide affordable housing so that our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and
service people, and others whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of
this community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.
It is my opinion, and shared with others, that Whitefish and the whole valley deserve
thoughtful, community enriching development from our developers. I ask that you please
honor our growth policy’s vision statement. I do not wish to see the city permanently change
the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore
Drive and Big Mountain Road. If approved, this commercial zone change will forever change
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the character of the area. It is not consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous
precedent for commercial and high-density residential development.
Respectfully,
Mark Loncar
Whitefish resident

-------------------------------mark|lucky loncar
Whitefish, MT
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
please deny Mountain Gateway Project"s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment Applications
Monday, October 4, 2021 9:39:11 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
I'm writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project's PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment Applications.
I would like to request that you deny the application as submitted.
I am not opposed to growth. Our community will need to grow, but it must grow wisely and
equitably. Our growth policy for the town embodies this: "we will manage traffic and keep our
community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of
our community is threatened and we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to outpace the vital facilities and services that support us all."
These are well written and important words. The traffic on Wisconsin Ave and East Lakeshore
Drive are backed up daily and it is early October - an off season for tourists. The traffic
heading into downtown reaches a bottleneck over the viaduct that can back up past Cedar St
regularly and further during busy periods. Our population is already out-pacing our facilities.
Adding a development of this size to a corridor with no additional ways in or out of the area
will further strain all of those who live and work here.
Before the community considers approving further significant at-scale projects north of the
viaduct, it must first solve the congestion problem through downtown and along the Wisconsin
/ East Lakeshore Drive corridor. This must include either new / expanded roadways or other
public transport that proves to be a significant reduction in travel.
I would implore you to deny this application and others for at-scale growth north of the
viaduct until there are plans in place, financed and begun to expand access from the city to Big
Mountain.
Best,
Josh Lozman
Whitefish, MT
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke;
Public Comment on Mountain Gateway Planned Unit Development (PUD)
Monday, October 11, 2021 7:56:44 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I'm writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at
the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive. This change is to allow for commercial
development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270 high-density units. As
proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and does not represent
the community's vision for the area.
I request that the planning board deny the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
applications as submitted. Due diligence has not been done for a development of this magnitude
regarding traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental impact. To start, it is
paramount that traffic implications be considered from this area all the way to the viaduct. This is the
primary route for emergency evacuation of the east side of the lake, in addition to emergency routes for
first responders attempting to reach residences further up the lake. The present traffic flow through this
area is already strained and inadequate for the present demand – making travel through this area difficult.
To add to this issue, the commercial properties proposed would attract additional traffic exacerbating the
situation.
Secondly, if my calculations are correct, the proposed plan would allow roughly 700 people
(approximately 9% of the present population of the City of Whitefish) into a small area. Can the existing
facilities and services absorb such a significant increase? The speed of this application does not allow
this issue to be properly vetted to ensure it doesn’t violate the City of Whitefish Growth Policy that clearly
states, “We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all.” For a
project of this size, it requires an appropriate review period where this can be evaluated.
Although I understand the need to allow growth to the surrounds of the City of Whitefish, it must be
planned and managed. To do this, one must have time to properly assess the impact of such a large
project to ensure it does not damage the small town feel of this community and protect the spirit and
intent of the growth policy.
Respectfully,
Alan J. Skranak and Diana L. Manning
53 Roaring Creek Rd, Whitefish, MT

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 435 of 1405

Tuesday, October 12, 2021

Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,

I’m writing regarding the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
applications and wish to provide public comment.

I request that the Planning Board and Council deny the amendment applications as submitted.
In Summary, I feel the application is A. contrary to the Community’s vision for Whitefish’s future, B. that
the requisite due diligence around a development of this magnitude has been rushed and is incomplete
and C. the community must reconcile the recent explosive growth and strain on our existing
infrastructure before sanctioning such a large development.

The community growth policy highlights the importance of preserving our small-town feeling,
disallows growth that outpaces vital facilities and services, and desires to manage traffic and safety of
pedestrians and cycles. I cannot reconcile how a project of this magnitude accessible by a single twolane road and representing up to 8% of our current population (if built to the allowed densities) can be
considered aligned with this vision.

The last twelve months have highlighted the costs of growing too quickly as we have
experienced challenges in Recycling collection, Garbage Collection, the High School is essentially at
Capacity, and many services businesses have been forced to close their doors for parts of the week as
they are unable to find sufficient staff.

From a physical infrastructure perspective, I have concerns about the ability of our roadways to
support the additional traffic load north of the Viaduct. As I am sure you are aware, at many times of the
day the traffic on the Viaduct can back up quite far. In an emergency this additional traffic load could
cost lives for people requiring evacuation, medical assistance, or firefighter support. Further the
additional traffic load would create additional safety risk to pedestrians, cyclists, and other motorists.

My initial feeling towards this application was negatively tinged by the lack of true public
discourse and engagement. The meetings held to meet the bear minimum required by the application
process were held with next to zero communication or announcement. Most residents found out about
the project well after these meetings occurred. I hope the board demands the developer redouble their
efforts in this regard.
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I feel as voters we entrust our elected officials, to safeguard the future of our town, and the
interests of the current residents. I don’t feel this project delivers on these obligations, as current
residents will likely see their day-to-days lives negatively impacted, to profit a small handful of
developers.

If the board and council are considering approving the application to placate the massive
challenge around the provision of workforce housing, I do hope they take every necessary step to
ensure the final project delivers on these goals. Ideally a large number, if not all, of these units would
come under the purview of the Whitefish Housing Authority, and/or have deed restrictions, and/or limit
minimum rental terms to at least twelve months. To be candid, I am skeptical that without strong legal
control being exerted early in the process we will face an enforcement challenge where the developer
will renege on commitments made to the city as we experienced in the first iteration of the Legacy
Homes Program with the developer of Altaview.

Thank you for attention and service to the community,

Robert Marney

Whitefish, MT.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
John Muhlfeld; Dana Smith; Rebecca Norton; Andy Feury; Steve Qunell; Frank Sweeney; Ben Davis; Ryan
Hennen; Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project
Saturday, October 9, 2021 3:04:55 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Whitefish Mayor, City Manager, Planning Board, & City Council Members,
Really? A change to zoning? A one-way street continuing to make E Lakeshore Dr become
incrementally more like Spokane south. Is that your vision of “small town feel”?
Really? 318 residential units including 270 high-density units? Have you tried to get from
Denver Ave onto Wisconsin lately? How many more traffic lights will be needed for
Wisconsin Ave? Is that your vision of “small town feel”?
Really? Do you want Whitefish to become another Vail Co? Is that your vision of “small
town feel”?
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the
community and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve and
enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that
make our community special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean.
We will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our
community, and we will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Whitefish Growth
Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
Is there one element of the proposed project that conforms to the statement above, Whitefish’s
own stated Growth Policy?
Please, just outright reject this threat to the character of Whitefish.
Sincerely,
David Martin
816 Texas Ave
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Help needed
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 3:47:19 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Oct 10, 2021
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
The purpose of this email is to formally request the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain
Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment application for the property at the intersection of Big Mountain
Rd and E. Lakeshore Drive. There are several reasons for our staunch objection to this development. They
are;
1. Adding 318 units to this location will absolutely cause massive traffic congestion. The area cannot
support 300-600 more cars on a daily basis. There has not been a true, independent traffic study other than
what the developers have stated. Also, doing a traffic study in late September is not reflective of the true
traffic congestion that exists during the peak times of the year. A study should be conducted during the
winter holiday season when traffic is the heaviest going to/from the ski hill. The summertime traffic
currently is quite unbearable. There are times where traffic on Wisconsin/E. Lakeshore is backed up from
Big Man Road to the via duct leading into town. Adding 318 more housing units will absolutely have a
major negative impact on the community. Big Mtn. Road is going to be a disaster during ski season.
2. Safety. In an emergency, there is one way in/out of town for those of us who live anywhere on
Wisconsin/E. Lakeshore/Big Man Road. If there were a natural disaster and all residents needed to
evacuate, the current situation is extremely dangerous and could cause casualties. Adding so many more
homes/people could be catastrophic. I do not believe the city council has thoughtfully considered this in
your willingness to consider this project. Wisconsin Rd cannot be widened into a four lane street. What’s
your plan for the safety and well being of the residence?
3. I do not believe this project meets the criteria of the “growth Policy Vision” for Whitefish. You, as city
council members have a responsibility to consider how we keep our small town feel against thoughtful,
responsible growth of our community. In no way does adding 318 multi/family units meet the threshold of
keeping with the guidelines of our community.
As a property owner and resident of a home off E. Lakeshore Drive, north of Big Mtn Road, We are very
concerned about the negative environmental, traffic and economic impacts this development will cause on
our community. Approving this will have a negative impact on the desirability to live anywhere around this
community for all of the reason stated above. The negative impacts on real estate value could
be generational. All for the greed and profit of a small few.
I challenge the board to reflect on if "The Quarry” delivered on all of the “promises” it made during the
application process. How has “ The Quarry" helped our community? Has it delivered on “affordable
housing” as promised? I believe the answer is a resounding NO. Why does the board think there would be
a different outcome this time?
I urge you all to listen to your community. You represent ALL of Whitefish, not just a few who will profit
from this project.
Respectfully submitted,
Cassie McCann
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
proposed Mountain Gateway project
Tuesday, October 5, 2021 12:41:01 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members;
     I am writing to submit public comment on the proposed Mountain Gateway Project's PUD
& Zoning Map Amendment applications. This project is a very bad idea for Whitefish until
the already existing traffic congestion problems have been mitigated. Imagine the bottleneck
of traffic though
Whitefish every morning & afternoon as the residents of 318 new housing units join the traffic
we already experience, especially during summer tourist season & winter ski season. Rather
than more homes north of the railroad tracks, what we need is another route, (viaduct or
underpass,)
making it possible to avoid Baker Street and still cross over the tracks. I suggest a route
through town using the Columbia Avenue bridge, continuing somehow north & east to a
crossing that would connect to Texas Avenue on the north side. Probably the route would
eventually have to join
Wisconsin or East Lakeshore Drive, leading to congestion on the north side, but at least it
would relieve the already overloaded downtown corridors of Baker Street & Second Avenue.
That is only a suggestion. My point is that traffic flow through Whitefish needs to be
addressed in a big way, perhaps an entirely differrent big way, before a project such as
Mountain Gateway should ever be considered.
     First & foremost, I request that the Planning Board recommend denial of the Mountain
Gateway PUD & Zoning Map Amendment applications. If the application should move
forward, I request that the City Council deny the application.
                                                                Thank you for your consideration of my comments.
                                                                 Karen McFadden
                                                                
                                                                 Whitefish, MT     59937
                                                                  October 5, 2021
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Re: mountain gateway development
Monday, October 11, 2021 9:46:41 AM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
adding my address,
, whitefish, Mt.   59937
On Oct 11, 2021, at 9:34 AM, ken mcfadden

wrote:

> I am writing this letter to the city council and the whitefish planning board to express my concerns and urge them
both to oppose and or downsize the proposed Mountain Gateway Development. As currently proposed this project
will increase the needed city services by 10% WITH ONE PROJECT. In addition to the straight forward ward
addition of services needed to take care of the people to be living there, there will be an associated large
commitment to the commercial properties that are also part of the project. This comes at a time when our recently
up graded schools are now at capacity, our recently upgraded sewer system is near capacity and the traffic for this
development will be funneled over the viaduct to further add to the mess that occurs every ski season at best and all
year long now at times. Oh and by the way have you noticed how well we are handling the traffic flow through the
highway 93 corridor? There is no part of this plan which helps with the affordable housing shortage and the
associated shortage of workers will only make the current problem of keeping businesses to serve all these
additional people harder to keep open.
>
> In short for almost every reason having to to with quality of life in our town, I urge the city council and whitefish
planning board to turn down this proposed project. I know whitefish must continue to grow but to proceed at this
pace, with a project of this size at this location will certainly make somewhere else in Montana the last best place to
call home.
>
> thank you for your time, Dr. Ken Mcfadden,       

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 442 of 1405

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 443 of 1405

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 444 of 1405

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 445 of 1405

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 446 of 1405

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke; Wendy Compton-Ring
Arim Mountain Gateway development proposal
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 8:03:40 AM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
I oppose the Arim Mtn Gateway development. The infrastructure in Whitefish is already bending under the weight
of increased development and tourism. Wisconsin Avenue is inadequate and a nightmare to navigate for pedestrians
and vehicles alike. The density proposed is too great for such an incredibly busy pinch point considering the wild
land urban interface, Big Mtn Resort and the low density housing along Lakeshore drive and Big Mtn Road. High
density housing has already been discussed in a number of other parts of the greater Whitefish area. This is not an
appropriate location to resolve an issue largely created by high end developers and investors such as these.   If this
proposed development is approved and is truly affordable it will only fall to the tourism pressures and eventually
become more vacation housing. The token proposed firehall may be appropriate for the development itself but the
development would substantially increase the fire risk to the greater community of Whitefish. The congestion
created in the event of a natural disaster or major incident would see everyone dependent on Wisconsin Ave. for an
exit/egress gravely endangered. The fig leaf offer of $500k to promote affordable housing is a poor attempt to make
amends for the exploitation that’s been done and is instead a small investment for the profits they plan to reap at the
community’s expense. The development would change the nature and character of the town. The inability for these
developers to keep their word is obvious when the eyesores of the “small boutique hotel” Firebrand with rooftop
entertainment and the underutilized skybridge on Wisconsin Ave. assail anyone’s perception that Whitefish is a
quaint residential town rather than a big tourist facade. I implore you to send this trojan horse back to the drawing
board. Thank you for the opportunity to comment, Shane Mcmillen.
Sent from my iPhone
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Dear Whitefish City Council Members,

I am writing in opposition to the proposed development at the base of Big Mountain Road. As a
concerned and struggling resident of the city, I don’t see how this proposal will alleviate the challenges
facing our beloved town. Providing more housing is slapping a band-aid on a much deeper issue. The
growth has been remarkable the last two years especially and building a new development will house
more people, but at the growth rates we currently experience, they will fill quickly and more people will
move here who still can’t find affordable housing. In the last couple winters, I’ve seen traffic backed up
from Big Mountain Road all the way down Baker Ave past the Wave and Safeway. These residents north
of town will need to come into town for their groceries, gas, and likely work. We don’t have the
roadways and amenities necessary to accommodate the people already traveling in town and certainly
can’t support this growth. In summer, it’s hard enough to find a parking spot or a seat at a
bar/restaurant in the town we call home, we don’t need another major development bringing in more
residents. We’re faced with a critical decision of welcoming the population explosion and lose the
identity of this town, or find alternative ways to keep Whitefish the last best ski town.
Since graduating college, I’ve lived in and worked in “resort” towns around the country and even
abroad. Whitefish is lucky that we can learn from the mistakes of towns before us. Outside Magazine
wrote an article, linked below, about Jackson Hole and how inequality has torn that town apart. The
same thing has happened in across the West from Jackson Hole, lots of Colorado, Tahoe, Bend, and even
in Bozeman in our backyard. By allowing this uncontrolled growth, those of us who define this town and
live, work, and love it here are forced out. As a young adult, I’ve seen lots of friends forced out of town
due to the inability to afford rentals or buying property here. When this happens, the town becomes run
by those who moved here to change the vibe into wherever they fled. Whitefish will lose its identity as a
small, charming town, where neighbors still respect each other and the land around us.
Alternatively, towns have found alternative measures to maintain their identity and keep it affordable
for those who keep the town running. One example is Crested Butte’s 12 month suspension of all rental
properties. Another Outside Magazine article reports how AirBnB has destroyed the ski town by
allowing greed to override community. Many cities have caps on how much rentals can increase prices
annually, which would’ve helped this past year. My landlord tried to raise rent 25% for our 2021 lease
and a friend’s went up over 40%. I’m now attending nursing school and even the “heros” in our hospital
that I talk to can’t afford to buy a house here anymore, so they leave the valley. This will destroy our
community if the next generation isn’t able to put roots here and continue the legacy of Whitefish.
Smaller scale adjustments, too, such as allowing the long-term renting of garage apartments, may help
contribute to an increase of rental property availability without inviting an expansive development.
When considering this proposal, I urge you to consider the young adults who are the next generation to
define what legacy Whitefish has. Without us, what legacy will be left by the newcomers? Look at the
disparity and lack of small town community feel in towns across the west and learn from their mistakes.
Consider other options. At the end of the day, Whitefish is only as good as the people who live in it, so
who are we going to cater to?
Sincerely,
Brian Merewitz
https://www.outsideonline.com/culture/books-media/billionaire-wilderness-wyoming-book-review/
https://www.outsideonline.com/culture/opinion/did-airbnb-kill-mountain-town/
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

John Muhlfeld; Andy Feury; Rebecca Norton; Dana Smith; Ben Davis; Ryan Hennen; Frank Sweeney; Wendy
Compton-Ring
Slowing development in Whitefish
Saturday, October 9, 2021 3:06:09 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.

Dear Mr. Mayor, City Manager and Whitefish City Council members
Whitefish does not have to become a gaudy, grandiose tourist town like
Bend, Banff, Vail, Jackson Hole, and so many others It could still be a
gracious, friendly community where real people live, know their neighbors
and support their local events and institutions. The City Council does not
have to grant permission, variants, rezonings, etc to every real estate
tycoon who wants to develop the Whitefish tourist industry.
A large hotel downtown is so inappropriate for a small town that is already
congested to bursting with visitors in summer and winter. Residents
currently avoid going into town because of heavy traffic, long lines at
restaurants and crowded sidewalks. This will only get worse. Changes that
will further expand Baker and Spokane Avenues are inevitable. After all the
work to enhance Depot Park as a relaxed,safe, family-friendly open space,
allowing a 4 story glitzy mall/hotel to intrude nearby makes no sense.
The mega development proposed for Big Mountain and Lakeshore Dr is
beyond comprehension. This will place a huge burden on the water quality
of Whitefish Lake related to increased traffic exhaust, increased fertilizer
load, increased impermeable surface area (increased runoff), increased
motor traffic on lake, among other things. It will paralyze traffic flow along
Wisconsin and its tributaries, which will in turn change quiet residential
streets of North Whitefish into busy thoroughfares like Baker Avenue - this
process is already beginning. It will also add tremendously to the
congestion of downtown Whitefish. Rezoning parts of this area to
commercial status will invite all kinds of unwelcome development in a
currently residential community - more gas stations, anyone?
All this proposed building, and NONE of it is for low income housing that will
allow young families and workers to live in Whitefish. The offer of $500,000
for low income housing to offset the bad effects of the proposed downtown
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hotel is woefully inadequate and should make everyone angry.
It may be difficult to say no to the pressures of Big Real Estate (no names
mentioned) but it is possible. Do we want a healthy community, or a healthy
tourist mall?
Sincerely, Lynne Metcalfe
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Reject Proposed Zoning Change-Big Mountain Road & East Lakeshore Drive
Monday, October 11, 2021 4:51:58 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
To the Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members:
I signed the petition opposing a change to the zoning for multiple properties at the
intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive. As proposed, the
project does not represent the community I have lived in and loved for over ten
years.
I have always valued the small town feel of Whitefish and all of the wonderful
character and characters it has to offer. The Whitefish City-County Growth Policy
Vision Statement enumerates so many of the things that the current members of the
community desire for this city in the future.
We will preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic
vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our community special.
We will manage traffic and keep our community safe for pedestrians and
cyclists.
We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that
support us all.
In light of the overwhelming opposition to this project, I request that the Planning
Board recommend that City Council Members reject this proposed zoning change. A
development of this magnitude is sure to have an extremely negative impact on the
overall quality of life in the area with regard to traffic, water, sewage, and
environmental issues, just to list a few.
Whitefish has experienced exponential growth in the last few years which is already
adversely impacting its small-town character. The approval of this zoning change will
undeniably impact the character of this area for the worse. It is not consistent with
your stated Growth Policy and it would set a dangerous precedent for future
commercial and high-density residential developments. For these reasons, and
many more unstated ones, I hope the Whitefish Planning Board and City Council will
do the right thing for its community and reject the proposed zoning change.
Sincerely,
Carol Moody
Whitefish, MT
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Reject Proposed Zoning Change-Big Mountain Road & East Lakeshore Drive
Monday, October 11, 2021 4:00:33 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members:
I am one of the over 3,000 people who have signed the petition opposing a change to the
zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore
Drive. This change would allow for commercial development as well as the development of
318 residential units, including 270 high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent
with the existing land use of the properties and does not represent the community’s vision for
the area.
If it is not apparent to you at this point, there is massive opposition to this project. I strongly
suggest that the Planning Board acknowledge this opposition and recommend that City
Council Members reject this proposed change.   Major concerns exist relating to traffic, water
quality, storm water, and environmental impact, all of which will adversely impact the overall
quality of life in the area.   This quality of life has already been adversely impacted by the
COVID induced influx of people driving up prices along with the inordinate amount of
construction currently underway.   The addition of a development of this magnitude is sure to
make things even more unbearable.   The Whitefish City-County Growth Policy Vision
Statement says:

“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale,
character, and small town feel of the community
and will preserve those values as the community
grows. We will preserve and enhance our open
spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and
traditional neighborhoods that make our
community special. We will make a special effort
to keep our air and water clean. We will keep
downtown Whitefish the commercial,
governmental, and cultural center of our
community, and we will maintain its friendliness,
accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision
Statement, pg. 9.   “As Whitefish grows, it will
face many challenges. We will manage traffic and
keep our community safe for pedestrians and
cyclists. We see that the social and economic
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diversity of our community is threatened, and we
will strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth
to out-pace the vital facilities and services that
support us all. And we will provide affordable
housing so that our teachers, police officers,
firefighters, sales and service people, and others
whose services we depend on, can continue to be a
part of this community.” Growth Policy Vision
Statement, pg. 9-10.

As I drive by the most recent and continuing treeless and antiseptic development on Wisconsin
Dr. it seems to me those words ring hollow.   I hope you and City Council prove me wrong
and stop this impending travesty.   While my fear is that we may already have gone too far,
approval of this zoning change will undeniably impact the character of this area for the worse.
It is not consistent with your stated Growth Policy and it would set a dangerous precedent for
commercial and high-density residential development. I can only hope that you and the City
Council will place the legitimate concerns of over 3,000 people over the proposed developers’
bank accounts.
Regards
Karl Moody
Whitefish, MT
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway PUD
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 9:03:23 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Please add my name to local residents showing disgust and resistance to the Averill family's
latest land grab and overdevelopment scheme.
ENOUGH IS ENOUGH!
Besides disrupting an existing neighborhood near Wisconsin, the Suncrest area will also be
impacted, not to mention too much density and traffic.
THEY ARE AT IT AGAIN...JUST SAY NO!
Jamie Moore
Whitefish, MT. 59937
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway PUD
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 8:59:41 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Hello:
This letter is intened to address concerns regarding the Mountain Gateay Project's PUD and
Zoning Map Ammendment Applications.
As a longtime resident of Whitefish, I have watched again and again as these developers ask
for more than is feasible and settle slightly more than they would have under current zoning.
How about if we just stick to current zoning and density considerations? More (bigger, better,
denser) is not necessarily best for the the town and people of Whitefish.
I have owned a property near City Beach for nearly 20 years and although larger and larger
homes are built and condos are added, and PUD signs go up, I have stayed within the confines
of my current zoning, the zoning that existed when purchased. I have not lobbied our
neighbors for Resort Residential zoning or balked about the single residential limited placed
on my narrow lot.
How about holding these developers to the same standards that the rest of us have agreed to
when we purchase property? Please do not forget that the impacts to land and animals, traffic
amendments, infrastructure requirements, even this time to manage these requests are being
demanded of you and all of us in this community for the monetary gains of a developer.
Besided the increased density at this site that would forever change the "gateway" to our ski
resort, the displacement of low denisty neighborhoods in this part of town will be forever lost.
Shawna Moore
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment Applications
Monday, October 11, 2021 3:28:34 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members:
I request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for
a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water,
and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered at all the
way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation. We
should manage traffic and keep our community safe for pedestrians and cyclists (In full disclosure,
my family and I ride and walk through this area frequently).

A commercial zone change will forever change the character of the area (i.e., let’s be careful
to preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional
neighborhoods that make our community special). This development is not consistent with our
Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density residential
development.
I recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway.
Whitefish is a special place, but the growth and strain on current infrastructure is already
negatively impacting quality of life.
Thx,
JJM
,
Whitefish, MT 59937
__________________
Jeffery J. Mora, CFA

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 456 of 1405

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Mountain Gateway Project
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 9:11:12 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
I am writing to oppose any zoning changes for the Mountain Gateway project. I am a real estate
investor and developer and I respect the need for additional housing in Whitefish and the owners
right to develop the property and hopefully, make a profit in doing so. This project is far too dense
for the traffic infrastructure that currently exists. That is why the current zoning limits what can be
developed on this property. You just have to see how the roads are impacted during the winter
skiing season to know that additional development of this size would be a disaster for the immediate
area and the city of Whitefish.
I do support common sense development on this property. If the owners want to build a residential
community similar to the Nordic Loop neighborhood, they will receive my full support. However,
any future development also MUST have an affordable element and not just a fee paid by the
developers for future affordable housing.
Thank you for all you do in protecting the character of our great city.
Respectfully,
Matt Moran
Whitefish
R. Matthew Moran
FJM Investments Inc.

Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Re: Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications
Monday, October 4, 2021 11:40:10 AM
PastedGraphic-5.tiff

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Sharon Morrison

Whitefish, MT
59937
City of Whitefish
Attn: Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner
           Michelle Howke, City Clerk
418 E. 2nd Street
P.O. Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937

Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members:
I write to oppose the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
applications as submitted and to implore that the Planning Board recommend denial
of it and that the City Council deny it. I have lived in Whitefish for most the past half
century. I have embraced its change from ski village/railroad town to international
destination. But I could not more strongly oppose this project at this time. The
reason? With climate change, it is only a matter of time until a forest fire again burns
the Whitefish range, including Big Mountain and its neighborhoods. The
infrastructure is inadequate to evacuate even the current residents of north Whitefish
and beyond. This project would add 318 MORE residential units--including 270 high
density ones!
I live on Northwoods. Our ONLY evacuation route is Reservoir/Northwoods Road,
which empties on to Wisconsin. Four other major population areas also empty on to
Wisconsin: the east lakeshore, Big Mountain, Iron Horse, and Sun Crest. When I go
downtown, it is not at all unusual to have to sit 2 to 5 minutes at Last Chair waiting for
City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 458 of 1405

an opening to turn onto Wisconsin. If all residents of the five population areas named
above were rushing to exit at one time, tragedy would be all but certain. The
photographs from California's Paradise Fire haunt me--the burned out cars sitting at
strange angles along the roadway. I'm sure that, in frustration and fear, people tried
to pass inside and outside the lane of travel. In that circumstance, a single wreck
could close down the only exit route. Cars would be lined up to the end of the lake,
the ski area at the Mountain, the top of Iron Horse and all the way up
Reservoir/Northwoods road to the top. A large number of people would be stuck in a
line of bumper to bumper cars in the path of the fire.
Until Whitefish constructs infrastructure sufficient to accommodate the PRESENT
population--let alone a significant increase--projects that would increase the
population north of the viaduct should not be considered.
I understand that the developers dangled a new fire station as an incentive to the city.
A fire station would do NOTHING to prevent the human tragedy of a fire without an
adequate escape route. If the developers want to install a second road and side
roads for pull offs BEFORE any other development, the issues would be different.
Absent that, I urge the Planning Board and City Council to imagine people in cars
lined up on the roads trying to get on Wisconsin. Think about it now so that people
don't have to later say, "Why didn't they realize there was no way that many people
could safely evacuate with only one exit street?"
I implore the Board and the Council to deny this project at least until there is a safe
way to evacuate.

Respectfully submitted,

Sharon Morrison
<!--[if !supportLineBreakNewLine]-->
<!--[endif]-->
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Proposal
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 10:02:27 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council ---I am writing to provide you with comments about the proposed Mountain Gateway
Development which will be reviewed by the Whitefish Planning Board on Oct. 21, 2021.
Specifically, the proposed PUD and Zoning Map Amendments.
I urge you to deny both proposals.
There are several issues;
1. The required due diligence for such a large proposal has not been completed.
2. The project does not comply with the City's stated Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan, which
refers to maintaining the character of the area. This is a very low density area. How
would 370 units on 20 or so acres even come close to low density? Iron Horse is 314 units on
864 acres.
3. Wisconsin Avenue/East Lakeshore are nearing capacity now. This road could never
sustain anything close to 370 units. Has anyone been around there in the summer? Or on a
powder snow day, when traffic is backed up onto Baker Avenue? The State of Montana has
NO PLAN under development to add capacity to this roadway.
As you know I am the President of the Iron Horse Homeowners Association, a full time
resident who built my home in 2005. I have been bombarded by our property owners
wondering how the City could even consider such a high density development. Iron Horse
itself was barely approved with its current density, which sets the baseline for the neighboring
neighborhood character. To quote the City: "The citizens of Whitefish value the scale,
character, and small town feel of the community and will preserve those values as the
community grows.”
-Best Regards -Andy Moshier,

, Whitefish
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke; Wendy Compton-Ring
Mountain Gateway Proposal
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 10:52:02 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council ---I am writing to provide you with comments about the proposed Mountain Gateway
Development which will be reviewed by the Whitefish Planning Board on Oct. 21, 2021.
Specifically, the proposed PUD and Zoning Map Amendments.
I urge you to deny both proposals.
There are several issues;
1. The required due diligence for such a large proposal has not been completed.
2. The project does not comply with the City's stated Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan,
which refers to maintaining the character of the area. This is a very low density area. How
would 370 units on 20 or so acres even come close to low density? Iron Horse is 314 units
on 864 acres.
3. Wisconsin Avenue/East Lakeshore are nearing capacity now. This road could never
sustain anything close to 370 units. Has anyone been around there in the summer? Or on a
powder snow day, when traffic is backed up onto Baker Avenue? The State of Montana has
NO PLAN under development to add capacity to this roadway.
To quote the City: "The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel
of the community and will preserve those values as the community grows.”
Thank you --Eudora C. Moshier
241 N. Shooting Star Circle
Whitefish
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October 6, 2021
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members:
We are writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow
for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270 highdensity units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area.
We are requesting that the planning board recommend denial to this application. The size and
nature of the proposal are not in keeping with the community’s vision for Whitefish, as stated
in the growth policy:
i.
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the
community and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will
preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional
neighborhoods that make our community special. We will make a special effort to
keep our air and water clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial,
governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we will maintain its
friendliness, accessibility, and scale”. (Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9).
ii.
“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep
our community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and
economic diversity of our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it.
We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us
all. And we will provide affordable housing so that our teachers, police officers,
firefighters, sales and service people, and others whose services we depend on, can
continue to be a part of this community.” (Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 910).
If this project is allowed to go through, it will forever alter the character of our community.
There is already so much rampant development occurring in the Flathead Valley, and our
communities are struggling to keep pace. Farmland is falling by the wayside, infrastructure is
proving to be inadequate, and the quality of life we have enjoyed for so many years is being
irreparably degraded. It is not too late to put the brakes on, and commit ourselves to backing
up our promises of thoughtful development. Please do not change the zoning of this parcel, as
it will set a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density residential development.
At the very least, we request the planning board table the Mountain Gateway PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications to allow the community the time and opportunity to
learn more about the project and submit their comments to the board. As residents of
Whitefish, we need to have our voices heard, and our wishes taken into consideration.
Sincerely,
Jeff and Amy Mow
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Regarding Zoning Changes at Intersection of Big Mountain Road and Lakeshore Drive
Wednesday, October 6, 2021 5:09:54 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
October 6, 2021
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members:
I am writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow
for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270
high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area.
I am requesting that the planning board recommend denial to this application. The size and
nature of the proposal are not in keeping with the community’s vision for Whitefish, as stated
in the growth policy:
i.
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the
community and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will
preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional
neighborhoods that make our community special. We will make a special effort to
keep our air and water clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial,
governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we will maintain its
friendliness, accessibility, and scale”. (Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9).
ii.
“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep
our community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and
economic diversity of our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it.
We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us
all. And we will provide affordable housing so that our teachers, police officers,
firefighters, sales and service people, and others whose services we depend on, can
continue to be a part of this community.” (Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 910).
If this project is allowed to go through, it will forever alter the character of our community.
There is already so much rampant development occurring in the Flathead Valley, and our
communities are struggling to keep pace. Farmland is falling by the wayside, infrastructure is
proving to be inadequate, and the quality of life we have enjoyed for so many years is being
irreparably degraded. It is not too late to put the brakes on, and commit ourselves to backing
up our promises of thoughtful development. Please do not change the zoning of this parcel, as
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it will set a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density residential development.
At the very least, I request the planning board table the Mountain Gateway PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications to allow the community the time and opportunity to
learn more about the project and submit their comments to the board. As residents of
Whitefish, we need to have our voices heard, and our wishes taken into consideration.
Sincerely,
Peter Mow
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October 12, 2021
Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner
Michelle Howke, City Clerk
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org
mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org
City of Whitefish
418 E 2nd Street
Whitefish, MT 59937
RE: Mountain Gateway Project PUD applications
Dear Whitefish Planning Board, City Staff and City Council Members,
Whitefish is a unique community which is highly regarded across the United States. Many
towns and cities aspire to be in the same position as Whitefish – rich with culture, personality,
sense of place, engaged citizens, and an ample budget to meet most, if not all community
needs. I’m fairly certain that 9 out of 10 people in our town LOVE living in Whitefish.
I’m writing in opposition to a project application which violates many of our core
standards as citizens, as well as our promulgated Growth Policy Vision Plan. Namely,
the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications require
extreme zoning changes and densities of development that are antithetical to our well-vetted
community vision (and its supporting documents). This proposed project involves changing
the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East
Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development and the development of 318
residential units, including 270 high-density units.
Allowing for this zoning change sets a new precedent along Wisconsin and Lakeshore
Avenues. If Mountain Gateway PUD applications are accepted, then all property owners
should have the ability to rezone parcels as small as 3 acres to commercial and build at a 12
DU/acre density. Likely investors should and will suddenly start to buy land only to rezone
and then sell to the highest bidder. The negative consequences of leapfrog development are
well understood, and complex (e.g. Hall 2009 The Benefits and Costs of Urban Sprawl and
Leapfrogging Urban Development), including the failure to account for the social value of open
space, failure to account for full costs on transportation systems and individual drivers,
failure to account for new infrastructure costs.
At a minimum, the leapfrog impacts should be accounted for and economically calculated in
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this application. The developer should be required to fully vet these impacts in a document
along with estimated 10-year costs.
Additionally, the traffic impacts are unimaginable at best – it is not clear how Wisconsin and
East Lakeshore avenues can manage an increase of 500+ vehicles per hour during maximum
commute times. Proper modeling of traffic circulation should occur before any zoning
change is approved. This should be a minimum requirement for this application.
Additional impacts include:


Additional localized and regional pollution in a sensitive area near Whitefish Lake
where any septic leachate, runoff, chemical application can and will affect the lake.



Increased traffic will present greater pedestrian risk and will conclude in more
accidents and deaths which will be both human and wildlife.



Wildlife-human interactions will increase, including garbage can raids, pet losses,
transmission of wildlife viruses and diseases to humans and pets, and direct humanwildlife attacks.



Increased traffic, noise, and garbage will decrease property values along Wisconsin
and East Lakeshore for residents who chose not to convert to commercial.



Additional police, fire and school resources will need to be evaluated.



Wildfire risk is consequentially connected with population density and land use. This
type of development density will require fuel breaks and annual management to
ensure resident safety.



Additional city resources will be used during the design, build and management of this
development – and how does the developer reimburse and account for these needs –
including the Planning Commission, City Council and other volunteers.

Impacts on current residents should be considered as well – will the existing population end
up paying for improvements and needs that the developer has not properly accounted for?
These are all critical questions that are not fully investigated in the current applications.
Given the entirely unique situation that is being presented, we simply ask that the planning
commission deny the application until a full study is completed by the applicant that is peerreviewed and accepted by the Commission. As proposed, the project application is
inconsistent with the existing land use of the community and does not represent the
community’s vision for the area. Any “community benefits” offered by the applicant need
to be fully vetted alongside community impacts. This needs to be completed in writing in a
manner that is accessible and reviewed by all the impacted community.
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I would like to close with the following statement, “As Whitefish grows, it will face many
challenges. We will managetraffic and keep our community safe for pedestrians and
cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of our community isthreatened, and
we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and
services that support usall. And we will provide affordable housing so that our teachers,
police officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and others whose services we depend
on, can continue to be a part of this community.”
-

Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. The community greatly
appreciates your work.
Sincerely,
Lech Naumovich & Drea Beale
288 Reservoir Rd. Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Public Comment on Mountain Gateway Development
Thursday, October 7, 2021 9:21:02 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
October 4, 2019
To: City of Whitefish
Attn: Members of the Whitefish Planning Board and City Council
Subject: Public Comment on Mountain Gateway Project at Big Mountain Rd. and
Lakeshore Drive
I recommend that the planning board deny the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment applications as submitted; furthermore, I see very little likelihood that any
sizable development at that location would be consistent with Whitefish’s growth policy.
In particular, I have the following objections:
1. <!--[endif]-->That large a development, that far from the center of Whitefish, is starkly

inconsistent with the growth policy. The establishment of approximately 300 units would
imply a total population of around 1000, which would be larger than half the towns in
Montana and 15% of the current population of Whitefish. This would basically be a satellite
community, producing a substantial increase of traffic on Baker and Spokane as residents
travel through town to buy groceries, drugs, and hardware.

--[endif]-->In 2. I understand that the growth policy of Whitefish promotes population growth
in and around the currently developed parts of the city. This proposal would move a large
segment of population growth right into a natural space far from the center of town,
requiring unnecessary extension of water, sewer and electrical services. This would be
costly, and the burden eventually would be carried by all residents.
3. I have three further objections which refer specifically to this location:
A. T<!--[endif]-->his location is bordered by the biking and walking path that extends
southward to Edgewood Avenue.   It is a very popular path whose more natural parts would
be adversely affected by adding a substantial housing area beside it.

B. The extension utilities to this development would put pressure on government to allow more
development along Whitefish Lake Road and Wisconsin Ave. This would make access to the natural
surroundings of Whitefish more difficult.

C. This is a large development, encompassing about 30 acres, or 15 football fields. Much
of the land is currently forested. This development would largely replace trees with black
top and roofs; thus it would seriously enlarge Whitefish’s “footprint”, and remove one more
natural area from its surroundings.
Sincerely,
Samuel H. Neff, Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Cc.mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org
Mountain Gateway Project
Friday, October 8, 2021 9:27:58 AM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
We live on Rest Haven Drive. This small group of tax paying and law abiding citizens value a small town We want
to preserve a quiet and peaceful space. The traditional friendly and cooperative neighborhood is very special to us.
Clean air, fresh water, natural wildlife habitat, and scenic vistas must be preserved.
We understand that this desirable community will continue to grow. Traffic issues, adequate police protection,
firefighters, teachers, and affordable housing for sales and service personal will need to expand to accommodate
growth.
Predatory developers see an opportunity to exploit this growth. We strongly oppose the proposed change in zoning
for multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive. It is apparent that due
diligence has not been done for a development that involves 318 residential units, including 279 high-density units.
The development will drastically impact traffic, water quality, storm water and wild life. The environmental impact
must be a major consideration in a town known for its year round beauty.
Growth and change is inevitable and cannot be ignored. We urge a thoughtful approach to the high pressure
demands of developers. The change in zoning is inconsistent with the existing land use and does not represent the
community’s vision for the area. If the zoning change is approved, it sets a dangerous precedent for future
commercial and high-density residential development.
Respectfully
Elvert and Tanya Nelson
2674 Rest Haven Drive
Oct 8, 2021
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke;
Public Comment - Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications.
Monday, October 11, 2021 7:16:18 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members:
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow
for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270
high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
We are asking the city to deny the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for a development of this
magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental
impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered all the way to the viaduct as
this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
Additionally, this development is not in accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish
as embodied in the stated growth policy of the town. Specifically - “The citizens of Whitefish
value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and will preserve those
values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife
habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our community special. We
will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish
the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we will maintain its
friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
Importantly - “As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and
keep our community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic
diversity of our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow
growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And we will provide
affordable housing so that our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and service people,
and others whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of this community.”
Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10. Given the shortage of affordable housing and
corresponding labor shortage - the proposed development is not aligned with what
planning/housing priorities should be for the town.
Our family does not wish to see the city permanently change the zoning of the southernmost
parcel that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If
approved, this commercial zone change will forever change the character of the area. It is not
consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and highdensity residential development. Growth is inevitable. With a relentless focus on responsible
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growth - Whitefish can maintain its character and quality of life while still allowing so many to
enjoy everything the region has to offer
Please don’t hesitate to contact us with any questions
CJ Nesher
Jess Nesher
Wilson Nesher
Emmy Nesher

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 471 of 1405

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Arim Mountain Gateway
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 7:24:28 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Wendy,
Nice to speak with you earlier today. I appreciate you taking time to answer my questions. Here is
the email I would like included for the Board members.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board,
I am writing to express my concern with the proposed zoning changes for Arim Mountain Gateway. I
am a homeowner on Houston drive, so I am very familiar with the area. First, let me just say I am
not anti-development. I think well thought out planning with a long term vision is a must for cities
and communities as they thoughtfully balance demands for housing and growth. Whitefish and the
entire Flathead Valley is becoming more and more popular especially with people being able to work
remotely now. These demands will continue to raise issues like this one and I appreciate the time
you all take to consider them.
With that said I am taken back by the magnitude of the requested change. Asking to have 4 story
apartment buildings and 20,000 sq feet of commercial and 20,000 sq feet shopping center is not a fit
for the environment or this location. In reading the PUD narrative they try to make the case that
they are decreasing density. I question the assertion that they can practically fit 374 units on this
area when you take into account the necessary infrastructure, roads, etc. and the developer
specifically notes that there are “steeper slopes on the northeast portion of the site” which indicates
it’s unlikely the entire 30 acres is buildable. Even if they can get all of them in I’d rather have 56
more dwelling units than 20,000 sq feet of commercial and 20,000 sq ft of shopping center. Overall,
I’d still prefer 374 dwelling units spread over ~30 acres mixed in to the trees, etc than 4 story
apartment buildings that require a height variance and then a variance to add commercial space. It
does not seem like this fits with the intended use of that land and the location.   
I am also concerned about the timing of the project. Wisconsin Avenue can be a mess, particularly
toward the viaduct and adding this amount of traffic and population all feeding towards town over
the next few years seems ill-advised until more work is done to relieve the current issues on
Wisconsin and getting through town. If you leave it as it is chances are it takes years to fully fill in,
leaving more time to figure out a broader plan.
It is logical to assume with the all growth in the Flathead Valley Big Mountain road is only going to
grow more busy. As I mentioned, Kalispel and Whitefish saw 20%+ population growth last year and
with remote work now more the norm solid growth is likely to continue. With Whitefish Mt Resort
being the primary ski resort for the area traffic is naturally going to increase from a fast growing
population in the region (not including the additional home building on the mountain that use Big
Mt Road). Adding a development like this at the intersection of these two roads seems shortsighted
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and ill advised.
Lastly, I am not an expert in traffic studies, but I can say in reading through it I think some of the
assumptions need some more work or some questions need to be asked. They are using a 3% per
year peak traffic growth rate. From the data reported, last year both Whitefish and Kalispel grew
north of 20%. So how does a 3% growth rate in traffic through 2025 match? Also, p. 11 says there
at peak AM trip hours there are 86 residential cars exiting (assuming going to work, etc.) and PM
peak hours 89 cars entering (coming home for the day). With 318 units let’s assume each unit has
1.5 cars/workers so that is 567 people/cars leaving. I have a hard time believing that only 15% of the
people will leave during peak am hours (7-9 am), and 85% are staying home? What are they
assuming these people who live in these units are doing? Even at a 1 car per unit ratio that is 27% of
the people leave in the morning while 73% are staying home? Really?? Maybe I am misreading this,
but that doesn’t pass the sniff test to me. Also with a 20,000 feet of commercial there are 19 people
who work there that leave during peak hours (4-6 pm)? That’s about one person per thousand feet
of commercial space – it doesn’t pencil. Finally, if the developer really believes this traffic study and
they are getting 36 cars entering during peak afternoon hours (4-6 pm) for the 20,000 sq ft shopping
center that traffic won’t support/sustain retailers (at least not ones who can afford to pay rent).
Thanks for your time and consideration of my thoughts.
Rhett   
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Vote NO on Mountain Gateway PUD
Monday, October 11, 2021 5:54:15 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
As a homeowner on Houston Drive, I have been following the Mountain Gateway project and
discourse and feel obliged to provide my perspective on the project for the public record. I
strongly encourage a NO vote on the current application as proposed. I am a big believer in
the need for affordable housing and support thoughtful development in Whitefish. The current
project, however, would cause irreparable harm to Whitefish, the community and its
residents. Specifically, the project must address: the flaws in the contemplated roundabout
(including insufficient accomodations for people who need to cross the street), the scale of the
project coupled with poor, cookie cutter design executed by developers without sufficient
mixed use development experience.
Roundabout is inappropriate given flow of traffic / lack of a Crosswalk highlights lack of
thoroughness in current state project development
Given the concentration of traffic from and towards downtown Whitefish, the choice of a
roundabout is highly questionable. A roundabout threatens the ability for folks traveling to /
from lakeshore to reasonably access the roundabout. A light must absolutely be studied before
any decisions are made. Moreover, highlighting the lack of thoroughness pervasive in the
plans for a project of this scale, there has been no sufficient thought regarding how to support
walkers and bikers who live on the south side of Lakeshore.
Lack of development experience at this scale / project type impacts and threatens the
broader community
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Chris Newton
Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 1:51:51 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
October 12, 2021
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I am writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project's PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications.
I have been in Whitefish since 1970. I have seen the many changes and growth our small
town has been through the past 50 years. Whitefish is a special place to live and it has
remained that way due to the efforts of the city planners preventing the town from being
overwhelmed by commercial development. That mission should remain.
This development is not in accordance with our community's vision for Whitefish. I am
asking that you deny the request of this development as submitted. The due diligence has not
been done for a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality,
storm water and the environmental impact. The traffic is already terrible on that side of the
city. I can't imagine what it would be like if this development were to be given the ok as
currently submitted.
Whitefish and this valley deserve thoughtful, community enriching development from
developers. As a long time resident of Whitefish, please honor the growth policy vision
statement that "the citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the
community and will preserve those values as the community grows."  
I don't want to see the city permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is
directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. It would set a
dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density residential growth.
Growth is inevitable in our wonderful community and I understand why people want to move
here but we do not need it on the scale that these developer's propose.
Best regards,
Chris Newton
Whitefish, MT
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke;
Deny Mountain Gateway approval
Friday, October 8, 2021 11:11:06 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council,
  I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow
for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270
high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent our community’s vision for the area and for what makes
Whitefish such a special place.
Most importantly, I request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain
Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has
not been done for a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water
quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be
considered all the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency
evacuation.  
This proposal is not in accordance with our community's vision for Whitefish as it changes
and grows. It certainly doesn't follow the Growth policy already established by the Board and
Council. My grandchildren and I ride bikes along the bike path enjoying the woods and
beautiful scenery in the summer and take invigorating walks in the winter right around this
intersection. Making any permanent changes to the zoning of that southmost parcel that is at
the intersection of East Lakeshore drive and Big Mountain drive would have a negative effect
on all who visit and live in our town.
As a homeowner in Whitefish, I urge you to require thoughtful,community enriching
development from our developers. The Mountain Gateway Project does not meet these
requirements.
Please deny the project.
Sincerely
Kim Nickell
Whitefish, MT,
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Ladies and Gentlemen,
Please accept this letter in opposition to the proposed development at the base of Big Mountain Road.
The project is apparently blind to the realities of the adjacent neighborhoods who would be greatly
impacted by the tremendous increase in traffic and the inconveniences during the construction process.
Having participated in the initial meetings open to the public, the only obvious benefit would be to the
developer. The inclusion of a new fire house sounds attractive on the surface but after further
investigation the benefit would only be to property owners beyond Les Mason Park out to the Folf
course and only if the firehouse is manned 24/7. The residents on Del Ray Road would still be beyond
the 5 road mile limit for insurance deductions. Everyone else in the area is already covered either by the
Whitefish Fire District or Big Mountain Fire. Funding for the Firehouse is not included in the proposal
only the donation of the land and possibly some infrastructure. It has been mentioned that actual funds
to build would be a result of a 501 c 3 organization formulated for just fundraising purposes.
At the first meeting which the Firehall was discussed, a teaser regarding the development itself was
dropped. The statement that the City was excited about the Hall and the Affordable Housing
opportunities that would accompany the apartment complex was made. (240 units mentioned) The
following Wednesday details were shown and the 270 unit apartment complex with 460 parking spaces
were unveiled. The developer at that point said they would work to get to a 10% level of affordable
units, only if it worked out financially.
At both meetings the details of a roundabout at the intersection were included. The public made
obvious their dislike to roundabouts and the problems that they produce only to fall on deaf ears. The
argument of safety and speed control was the response but there was acknowledgement that the
MTDT would have the last word. The response was similar to traffic but the developer interjected the
cooperation of MTDT to widen or improve Wisconsin Avenue to accommodate the impact. The truth is
that the intersection needs to be updated. The only maintenance in the last 30 years has been to change
the light bulbs. How about better lights, better signage, rumple strips all oversized to make everyone
intersection aware.
At the second meeting it was noted that both water and sewer would have to be updated and enlarged
to accommodate the project. At no time was there any mention of the extent and scope of that work
effecting all residents living North of Whitefish Lake lodge. A time line can only be speculated currently
but surety may be placed on long term inconvenience. The completion of Big Mountain Road, also a
State road, would certainly be delayed even further.
As an attachment I am outlining a few projects, the promises and the end results, to bring attention to
the ulterior motives being used to garner favor for the project.

Respectfully submitted both personally and as President of the Alpine 11 HOA.
Walter Nickerson
Whitefish, Mt. 59937
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The following is a brief outline of past projects to include promises and statements made by developers
and the resulting outcomes of said.

Whitefish Lake Lodge…. It is arguably one of the better developments to happen in Whitefish. It is a
focal point, it is a large employer, it is one of the largest tax revenue generators in Whitefish and overall,
a good participant in the community. The expansion across Wisconsin and the “preservation of the
wetland” however started a dubious slide in motive. One of the biggest concerns was the pedestrian
traffic accessing both sides of Wisconsin Avenue. The solution was and is the Sky Bridge. Just let it be
said that the Sky Bridge exists but its’ use does not. WFL uses Wisconsin Avenue , a state highway , as a
crossing for its’ guests, employees, marina users and housekeeping staff.
Firebrand Hotel…. Also a good addition to the city but not without more dubious slide. Remember the
fight between Shelley Germaine and the city regarding a liquor/gaming license at the Downtowner? The
omnipotent city argument was based on a ruling that liquor/gaming could not be within a certain
distance on the same street as a school. The address for the School is on Spokane Avenue, same as the
Downtowner but the Hotel is listed as 3rd Street. The Hotel in fact is closer to the school than the
Downtowner. Shortly after completion the request to add a rooftop facility with a Hot Tub was
underway and became somewhat contentious. Again the Hotel persisted and accomplished its quest
without concern of the adjacent neighborhood.
The apartments of Hwy 93 South were supposed to be more affordable than they are and instead of
10% there are only 5 units that fall under Affordable Housing Standards.
The Quarry has also had some problems with promises and outcomes. The point that all units would be
able to do nightly rentals and all rentals would go through Averill Hospitality at a very high fee is a
reminder of how greed based the project is.
Continuing articles in the Daily Interlake have conflicting points with those made in person at the
informational meetings. At what point do facts remain facts and are not subject to change? The only
thing that seems to stay the same in any discussion regarding the above facts is the name Averill. The
development at the bottom of Big Mountain Road is too large as to its’ effect to the current
infrastructure and to the adjacent neighborhoods, businesses and wildlife.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Denial of Mountain Gateway
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 10:37:18 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Wendy and City of Whitefish Council members,
I am writing to urge denial of the Mountain Gateway WPUD And zoning map applications
that are being considered add tonight City Council meeting. This developing is not consistent
with the vision of our community of Whitefish.
These are some of the words we were asked to submit to you all to let you know how
adamantly against this plan we are. But in my own words? This is an absolutely
heartbreakingly bad idea. The sweet town that many of us have been in for generations has
been flipped on its back in the recent months and is no longer recognizable as the Whitefish
that we chose to live in.   
No more big money developments. No more structures. No more letting money do the talking
.
Please. Please listen to this Iris DeMent song. Then reconsider what is happening to Our
Town.
https://open.spotify.com/track/44gq8zKiyisjDCKRfcuk3N?
si=FsHTR0MfRAyC1xuNSqZ7uA&dl_branch=1
Thank you for your commitment to our community.
Katie and Tom Nixon
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
Sunday, October 10, 2021 7:15:28 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Oct. 10, 2021
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members;
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow
for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270
high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
I have been a homeowner on Big Mountain since 1975. I’ve watched Whitefish and the
surrounding area grow. Looking into the future, I am concerned about our quality of nature
and life, which has been a reason for much of the growth of the area. For those of us who live
on Big Mountain Road, changing the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is directly at the
intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road will forever change the character
of the area. It is not consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for
commercial and high-density residential development.
I request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for
a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water,
and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered at all the
way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
This development is not in accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish as embodied
in the growth policy:
1. “The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the
community and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve
and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional
neighborhoods that make our community special. We will make a special effort to keep
our air and water clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial,
governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we will maintain its
friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
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2. “As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our
community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic
diversity of our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not
allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And we will
provide affordable housing so that our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and
service people, and others whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of
this community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.

Whitefish and the valley as a whole deserve thoughtful, community enriching development
from developers.

Please honor our growth policy’s vision statement “The citizens of whitefish value the scale,
character, and small town feel of the community and will preserve those values as the
community grows.”

I do not wish to see the city of Whitefish permanently change.
Sincerely,
-Howie Nordstrom
, Whitefish, MT
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Public Comment- Mountain Gateway Project
Monday, October 11, 2021 2:10:52 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council MembersI’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to
allow for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including
270 high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of
the properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below:
I've been a full time resident of Whitefish for 7 years; my husband, for 13. We were fortunate
to purchase our home in 2017 prior to the largest price surge. We are very lucky. In our time
here we've been servers, line cooks, mountain employees, retail shop managers,
unemployed seasonal workers, and everything in between. As such, I understand this
community survives on tourism dollars. The proposed Mountain Gateway Project is not a tier
of tourism and development we're inclined to support.
This proposed zone change will damage the integrity of the area. There has not been
thoughtful planning put into this zoning project. What are the environmental impacts? What
are the character impacts? If we set the precedent that we allow large scale developments in
our community, who will come next?
I've pulled the following excerpt from the City of Whitefish Growth Policy Vision Statement:
As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our
community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of
our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to
out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And we will provide affordable
housing so that our teachers, police officers, fire fighters, sales and service people, and
others whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of this community.
I don't know about you, but if I wanted to live in Vail... I'd struggle in Vail. If I wanted to ski
in Park City, I'd move to Park City. I think sometimes we become jaded with this concept that
we live in "the last best place." It will only remain the "last best place" if we keep it that way.
Reflecting on the above, I do not believe that the direction of this development is in line with
the Growth Policy Vision. I know that's not what we're talking about here, but if you approve
this zoning request, it will be.
Please deny the zoning request. See you on October 21st.
Sincerely,
Jess (human), Peter (human), Dune (dog), Roam (dog), and Captain Hastings (cat)
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
The Proposed Developed at the Base of Whitefish Mountain
Wednesday, October 6, 2021 9:06:30 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Good morning and respectfully Wendy, the owners of
, Whitefish MT
59937 strongly oppose the proposed development at the base of the mountain. The congestion
down there after good winter snow and/or nice summer days is very busy. As I'm sure
you are aware, there have been many close calls including some accidents. We hope that this
project gets set aside.
Best Regards,
Peter O'Malley
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke
Wendy Compton-Ring
Mountain Gateway Comment
Wednesday, October 13, 2021 6:55:03 AM

From:
Sent: Tuesday, October 12, 2021 9:31 PM
To: Michelle Howke <mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: Online Form Submittal: Contact Us
ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use
caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are
expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.

Contact Us
Contact Us
First Name

Nadine

Last Name

Ordway

Address
City

Whitefish

State

Montana

Zip Code

59937

Phone Number
Fax Number

Field not completed.

Email Address
Question, comment or
suggestion for the Website
- To report a crime, call the
Whitefish Police
Department at 406-8632420 to talk to the Dispatch

To the City of Whitefish,
I hope this message is finding the right office. I am writing to
state my opposition to the development proposal at Bi Mountain
Road and East Shore Drive. I feel this development is way too
large for our existing infrastructure and is a direct threat to the
vision of our town as outlined in our growth plan. We are quickly
losing our small town identity and quality of life. Please do not
approve this project and preserve what little “Whitefish” we have
left.
Thank you,
Nadine Ordway
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project
Wednesday, October 6, 2021 10:26:24 AM
image001.png
image002.png

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Ms Compton-Ring and Howke,
I am writing to you both in strong disagreement for moving ahead with this project as proposed.
This project in regards to population density, infrastructure impact, and environmental impact has
not had sufficient due diligence.
The location is already a significantly sensitive location in regards to traffic volumes and mountain
access.
Exacerbating this project is the additional already approved massive building project on the
mountain next to chair two.
There is a point at which the stresses to the native environment and infrastructure resources should
be considered over profitability.  
You are both the stewards of sustainability.
The mountain can barely manage its current human traffic and burden.
I encourage you to be good stewards and have appropriate assessment of all aspects of this plan for
the LONG TERM good of the area.
Respectfully

    

TC Origitano MD PhD FACS FAANS
Physician Executive
Neuroscience and Spine Service Line
Department of Neurological Surgery
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Kalispell, Montana 59901
Office:
Fax:
Logan.org

IMPORTANT WARNING: The information in this e-mail transmission
and any files sent with it may contain confidential health information
that is privileged and legally protected from disclosure by the Health
Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA). This
information is intended only for the use of the individual(s) or entity
named above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that reading, disseminating, disclosing, distributing, copying,
acting upon or otherwise using the information contained in this email is strictly prohibited. If you have received this information in
error, please notify the sender immediately at (406) 752-5170

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:

This email and any attachments are intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed. This
communication is considered confidential, as it may contain privileged or confidential information that is protected by federal or
state law. Any unauthorized direct or indirect disclosure, use, printing, alteration or copying of this communication is prohibited
and may be unlawful. If you are not the intended recipient or a person responsible for delivering this communication to the
intended recipient, you have received this communication in error. If you have received this communication in error, please
notify the sender immediately and also notify our Compliance Office by calling 833-594-0321. Compliance will guide you on
proper disposal of the information. Any opinions, views, advice or other statements contained in this communication are those of
the individual sender and do not necessarily represent those of Logan Health. Logan Health and its affiliates claim all applicable
privileges related to the information contained in or transmitted with this communication. LHPA616
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project
Monday, October 11, 2021 8:10:11 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I am writing in support of the Mountain Gateway Project.
This project offers numerous benefits to the Whitefish community, including: increased access
to affordable housing, increased tax revenue, elimination of the unsightly/dilapidated
structures currently in that location and the creation of a much needed fire station. In
addition, the creation of a traffic circle will greatly alleviate the vehicle congestion that occurs
there on most ski days.
I urge you to approve this initiative, as the advantages to the community at large greatly
outweigh the self-serving concerns of the few.
Sincerely,
Mark A Panicek
Whitefish, MT
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke
Wendy Compton-Ring
Mountain Gateway Project
Monday, October 11, 2021 9:03:01 PM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
This letter is written for public comment concerning the Big Mountain Gateway Project. I am 100% against this
project for a number of reasons. It does not comply with the Wisconsin corridor plan. There is no financial plan for a
fire department only land offered. Over use of road and congestion. Run off to lake. The apartments do not truly
represent housing for workers. Parking will be overflowing, just look at other apartment projects. Big Mountain road
already gets backed up in ski season (and now also in summertime) I use this road daily. Please truly consider and
listen to the many signatures and concerned citizens opposed to this project.
Marylou B. Patterson
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J. A. (TONY) PATTERSON, JR.
WHITEFISH MT 59937
October 11, 2021

`

Sent By eMail to: wcomptonring@cityofwhitefish.org
mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org

Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner
Michelle Howke, City Clerk
418 E 2 Street
PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
nd

Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members:
I am writing this letter to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications. The project requires a significant change of the existing
zoning to permit commercial and high density residential on multiple parcels at the
intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive. The proposed change would allow
318 residential units, including 270 high-density units. This is, obviously, a monumental
departure from the current sensible zoning. I strongly oppose the proposed change in the
zoning. The project is inconsistent with the existing permitted use of the parcels, is inconsistent
with the use of the neighboring properties, will creat havoc in vehicular traffic in this already
congested location (especially during the Winter ski season), is unnecessary, and does not
represent the community’s vision for the area. I join many citizens of the area directly affected
by the proposed zoning change in requesting that the planning board recommend denial of the
Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted.
Generally, I am not opposed to development of our community. But in all cases the
development needs to make sense, for the residents of the area and the good of all users of the
streets accessing the area. This project, at this time, makes no sense.
I do not believe sufficient due diligence has been done for a full understanding of the
implications of the impact a development of this magnitude will have. This is especially true as
respects traffic implications, as well as water quality, storm water, and environmental
impact. The traffic implications must be paramount, as Wisconsin Avenue, East Lakeshore
Drive and Big Mountain Road are already very busy. In the past few years during the Winter,
traffic going to Big Mountain is often backed up to the viaduct and going to town almost to the
Elk Highlands turnoff. It takes hours for it to unwind. I know, as I live on the Mountain and
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drive it every day. Even more disturbing is the risk of the traffic causing problems with
emergency vehicle use, as this is the only route for emergency vehicle access and evacuation.
I have reviewed the City’s Growth Policy Vision Statement, as have many others in the affected
area. I point out the following portions that clearly do not support the Project:
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the
community and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve and
enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that
make our community special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We
will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our
community, and we will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.”
….
“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and
keep our community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and
economic diversity of our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We
will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And
we will provide affordable housing so that our teachers, police officers, firefighters,
sales and service people, and others whose services we depend on, can continue to be a
part of this community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pgs. 9-10.
The existing zoning classifications do fit the nature of the area and its use. Development
as permitted in those classifications makes sense. The density of residential and
commercial uses proposed do not make sense at all.
Ask yourself, if I lived in that area would I want to see this development happen? There
are other appropriate areas for this type of development. Yes, it would be good to have
more affordable housing options available for local employees, but this supposed
reason for the whole project does not make sense. I suspect we’d see the developers
say in a few years, well that part of the project does not make sense any more so we’ll
change it. Do not get duped by promises that turn later to oops, we’re sorry, like
happened at the gas station complex at the corner of Hwys 93 and 40.
Be true to the Growth Policy Vision Statement and recommend denial of the proposed
zoning changes.
Thank you for the work you do for the betterment of our community.
Sincerely,
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City of Whitefish
Attn: Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner & Michelle Howke, City Clerk
418 E 2nd Street
PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications. This
proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore
Drive to allow for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270 high-density units. As
proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and does not represent the community’s vision for
the area.
I recommend:

•

First and foremost – I request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for a development of this magnitude in
regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic
implications be considered at all the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.

•

I do no believe this development to be in accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish as embodied in the growth
policy, which states:
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and will preserve
those values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat,
scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our community special. We will make a special effort
to keep our air and water clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and
cultural center of our community, and we will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth
Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our community
safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of our community is
threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital
facilities and services that support us all. And we will provide affordable housing so that our
teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and others whose services we
depend on, can continue to be a part of this community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.

I encourage that further investment to understand the vision and planning already set and agreed by our community is needed by all
developers, or our goals will not be met. As they are not in this proposal.
I do not wish to see the city permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is directly at the intersection of East
Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If approved, this commercial zone change will forever change the character of the area. It
is not consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density residential development.

Darren Paylor (Karchase Partnership)
________________________________
Print Name
________________________________
Sign Name

October 11,2021

________________________________
Date

 

________________________________
Whitefish
MT
Address
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October 12, 2021

Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple
properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for
commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270 highdensity units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
I am requesting that you deny the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for a development of this
magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental
impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered at all the way to the viaduct as
.this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and
will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our open
spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our community
special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will keep downtown
Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we will
maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our
community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic
diversity of our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not
allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And we will
provide affordable housing so that our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and
service people, and others whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of
this community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.
This is not the type of development that Whitefish needs or desires. What Whitefish
does need is affordable housing for the employees of the businesses that keep the
Whitefish economy thriving and families that are trying to survive on a modest income.
Whitefish used to be a family oriented community, but that wonderful small town that I
grew up in seems to no longer exist. Developments that cater to wealthier individuals
will clearly not benefit the residents already living and working in Whitefish.

Please honor the growth policy’s vision statement. I do not wish to see the permanent
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zone change for the southernmost parcel at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and
Big Mountain Road. This zone change is not consistent with the Growth Policy and will
put in place a dangerous precedent for future developments.
The small town character of Whitefish will be lost and gone forever if the Planning
Board and City Council approve zone changes that allow commercial and high density
residential developments.
Sandra Jones Pearse
Whitefish
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October 11, 2021

City of Whitefish
Attn: Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner & Michelle Howke, City Clerk
418 E 2nd Street
PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937

Subject: Public Comment on the Mountain Gateway Project, PUD

Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I am writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple
properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for
commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270 highdensity units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties
and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
First and foremost – I request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain
Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has
not been done for a development of this magnitude in regards to environmental impact,
including our wild life populations, traffic implications, water treatment and quality, and storm
water.
It is paramount that traffic implications be considered all the way to the viaduct as this is the only
grade separated route for emergency evacuation in the event of an emergency.
This development is also not in accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish as
embodied in the growth policy: i. “The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small
town feel of the community and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will
preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional
neighborhoods that make our community special. We will make a special effort to keep our air
and water clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural
center of our community, and we will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth
Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
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Also from our the Whitefish Growth Policy: “As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges.
We will manage traffic and keep our community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that
the social and economic diversity of our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain
it. We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And we
will provide affordable housing so that our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and
service people, and others whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of this
community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.
As a community member of the City of Whitefish I strongly believe that the city of Whitefish and
the whole Flathead valley deserve thoughtful, community enriching development from our
developers and from our city and government leaders. We have had struggles these past few
years and our whole community has felt the negative impact of being over burdened on our
roads, with increased traffic; on our work force, especially the working middle class; we see
what has been happening to our wildlife and environment with animals being hit on the road and
pushed into developed areas as their homes are being developed.
The City of Whitefish is all ready trying to control the enormous number of short term rentals
being offered; so what is being done to ensure this new development will not become like The
Quarry; where practically every single unit is owned by someone from out of state and is being
used as a short term rental? Those home owners of the Quarry do not live there and contribute
to our town; to the work force: to the teachers, doctors, construction workers, housekeepers,
bartenders, and the list goes on.
We need to take charge now and stand up for what our community values and standards are. I
have spoken to many people from all walks of life in Whitefish and around the Valley. Including
those wealthy, poor, homeowner, renter, born and raised here to recently moved… and not one
person wants this development to happen.
Please honor our growth policy’s vision statement “The citizens of whitefish value the scale,
character, and small town feel of the community and will preserve those values as the
community grows.” Please do not bend to greed. This development will do nothing to
encourage growth as a community, but just will continue to exploit our land, our wilderness, our
community in the name of making a buck.
This will continue to push out those that truly want to create a home here, that want to contribute
to the community, that want to establish roots and have a backyard for their children to play in.
Please do not continue to destroy our small town feel of the community with this continued
exploitation. Please invest time and energy into the problems all ready in front of us; why add
another enormous contribution to the issue when our community and living standards (water,
traffic, sanitation, ect) are all ready struggling to keep up?
Please stop, take a minute and a breath, and please hold your ground for the people of this
community. Please listen to the community members as you represent them. Please take into
account how this will effect your own lives; who will stock your shelves? Teach your children?
Fix your car? What if your family member had an emergency on the Mountain and rescuers
could not get through?

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 495 of 1405

So in summary, I request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway
PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted.
I also want to state I believe that the city should NOT permanently change the zoning of the
southernmost parcel that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big
Mountain Road. If approved, this commercial zone change will forever change the character of
the area. It is not consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for
commercial and high-density residential development.

Professionally,

Danielle Peirce
59937
October 11, 2021

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 496 of 1405

City of Whitefish
Attn: Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner & Michelle Howke, City Clerk
418 E 2nd Street
PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members:

I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. Thank you for you time, commitment and service to the City of
Whitefish residents.
I’d like start off by sharing that I almost didn’t write this letter, I almost gave up. However,
yesterday, October 11, 2021 I started my day with observing a herd of 50-100 elk including a
Bull, on the proposed property to be developed, and ended my day observing the Northern
Lights, on my way home from women’s hockey at the ice den, turning into my neighborhood off
East Lakeshore Drive. I truly feel I would not have experienced these two amazing
phenomenon’s of mother nature if the proposed Mountain Gateway Project is approved.
This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of
Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development and the
development of 318 residential units, including 270 high-density units. As proposed, the project
is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and does not represent the
community’s vision for the area as referenced in the growth property document.
The proposed property is a known habitat for a large herd of 50-100 elk that serves a migratory
route in the spring and fall. On the morning of October 11, 2021 the large herd of elk was
present on the said property to be developed (the north side of East Lakeshore on the bike path
and directly across form the entrance to Houston Point (Appendix A)). The development of this
land would displace this herd and cause a shift of an entire herds migratory pattern which
makes me sad. This is concerning from an environmental standpoint and also from a human
nature standpoint. An employee from MT FWP stated, “sadly, this is what happens, the
developers don’t factor in the implication on native wildlife, regardless of what our input is,
when pushing their proposals forward”. The ironic piece is that frequently, the wildlife and
serenity is what draws the tourists and future homeowners to Whitefish and the proposed
development completely contradicts picture.
This makes me ask, who benefits from this proposal? The obvious answer is the developers. I
feel as the Whitefish will take a big hit from the approval of this project, as it will forever
change the culture of Whitefish. The discussion of affordable housing continues to be on the
forefront of most development discussion, however, the proposed land, and any other land
with-in Whitefish city limits is not “realistically” available for “affordable housing”. That ship
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has sailed. The value and demand of “in-town” property is too high, similarly to many other
mountain towns such as Aspen, Telluride, Lake Tahoe, and Breckenridge. It might be time to
look at “affordable housing” outside of city limits, because as this growth continues, the next
decade might find that “affordable housing” location to be “in-town” and deemed
“unaffordable” housing.
Given the reasons mentioned above, (along with the many other concerns I haven’t touched on
but am sure others have covered such as increased traffic congestion, dangerous intersection at
East Lakeshore and Big Mtn Road for pedestrians and bikers, waste water drainage into
Whitefish Lake, light pollution, etc….) I request that the planning board recommend denial of
the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due
diligence has not been done for a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic
implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental impact. Due diligence has not
been done to ensure safe and reliable evacuation route is in place in the event of a wildfire or
an explosion on the train tracks. There is one way in to where the proposed development is
and one way out, with single lanes of traffic in both directions. It is paramount that traffic
implications be considered as to the viaduct this is the only grade separated route for
emergency evacuation (it is my understanding that the study is still taking place).
In the event of an emergency, how is our current police, EMS, EMT, fire department personnel
expected to cover an additional 321 dwellings when they are stretched to cover the current
residents. The addition of these home dwellings is a 10% increase in the current population of
Whitefish.
I do not feel that the proposed development complies with the existing growth plan for the City
of Whitefish:
“The citizens of Whitefish, value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and
will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our open
spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our community
special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will keep downtown
Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we will
maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9. A
development of this size at this location is not a thoughtful addition to our community.

“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our
community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic
diversity of our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not
allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And we will
provide affordable housing so that our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and
service people, and others whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of
this community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.
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If the city of Whitefish approves of permentaly changing the zoning of the southernmost parcel
of land at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road, the character of our
city will be forever changed. Is that the and we will be just like the Breckenridge’s, and Jackson
Hole ski towns. Crowded, no character, personality or sense of community, all of what
originally attracted people to Whitefish.

Nichole Perisho__________________
Print Name

_October 11, 2021_________________
Date

________________________________
Sign Name

Whitefish, MT 59937_
Address

Appendix A-see next page.

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 499 of 1405

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 500 of 1405

City of Whitefish
Attn: Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner & Michelle Howke, City Clerk
418 E 2nd Street
PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members

I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple
properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for
commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270
high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area.
The property is also a prime migration route for a herd of Elk. Twice a year elk move through
this property. Strictly from an environmental standpoint, this will single handedly shift an entire
elk herds migratory pattern. This kind of self centered attitude is part of what is currently
destroying not only Whitefish, but this country.
Who truly benefits from this plan? I ask this question as I feel it is important to be answered.
Does it really make Whitefish a better place to live? This will not be affordable housing. Our
infrastructure is not set-up to handle this. Our construction industry is maxed out. Our
restaurants are packed making it difficult for locals to ever be spontaneous and go out to eat. I
drive this road everyday as I live next to the proposed property and there is already substantial
traffic during every season now, not just ski season when the weekend traffic is unbearable
coming from town. This project makes me sad. Like many of my friends and fellow long-time
community members, it makes you second guess whether or not we should be looking
elsewhere to live in a community where the values of our public representatives match our
own.
I vehemently request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD
and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done
for a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm
water, and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered at all
the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
I highly value the small town character of Whitefish. I personally have lived in other ski towns
that have lost the community values as a result of big developers who are truly the only ones
that benefit from projects like this. I moved to Whitefish 15 years ago as I valued the open
space, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our community
special. We need to make a special effort to keep our air and water clean.
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i. “As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage
traffic and keep our community safe for pedestrians and cyclists.
We see that the social and economic diversity of our community is
threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow
growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us
all. And we will provide affordable housing so that our teachers,
police officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and others
whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of this
community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.
I urge you to think about thoughtful community enriching development. Please honor our
growth policy’s vision statement. “The citizens of whitefish value the scale, character, and
small town feel of the community and will preserve those values as the community grows.”
I do not wish to see the city permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is
directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If approved, this
commercial zone change will forever change the character of the area. It is not consistent with
our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density residential
development.

David Perisho
David Perisho

October 12, 2021
Whitefish, Mt
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke;
Mountain Gateway
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 2:00:45 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Hi Wendy and Michelle,
My wife Lisa and I, along with our daughter Marlee, have been
homeowners in Whitefish for nearly a decade. We're writing to
provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD
and Zoning Map Amendment applications. As you know, this
proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple
properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East
Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development and the
development of 318 residential units, including 270 highdensity units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with
the existing land use of the properties and does not represent
the community’s vision for the area.
We request that the planning board recommend denial of the
Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as
submitted. It is readily apparent to us from our daily trips
on Lakeshore Drive and Wisconsin Avenue that the city is
unprepared for a development of this magnitude in regards to
traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and
environmental impact. Frankly, it wouldn't be prepared for it
even at the currently approved zoning density levels, let alone
that requested. It is paramount that traffic implications be
considered at all the way to the viaduct as this is the only
grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
With the tremendous growth in tourism we've seen in Whitefish
as well, especially these past two years, only compounds the
problem. We value the small town feel of the community and
wish to preserve those values as the community grows. We wish
to preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat,
scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our
community special. Per your Growth Policy Vision Statement,
those values have been highlighted as extremely important to
you, and we strongly encourage you to maintain this policy.
Sincerely,
Randy, Lisa and Marlee Phillips
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project
Friday, October 8, 2021 12:55:12 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Members of Whitefish Planning Board and City Council,
I am writing to ask you to deny the application for zoning changes/amendments for the development at the
juncture of Wisconsin Avenue and Big Mountain Road.
As a Whitefish resident for 45 years, I have seen many, many changes in our community. But I have
always felt Whitefish has retained the small town environment and spirit that drew me here in 1977. I
raised three children in Whitefish and now they have all returned to live and raise their children in this same
environment.
Unfortunately, in the last few years there have been significant changes which I think threaten the
community character. Not the least of these is the traffic congestion. Driving across the viaduct is a chore I
undertake only because my children and grandchildren live on the north side of town. Going to City Beach
or Les Mason or hiking The Danny On are challenges, not pleasures. I stopped going to the Farmers Market
rather than battling the congestion. I pick my grandchildren up from Muldown and Central away from the
schools to avoid the traffic jams.
I feel fortunate that I am able to use the bike paths, sidewalks and trails that are such a wonderful addition to
our town. But there is a significant senior population that must rely on our roads to get them where they are
going. Until we as a community can address our city services and our accessibility to our community
activities, I do not believe we should be adding more development that will only acerbate the challenging
issues we are facing as a community that values its character and its small town feel.
Respectfully,
Carolyn Pitman
Whitefish, MT.

Carolyn
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Fwd: Mountain Gateway Project
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 11:23:59 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members:
I am very concerned about the proposed Mountain Gateway Project and Amendments to the
zoning map. I was born and raised in Whitefish and I have seen my town grow and change in
wonderful ways. Lately, it seems like the growth and changes in Whitefish are a runaway
train. I ask that all of the decisions that affect our community, our environment, and our safety,
be thought through with the utmost scrutiny and prudence. How will this development affect
the traffic on Wisconsin -- a road that's already inundated during various times of the day?
How will it change the character of Whitefish? I know someone (or a few) will make an
ungodly amount of money from this project but at what cost to the rest of us? Please deny this
development and make all future decisions for our wonderful town with the same forethought
and care.
Sincerely,
Adam Pitman
-Adam Pitman, Owner
Ghost Cat Productions, LLC.
328 3rd St. W
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project Comment
Sunday, October 10, 2021 8:59:27 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Respectfully submitted...
We all know a very bad idea when it stares us in the face. Whitefish growth and the
human congestion that comes with
it has been on full display the last few years, especially during the summers. A project
like the one mentioned above has
no place in our community and will undermine the fabric of our town.

North of the Viaduct
South of the Viaduct
Doug Pitman
Whitefish, MT since 1977.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Opposition to Mountain Gateway Project
Monday, October 11, 2021 9:42:58 AM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
I am opposed to the Mountain Gateway Project. I have lived in Whitefish for 38 years and have watched it change
in many ways. I have been very happy with the growth of Whitefish over the years because we have always kept
our sense of a tight knit community intact. These passed two years have been a little different and the sense of
community has been lost; it has taken a back seat to tourism (short-term rentals). The development of large housing
projects are not being built to benefit those of us who work and live here.
Not only are we losing our sense of community, the more tangible issue is we do not have the infrastructure to
manage such an area. Where will put the second viaduct to manage the traffic? Who will pay for it?
Save the Whitefish we all love and oppose this project.
Thank you,
Elizabeth Pitman

Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project - please deny
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 7:38:04 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to
allow for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including
270 high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of
the properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area.
I'm requesting that the planning board recommend denial or, alternatively, table the Mountain
Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications. If this application moves forward
to the council, I strongly hope the city council denies this application.
I would like to know how this development really benefits our community. Also, with
Wisconsin Avenue on the MDT's back burner, what infrastructure do we have in place to
support any further increase in traffic on this side of town? Not to mention, if approved, this
commercial zone change will forever change the character of the area. It is not consistent with
our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density residential
development. While growth is inevitable, we can do this responsibly as a community.
Take care,
Tessa Pitman
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project Comments
Friday, October 8, 2021 9:23:21 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and city council members:
I have been a resident of Whitefish since 1985 and have lived on Reservoir Rd since 1991. I
am writing you today to provide my input to the proposed Mountain Gateway development.  
I am very much against this development for many reasons, most of which revolve around
infrastructure, traffic, and responsible community development and planning. Whitefish
leaders have invested enormous time and energy into visualizing and documenting what we
collectively consider to be how we see community growth and development of the future,
including the Growth Policy vision statement. It is the duty of our leadership to honor this
vision statement “The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of
the community and will preserve those values as the community grows.”  
I do not wish to see the city permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is
directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If approved, this
commercial zone change will forever change the character of the area. It is not consistent
with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density
residential development.
This high density development, along with additional and continued development progressing
at Whitefish Mountain Resort, the traffic on Wisconsin alone is of highest concern. It used to
be that traffic on Wisconsin was only an issue during peak ski season and then only at
particular times of the day. This is no longer the case. Wisconsin traffic is now continual all
day and at peak times, traffic can be backed up to Alpine Market going into town on a normal
week day in off season. I have sat at the Reservoir Road turn off trying to turn left into town
for 20 minutes or more on busy days. Changing the zoning to high density for this and future
developments will only increase the pressure on this one road we have to service East Lake
Shore, Whitefish Mountain and all developments, Iron Horse and continued development in
these areas. It would be seriously irresponsible to allow this change.
In the press release and information presented by the developer, language like "might include
a day care for workers" which is misleading unless they actually plan to run that day care. I
highly doubt it. This is touted as a "workers" community but nothing developed by the Averils
and others have been affordable for "workers". The Averils have a habit of "asking for
forgiveness" or paying their way through violations in their developments. I do not trust this
group to focus on anything but profits.  

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 509 of 1405

Please adhere to our vision of our growth plan and responsibility to not add to the
infrastructure problems we are already facing as a community and do not allow this zoning
change to go forward.
Thank you for your consideration.
Penny Porterfield
Whitefish

   Penny Porterfield

  Vice President Operations & Business Development
The ZaneRay Group   

     www.zaneray.com
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Proposed Mountain Gateway Project PUD and Zoning Map Amendment Application
Wednesday, October 6, 2021 12:39:45 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Hello City of Whitefish Employees, We are writing to put forward an objection to the Proposed
Mountain Gateway Project and Zoning Map Amendment Application. This would be another big
development within the city of Whitefish which the city can not sustain at this present time. Yes, it is
good to have growth in a community but Whitefish has always had a small town feel to it and local
commitment to its businesses and stores. This development would make Whitefish roads
unbearable in high seasons and put a heavy strain on city parking, restaurants, the lake, golf courses,
the ski hill and infrastructure. Please reconsider this Application and deny this development for the
sake of Whitefish residents.   Thank you for your consideration.        Shona & Andy Potts, 101 Fairway
Drive, Whitefish
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Development - In Opposition
Monday, October 11, 2021 12:07:05 PM
image002.png

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
To the City of Whitefish,
As residents, community members and property owners on 2103 Houston Drive, we are writing to
urge you to deny the Mountain Gateway Development on Lake Shore and Big Mtn as being
proposed. My husband and I did our own research before we bought land and built our house in this
neighborhood. Based on current zoning, there was absolutely nothing indicating it would even be
possible for a development at this massive scale to ever be considered. We reviewed the City’s
Growth Policy/ Wisconsin corridor and felt that our values were aligned with the community and the
city for responsible growth. We are in favor for more housing, low and medium income, responsible
growth as long as it is conforming to the existing zoning, regulations, and the City’s Growth Policy.
Here is what we are asking the city and the planning board as community members and full time
residents:
Deny the request for 3.96 acres to be permanently changed from residential zoning
to commercial zoning
Deny the request to annex in R4 as WR2. Fix the zoning issues of the past and annex in
mirroring the surrounding zoning. Traffic concerns - adding around 340 units & commercial
will have an astronomical impact on traffic on Wisconsin Ave, Lakeshore Drive and Big
Mountain Road. This increase in traffic could very likely cause a devaluation of real estate
north of the viaduct. - Safety concerns - egress across the viaduct in case of an emergency
such as a fire and medical is a real concern with the current congestion issues, let alone
exacerbated. - The city should be obligated to protect the safety of its citizens and potentially
impose a moratorium on developments of certain densities until these issues can be
mitigated. At the very least they should not allow any increased densities from current
zonings.
Zoning requirements – validate, question and deny the development as proposed based on
the following arguments:
11-2S-8D states “A PUD may be denied upon a finding that it does not substantially
achieve the intent of the PUD, the approval criteria in subsection B of this section are
not met, and/or deviations from standards are neither beneficial to the neighborhood
or community at large, nor properly justified.” Furthermore, section 11-2S-8F states:
“Because the site planning and design issues involved with PUDs can be complex, there
is no time limit for final action by the City Council.” - Article S. WPUD Planned Unit
Development District Zoning Regulations - 11-2S-1: Purpose And Intent - D. Ensure that
new developments respects the character, scale, and qualities of the surrounding
neighborhood. - E. Encourage new development to integrate with existing
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neighborhoods to result in stronger, livable, sustainable neighborhoods, rather than
series of individual developments. - 11-2S-2: PUD Types and Permitted Uses: - A.
Residential Planned Unit Development (R-PUD): The purpose of the Residential PUD
option is to facilitate creatively designed, livable neighborhoods in Residential Zoning
Districts where the proposed product type, density, scale, and character are
appropriate and complement adjacent development. - 11-2S-3: Standards of
Development - C. Open Space: Not more than seventy percent (70%) of the planned
unit development site shall be devoted to parking facilities, streets, buildings and
accessory buildings. The remaining thirty percent (30%) must remain as open space as
defined under section 11-9-2 of this title. Note: This provision shall not apply to
projects which both propose only permitted uses and which comply with the minimum
lot sizes of the underlying zone. - We’re concerned this open space will not be
executed and that the conceptual renderings are misleading. For example, it appears
that around 50% percent of the property in the conceptual rendering is covered by
impermeable services with a very small allotment for storm retention. This will likely
have to become a lot larger to manage stormwater as there are no storm sewers in
place here. - E. Landscaping: Additional landscaping may be required by the City
Council to provide a buffer between proposed uses or between the adjacent zoning
districts. - We would advocate for the city to require a 200’ buffer around the entire
perimeter be dedicated to open space. - G. Architectural Design: Architectural design of
buildings shall be aesthetically compatible throughout the development. However, the
applicant shall take appropriate measures to ensure that multi-family buildings and
town homes have a varied exterior appearance within the overall architectural theme.
Visual monotony and institutional sameness are to be avoided. (Ord. 19-11, 6-3-2019) The Quarry development (same developers, same Wisconsin Corridor Plan) was held to
this same standard - we believe it was not executed and that we should be very
cautious about allowing a repeat to occur. - 11-2S-5 Deviations from Standards - In
order to provide flexibility in the design approach, the Planned Unit Development
Overlay allows deviations from many standards of the underlying zoning district as well
as from certain standards in the "Standards for Design and Construction" (Public Works
Design Manual). Any proposed deviations from adopted standards above and beyond
those allowed under chapter 1A of this title must be justified by one or more clear
community benefits as set forth in section11-2S-6 of this article, and shall directly
relate to the purpose and intent of the PUD as set forth in section 11-2S-1 of this
article. - We do not believe this development provides “clear community benefits” and
should not be allowed as a WPUD and furthermore allowed no deviations. - 11-2S-6
Community Benefit - As set forth in section 11-2S-5 of this article, deviations from
adopted standards must be justified by one or more clear community benefits. For
purposes of this article, a community benefit is an amenity, facility, or service that is of
intrinsic or economic value to the community and/or adjacent neighborhood
introduced by the proposed planned development that would not otherwise be
required. Community facilities and services such as streets, water, sewer, and storm
drainage (including on and off- site easements for these facilities), and parkland and
parkland dedications or fees in lieu, that are required under a conventional subdivision
or other City codes or standards may not be considered community benefits. The
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following list outlines desirable community benefits and is not all-inclusive as each
development site is unique and the developer may propose alternative community
benefits - A. Environmentally Sensitive Areas: Protects environmentally sensitive areas
that would not be protected otherwise to the same degree as without a PUD; - B.
Natural Features: Preserves, enhances, and rehabilitates natural features of the subject
property, such as significant woodlands, native vegetation, view sheds, topography, or
non- critical area wildlife habitats, not otherwise required by other City regulations; - C.
Public Access: Providing public access to a trail, trailhead, bike path, waterbody, parks,
schools, or public lands; - D. Streetscapes: Providing streetscape improvements such as
pedestrian signals, ADA compliant curb height crossings, street furniture, bike racks,
public art, cultural and interpretive displays, transit shelters, etc.; - E. Public Facilities:
Provides public facilities that could not be required by the City for development of the
subject property without a PUD, such as fire stations, utility facilities, public
playgrounds, recreational facilities, public parking, bike paths, etc.; - F. Use Of
Sustainable Development Techniques: Design which results in sustainable
development; such as LEED certification, energy efficiency, use of alternative energy
resources such as solar power, stormwater re-use, low impact development
techniques, etc.; - G. Rights-Of-Way: Extending public streets, bike paths, trails, and/or
sidewalks in compliance with adopted transportation plans; - H. Affordable Housing:
Providing employee housing and/or affordable housing, land, or fees in lieu in greater
quantity than otherwise required and consistent with housing needs assessments and
the Whitefish Legacy Homes Program; - I. Affordable Housing Type: Providing a greater
mix of affordable housing unit types consistent with the array of housing types
provided in the overall development; or - J. Overall Design: Provides a PUD design that
is superior to the design that would result from development of the subject property
without a PUD. A superior design may include the following: - 1. Open
Space/Recreation:Provides increased functional open space or recreational facilities
beyond standard Code requirements; and provides a quality environment through
either passive or active recreation facilities and attractive common areas, including
accessibility to buildings from parking areas and public walkways; or - 2.
Circulation/Screening: Provides superior circulation patterns or location or screening of
parking facilities; or - 3. Landscaping/Screening: Provides superior landscaping,
buffering, or screening in or around the proposed planned urban development; or - 4.
Site And Building Design: Provides superior architectural design, placement,
relationship or orientation of structures, or use of solar energy; or - 5. Alleys: Provides
alleys for proposed detached or attached units with individual, private ground-related
entries. (Ord. 19-11, 6-3-2019) - 11-2S-7 Application Procedure - A. The applicant shall
furnish the following information and materials with the application: - 1. A written
report on the results of any citizen participation effort done on their part. If an
outreach is done, the report shall include details of the techniques the applicant may
have used to involve the public and the surrounding neighborhoods. That may include
dates and locations of meetings where citizens were invited to discuss the proposal,
copies of mailings, posted notices, concept plans, etc., the name and location of those
receiving notice, and the number of people that participated in the process. The
outreach report should also include a summary of concerns and issues expressed by
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the public, and how the applicant will address or not address said issues or concerns in
their formal proposal - The developer may have checked this box but it was far from
the spirit of the regulation. A meeting was held at the Taphouse but was not on any
public calendar. There were perhaps 20 people in attendance. It was unable to be
located on any public forum, calendar, social media, etc. When attendees spoke with
their neighbors after the meeting, regret was commonly expressed that community
members wished they’d known it was going on and would have liked to attend. Also,
most folks in attendance thought this was an affordable housing development and the
conversations were derailed onto that for the majority of the meeting. - A meeting was
also held about the fire station the week prior. It was held in a ballroom at the Lodge at
Whitefish Lake. Drinks were provided, handouts available, etc - it was very organized.
When multiple community members called the lodge to confirm the date and time, the
concierge, and front desk attendants showed nothing on their calendars of any such
event. Only by calling the fire department directly was any information obtained. - 9.
Written statement of intent and justification for any proposed deviations from
standards above and beyond those allowed in section 11-1A-6 of this title. Each PUD
application must include a written explanation describing how the development meets
the purpose and intent (section 11-2S-1 of this article) and approval criteria
(subsection11-2S-8B of this article) and describing the specific community benefits
(section 11-2S-6 of this article) of the proposed development and how the project
provides greater benefits to the City as applicable than would a development carried
out in accordance with otherwise applicable Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance
standards. The statement must also include a comparison of the proposed
development with the standards of the base zoning district, subdivision standards, or
public works standards and how it deviates from or exceeds those standards. - 11-2S-8:
Approval of the Planned Unit Development - A. Approval of a planned unit
development shall be based upon a finding that the proposed project substantially
achieves the intent of the PUD as set forth in section 11-2S-1 of this article, the
approval criteria outlined below are met as applicable, and that there are one or more
clear community benefits and proper justification for any proposed deviations from
standards. - B. A PUD may be approved by the Whitefish City Council upon findings that
the approval criteria set forth herein are substantially met as they may apply and
adverse impacts identified through the development review process are avoided or
effectively mitigated through plan modification, conditions of record, or other legal and
proper means. Approval criteria are as follows: - 2. Development must be sensitive to
and respectful of wildlife habitat and/or seasonal migration corridors as identified by a
competent wildlife assessment or verified by empirical evidence. - 4. The character and
qualities of existing neighborhoods must be preserved and protected. Proposed PUDs
are to be integrated into the existing neighborhood in terms of scale, quality, character,
and street continuity. When, in the judgment of the City Council, such integration is not
possible, practical, or will otherwise not produce desired outcomes for the existing
neighborhood, effective buffering and transitions must be provided by the proposed
development. - 6. New development must provide attractive, high quality streetscapes
through the use of landscaping, sidewalks/bikeways, street trees, and quality street
lighting fixtures, including design consideration for and integration with adjacent
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structures. - Based on the Quarry - it is hard to believe this will be executed. - 9. New
development must avoid a monotonous and/or institutional appearance through varied
architecture and orientation of buildings, and where appropriate, varying the type of
residential unit within the project. - Based on The Quarry - it is hard to believe this will
be executed. - 11. All new development must demonstrate substantial compliance with
and/or implementation of the growth policy, including adopted neighborhood plans
and corridor plans. - C. In approving a PUD, the Council may impose reasonable
conditions. Such conditions may be imposed in order to - Mitigate or avoid adverse
impacts to adjacent property, neighborhood, and/or the community at large. - Ensure
the veracity of any claim of community benefit made by the applicant. - Support a
finding that an approval criterion is met and/or ensure the veracity of the finding.
Thank you,
Marcela Prado & Eric Malzone

Marcela Prado
Director, Traffic Quality



-----------------------------------------------------------------------Disclaimer The information in this email and any attachments may contain proprietary and
confidential information that is intended for the addressee(s) only. If you are not the intended
recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution, retention or use of
the contents of this information is prohibited. When addressed to our clients or vendors, any
information contained in this e-mail or any attachments is subject to the terms and conditions
in any governing contract. If you have received this e-mail in error, please immediately
contact the sender and delete the e-mail.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project PUD
Tuesday, October 5, 2021 12:09:02 PM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
October 6, 2021
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members
I am writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big
Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development and the development of 318
residential units, including 270 high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use
of the properties and does NOT represent the community’s vision for the area.
I request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for a development of this magnitude in regards to
traffic implications, water quality, storm water,and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be
considered at all the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
This development does not reflect our community’s vision in the Whitefish growth policy:
“ The citizens of Whitefish value the scale,character, and small town feel of the community and will preserve those
values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat (even the bears!),
scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our community special.
We will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial,
governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.
As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We must manage traffic and keep our community safe for
pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of our community is threatened, and we will
strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And,
we will provide affordable housing so that our teachers, police officers,firefighters, sales and service people, and
others we depend on, can continue to be a part of this community.
My wife Teresa and I moved here 15 years ago to be with our daughter’s family.
Our home is very close to the MGP project. It will bring noise, worsening traffic, air and water pollution.
Over the last 4-5 years, over development of our community has reflected the problems that define what this project
will do. Do we want our beloved Whitefish become “Paradise Lost?” I hope not…
Tom Quinn.
10/5/2021
Whitefish
59937
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke; Wendy Compton-Ring;
Please Reject the Mountain Gateway Project.
Wednesday, October 6, 2021 2:09:37 PM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
October 6, 2021
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
I oppose the Mountain Gateway Project. A development this large needs serious study as to the impact of it on a
multitude of areas in our community - density, fire, traffic/transportation issues, water, air quality, habitat and harm
to the environment in that area, and much more. Everyone from the west end of Whitefish Lake to the viaduct on
Baker and beyond will be impacted by this project in an some way.
The growth policy in Whitefish should be thoughtful and measured. This proposal is an unconscientious developer’s
dream - “throw as much on the land as possible and see how it flies” with no regard for what is right, fair, or
appropriate.
The Whitefish vision statement of scale, character, and small town feel is just blown out of the water by the scale of
this project on a mere 30.5 acres. If approved it will set the undesirable precedent for more of the same throughout
Whitefish.
Below are some scary thoughts:
318 units, at least 736 people (at 2 per unit), and probably 736 cars (at 2 cars per unit) on 28 acres (when
commercial space and 1.5 acre fire station lot are subtracted from residential units and people space).
With 28 acres of residential space - If 2 people live in each unit it would result in a little more than 26 people and 26
cars per acre, in addition to guests and pets, and the actual unit.
Imagine that on the lot where you live. on one acre. That is DENSE!
Thank you for your consideration,
Teresa Quinn
October 6, 2021
Whitefish, Montana
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Deny the Mountain Gateway Projects PUD application
Monday, October 11, 2021 2:11:58 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to
allow for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including
270 high-density units.
I request that you deny this development and its applications. It does not fit in with the
Whitefish growth policy. It will change the character, small-town feel, and will cause a
congestion nightmare (already a growing problem). This sets a scary precedent for commercial
development.
From the Growth Policy:
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small
town feel of the community and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will
preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional
neighborhoods that make our community special. We will make a special effort to keep our air
and water clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and
cultural center of our community, and we will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and
scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will
manage traffic and keep our community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the
social and economic diversity of our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain
it. We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all.
And we will provide affordable housing so that our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales
and service people, and others whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of this
community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.
Thank you,
Caeli Quinn
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
Sunday, October 10, 2021 7:16:29 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Oct.10, 2021
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members;
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow
for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270
high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
I have been a homeowner on Big Mountain since 1975. I’ve watched Whitefish and
the surrounding area grow. Looking into the future, I am concerned about our quality
of nature and life, which has been a reason for much of the growth of the area. For
those of us who live on Big Mountain Road, changing the zoning of the southernmost
parcel that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain
Road will forever change the character of the area. It is not consistent with our
Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density
residential development.
I request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for
a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water,
and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered at all the
way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
This development is not in accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish as embodied
in the growth policy:
1. “The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the
community and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve
and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional
neighborhoods that make our community special. We will make a special effort to keep
our air and water clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial,
governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we will maintain its
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friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
2. “As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our
community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic
diversity of our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not
allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And we will
provide affordable housing so that our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and
service people, and others whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of
this community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.
Whitefish and the valley as a whole deserve thoughtful, community enriching
development from developers.

Please honor our growth policy’s vision statement “The citizens of whitefish value the
scale, character, and small town feel of the community and will preserve those values
as the community grows.”

I do not wish to see the city of Whitefish permanently change.

Sincerely,
Ruth Ann Rayner
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway project
Monday, October 11, 2021 9:07:01 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
I'm writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project's PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications, which involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at
the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial
development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270 high density units.
As this project is proposed, it is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and
does not represent the community's vision for the area.
I am one of many community members and do request that the planning board recommends
DENIAL of the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as
submitted. A development of the magnitude requires due diligence in regards to traffic
implications, water quality, storm water and environmental impact, which has not been done.
Traffic implications must be considered all the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade
separated route for emergence evacuation.
Our Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg 9, states
"The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character and small town feel of the community
and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our
open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas and traditional neighborhoods that make our
community special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will
keep downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our
community and will will maintain its friendliness, accessibility and scale." This development
is not in accordance with our community's vision for Whitefish as embodied the the growth
policy.
Please consider the whole valley and Whitefish when making this decision. It's citizens
deserve thoughtful, community enriching development from our developers. Please honor our
growth policy's vision statement "The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character and
small town feel of the community and will preserve those values as the community grows".
Permanently changing the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is directly at the intersection
of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road will certainly, if approved, forever change
the character of the area. It is not consistent with our growth policy and sets a dangerous
precedent for commercial and high density residential development.
Thank you for allowing me to provide public comment and please, please make the right
decision for our community!
Sincerely,
Lini Reading
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Attn: Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members
Tuesday, October 5, 2021 8:00:15 AM
image001.png

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Please do not approve the development of 318 residential units, including 270 high-density units, in
the area of the Big Mountain Road intersection and also deny the PUD along with zoning map
amendment. Without going into all the detail about why I believe this development is not good for
the character of Whitefish, I will leave it that we concur with much of the sentiment against it.
Thank you for your consideration,
Nir

Nir Regev
www.regevgroup.com
Regev Group is a Branch Office of DFPG Investments, LLC. Securities offered through DFPG Investments, LLC. Member FINRA/SIPC

We cannot accept trade orders through e-mail.
NOTICE: The information contained in this electronic mail and any attachments is intended for the exclusive use of the addressee(s) and
may contain confidential, privileged, and/or proprietary information. Any other use of these materials is strictly prohibited. If you have
received these materials in error, please notify us immediately by telephone and destroy all electronic, paper, or other versions. No
representation is made by the sender that any emails and/or attachments are virus-free, and are used at the intended recipient's sole
risk. Unauthorized interception of this email is a violation of federal criminal law. Please consider the environment before printing this email.
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From:
To:
Date:

Michelle Howke; Wendy Compton-Ring
Monday, October 4, 2021 1:03:18 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
I am opposed to the development of the Mountain Gateway Project. The proposal and subsequent
development will forever alter the essence of Whitefish. Quit thinking only of tax revenue and city
coffers and consider the quality of life that, in the past, has made Whitefish a wonderful place to
live. Already development has impacted traffic, crime and way of life. Look at the unfettered
development on Hwy 93 and tell me this is going to be good for the city. Consider your actions on
this issue and deny this development in order to keep Whitefish Whitefish.
John Rehm, Karen Rehm
Whitefish 59937
Sent from Mail for Windows
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project"s PUD
Monday, October 11, 2021 11:25:43 AM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
I am writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
applications. This project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain
Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units,
including 270 high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use properties and
does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
I request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for a development of this magnitude in regard to
traffic implications, water quality, stormwater, and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be
considered all the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and will preserve those
values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and
traditional neighborhoods that make our community special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water
clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our community, and
we will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg 9
“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our community safe for
pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of our community is threatened, and we will
strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And
we will provide affordable housing so that our teachers, firefighters, police officers, sales and service people and
others whose services we depend on, can continue to be part of this community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement,
pg 9-10.
I believe Whitefish and the Flathead Valley deserve thoughtful, community enriching development from our
developers. I urge you standby and honor your growth policy’s vision statement. “the citizens of Whitefish value
the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and will preserve those values as the community grows.”
I do not wish to see the city permenantly change the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is directly at the
intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If approved, this commercial zone change will
forever change the character of the area. It is not consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent
for commercial and high-density residential development.
                                Sincerely, Anne Dee Reno                            October 11, 2021
                                                
                                                Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 5:03:43 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Oct. 12, 2021
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members;
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD
and Zoning Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves
changing the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain
Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development and the
development of 318 residential units, including 270 high-density units. As
proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties
and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
I have been a homeowner on Big Mountain since 1975. I’ve watched
Whitefish and the surrounding area grow. Looking into the future, I am
concerned about our quality of nature and life, which has been a reason
for much of the growth of the area. For those of us who live on Big
Mountain Road, changing the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is directly at the

intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road will forever change the
character of the area. It is not consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous
precedent for commercial and high-density residential development.

I request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway
PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence
has not been done for a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic
implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is
paramount that traffic implications be considered at all the way to the viaduct as
this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
This development is not in accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish
as embodied in the growth policy:
1. “The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of
the community and will preserve those values as the community grows. We
will preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas,
and traditional neighborhoods that make our community special. We will
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make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will keep
downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of
our community, and we will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and
scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
2. “As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic
and keep our community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the
social and economic diversity of our community is threatened, and we will
strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities
and services that support us all. And we will provide affordable housing so
that our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and
others whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of this
community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.

Whitefish and the valley as a whole deserve thoughtful, community
enriching development from developers.

Please honor our growth policy’s vision statement “The citizens of
whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community
and will preserve those values as the community grows.”

I do not wish to see the city of Whitefish permanently change.
Sincerely,
Karen Rice
Whitefish, MT
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke; John Muhlfeld
Mountain Gateway Project
Friday, October 8, 2021 5:00:51 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Wendy: Sue and I have lived in the Houston Point neighborhood for 25 years,
residing on the frontage road parallel to East Lakeshore and looking directly across
the roadway at the north end of the proposed Mountain Gateway Project. We have
always recognized that the property would eventually be developed for housing, and
relied on the Planning Board to keep development consistent with the surrounding
single-family tracts such as Houston Point, Alpine Loop, etc. The proposal which is
currently coming to your office for PUD and re-zoning is totally inconsistent with
reasonable accommodations for responsible development of the property. Placing
high density (over 2X the current maximum 140 units) on this parcel, and extending
commercial activity half-way between the Alpine Market area and Big Mountain would
be development excess at its worst. Furthermore, placing over 300 residential units
and a commercial hub at the junction of East Lakeshore and Big Mountain Road
would clog an intersection that is frequently cited as one of the more difficult in all of
Whitefish. (Just ask skiers, tourists, and residents who live north of that junction.).
We strongly oppose the proposed Mountain Gateway Project and urge the Planning
Board to (1) categorically reject this over-development scheme, and (2) send a clear
message to the developers that no submission for density beyond the current
maximum nor any commercial hub propositions will be accepted.
Hank & Susan Ricklefs
2330 E. Lakeshore Drive
Whitefish, MT. 59937

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 530 of 1405

October 13, 2021
City of Whitefish
Attn: Wendy Compton-Ring & Michelle Howke
418 East 2nd Street
P.O. Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
On behalf of myself and my family, I’m writing to convey opposition to the Mountain Gateway Project’s
PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications. I urge the planning board to recommend denial of the
Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted.
I moved to Whitefish, MT in 1993. I attended Central School and Whitefish High School. My father still
lives in Whitefish, MT, and my siblings and I still visit regularly with our families, our children and our
friends. We patronize local businesses, donate to local charities, and recreate on public lands in a respectful
and courteous the manner. I own property in Haskill Basin and on Whitefish Lake. I consider the Whitefish
Mountain Resort to be my “home mountain,” and I purchase a season ski pass each year.
Over the past 18 years I have embraced the fact that Whitefish, MT – like every other desirable resort
community – is bound to grow with time. Just like my family did in 1993, other families have recognized
the quality-of-life Whitefish can offer for their loved ones. But there are ways Whitefish can “grow smart”
while continuing to cultivate the mountain magic Whitefish offers its residents and visitors alike. The
Mountain Gateway Project is not smart growth. It is outright foolish to permit such high-density
development in this area, which is already fraught with several problems (traffic, emergency services and
safety along Wisconsin Ave. to name a few). These problems have only been exacerbated by the
astronomical growth Whitefish experienced during the Covid-19 pandemic.
I know you’ve been inundated with letters and emails reiterating various talking points. I will spare you
my reiteration of the same; however, by submitting this letter I echo their sentiment. Whitefish will
continue to grow and develop. Resistance to all growth and development is futile, but with your leadership,
developers will understand that sensible growth is more important than profits.
Thank you for your consideration. I trust you will do the right thing.
Very truly yours,

Michael C. Righetti
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project"s PUD etc.
Tuesday, October 5, 2021 9:25:23 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Members,

I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow
for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270
high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision.
I request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for a
development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water,
and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered at all the
way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
I believe this development is not in accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish as
embodied in the growth policy. Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.
Whitefish and the valley deserves thoughtful and enriching development from our developers.
Please honor our growth policy’s vison statement “The citizens of Whitefish value the scale,
character and small town feel of the community and will preserve those values as the
community grows.”
I do not wish to see the city permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is
directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If approved, this
commercial zone change will forever change the character of the area. It is not consistent with
our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density residential
development.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Susan Robison
Whitefish
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke
David Taylor; Wendy Compton-Ring; Tara Osendorf
FW: Development currently proposed at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore
Monday, September 13, 2021 8:03:10 AM

-----Original Message----From: Mary Kay Roche
Sent: Sunday, September 12, 2021 6:00 PM
To: Michelle Howke <mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: Development currently proposed at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore
        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
To Whom it may concern;
As citizens who live north of the Big Mountain Road off of East Lakeshore Drive we are very concerned about the
new development being planned for this intersection. We feel that the density of this proposed development presents
problems that the current infrastructure will not support.
Wisconsin Ave and East Lakeshore is currently overcrowded with long waits and congestion. We would oppose
any development of this size until those roads are restructured to handle the current traffic let alone new traffic from
this development.
We are also concerned about wildfire evacuation currently and that danger would only increase with that much
congestion on the roadways since Wisconsin Ave is our only outlet to safety.
Thank you for your consideration.
Bill and Mary Kay Roche
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Proposed Development at Base of Big Mountain Road
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 11:47:20 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Wendy,
I am against the current proposed development at the base of Big Mountain Road.
The intersection is already a severe choke point for traffic and a roundabout will not resolve
the need for safe and efficient traffic/pedestrian flow.
Multiple lanes (two each way) from/to town/resort/north end of lake are required with at
least one fly over in direction from resort to town to safely and efficiently manage the traffic
flow. An elevated walkway set back from the intersection is also needed to safely connect
the current bike/walking path.
Regards,
Larry Rogers
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke
Wendy Compton-Ring
FW: Big mtn development
Monday, October 4, 2021 1:24:12 PM

From: Roger Rowles
Sent: Monday, October 4, 2021 12:28 PM
To: Michelle Howke <mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>
Cc: Michelle Howke <mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: Big mtn development
ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use
caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are
expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.

Dear city planners and city council members
We are longtime residents of Whitefish, living out on Whitefish lake since 1972. We have
seen many changes in our community over the years, some good (preservation of a unique
downtown, Legacy trail system, improvements of city beach, the WAVE) some not so good
(traffic jams, the "birdhouses" on Wisconsin avenue.) However, none has threatened the
basic culture and uniqueness of our community as much as the proposed development at the
junction of East Lakeshore Dr and the Big Mountain road. Standstill traffic on the road down
from the ski area will be the norm during ski season. The impact of over 300 residential units
will be catastrophic, quickly overburdening our schools and our utilities and will destroy our
sense of community. Further, this development does not adequately address our biggest
challenges of affordable housing and protection of our environment or the impact on wildlife.
We urgently ask that you decline this application. Thank you.
Roger Rowles and Val Konnerup
Whitefish
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke; Wendy Compton-Ring
Mountain Gateway Project- opposition
Monday, October 11, 2021 8:21:14 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
October 11, 2021
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I am writing to provide public comment, strongly opposing the approval on the Mountain
Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications. This proposed project
involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain
Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for the development of 300+ residential units
(which includes multi-family, high-end homes, townhouses and 270 high-density rental
units) and mixed use commercial space.
Our family has lived up Northwoods for over 17 years, and we already have experienced
the increase in traffic due to increased Big Mountain skier visits. The number of accidents,
cars going off the road, congestion has greatly increased.  
As for the Mountain Gateway Project specifically, it is inconsistent with the existing land use
of the properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area. Due diligence
has not been done for a development of this magnitude in regards to water quality, storm
water, environmental impact and traffic implications – which need to be considered all the
way to the viaduct. There is only one narrow road in and out, which is concerning to the
point of distressing for fires and other emergency evacuations.
Whitefish does not have the infrastructure to support this level of development. Our family
is very concerned about how this will negatively impact the community we love so very
much.
Please say no to changing the zoning and to the Mountain Gateway project. Thank you for
your consideration.
Sincerely,
Kirsten Sabin
Whitefish, MT
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 9:32:51 AM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Dear WF Planning Board and City Council Members,
I am writing to you urge you to deny the Mountain Gateway applications as submitted. The last traffic study done
was in 2010, as far as I can tell. There needs to be a new study done with regards to the Big Mountain Road and
Lakeshore Drive intersection as we have seen an incredible amount of new construction on Big Mountain.
Furthermore the plan for this shows multiple exits/entrances right onto Big Mountain road, which will jam up the
road even more! This is our only evacuation route off of the mountain!
I am not against development, just this magnitude of a development which is nearly DOUBLE that of the WF Lodge
down the street!!!
I am also concerned about the impact to water, sewer, storm runoff and environmental impacts of this project.
Thank you for listening,
Jen Sato
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Jennifer A. Sato and Thomas T Sato MD FACS FAAP
284 Elk Highlands Drive
Whitefish, Montana 59937

12 October 2021
TO:

Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner
Michelle Howke, City Clerk
Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members

FROM: Thomas T Sato MD
RE:

Public Comment – Arim Mountain Gateway Project
PUD and Zoning Map Amendment Application

Dear Members and Colleagues:
In response to the requirement for public comment on the Arim Mountain Gateway’s request
for PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications, I respectfully wish to share my deepest
concern that the proposed development is deeply flawed and substantially inconsistent with the
concept of sustainable, controlled growth of Whitefish. This is a difficult situation in that we
have the utmost respect for the landowner and developers, one of whom built our home.
However, I strongly encourage the Planning Board and City Council to table or reject the Arim
Mountain Gateway’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted until further
due diligence has been conducted and shared with the community at large. It is my opinion that
the Mountain Gateway development as currently proposed is completely undesirable to our
community.
For those of us that live on Big Mountain, we have a singular access road to Big Mountain and
Whitefish Mountain Resort. The Mountain Gateway project has three proposed driveways onto
Big Mountain Road and two driveways on East Lakeshore Drive. We already struggle with traffic
at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive, particularly during winter
afternoons and evenings Vehicular congestion will not be palliated with a traffic circle at the
intersection. With additional driveway entrances and exits along Big Mountain Road, in addition
to the proposed adjacent firehouse on Big Mountain Road, I cannot envision a worse location in
Whitefish for a commercial and/or housing development of this scope and scale. I would like to
dispel any belief that a firetruck or rescue vehicle may expeditiously exit onto Big Mountain
Road from the proposed project during the typical daily winter exodus from Whitefish Mountain
Resort – the road is essentially gridlocked for several hundred meters. Additionally, a traffic
circle presents significant issues with the current multiuse trail that crosses Big Mountain Road
parallel to East Lakeshore Drive.
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Drawings do not provide objective justice for the actual proposed magnitude of this project. For
perspective, The Lodge at Whitefish Lake has approximately 125 sleeping accommodations;
therefore, MGP’s proposed 318 residential units and the firehouse would be a footprint
approximately twice the size of The Lodge on a currently rural access road. There is no question
we need more affordable housing in Whitefish, but please do not be fooled into believing this is
an affordable housing project. This is a large-scale, high-density, commercial- and high-end
residential project that is completely incongruent with the concept of sustainable, affordable
housing.
There will be predictable consequences with a development of this magnitude, but the impact
of unintended consequences may have much greater and long-lasting impact to our community.
It is imperative that the Planning Board conduct substantially more due diligence prior to formal
consideration of this project proposal. Due diligence should include data on the environmental
impact (including impact on air, water, wildlife, etc.), impact on traffic volume, capacity, and
safety from Wisconsin Avenue to Whitefish Mountain Resort (both now and projected over the
next 20 years), implications of sewer and water access and utilization, and overall community
desirability.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Developement at Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 9:57:29 PM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
To: Whitefish City Planning Board, and Whitefish City Council Members
From: Marisa van Lawick
         
          Whitefish, MT 59937
RE: Mountain Gateway Project PUD and Zoning Map Amendment application
Dear Whitefish City Planning Board and Whitefish City Council Members,
I am writing to you today to provide public comment and ask that you deny the PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
application for the above referenced project or to table the application so that our community can learn more about
the proposed development and the impact it will have on the City of Whitefish. Thank you.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Mountain gateway project
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 9:54:27 PM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
To the planning board and City Council members,
I am writing in opposition to the planned new development at the base of Big Mountain road. I believe it is not
consistent with our growth policy and that it will negatively impact the already horrible traffic congestion on East
lakeshore drive. The current city infrastructure will not support a development of this size and we can barely keep
up with the growth we are already experiencing.
Thanks
Wayne Saurey
Saurey Custom Builders
Sent from my iPhone
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October 12, 2021

Whitefish Planning Department
418 E 2nd Street
PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
Re: Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members:
We are Whitefish residents and are writing in opposition to the proposed development at the
intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive. This proposed development of
318 residential units, including 270 high-density units, as well as commercial development is
patently contrary to the vision of Whitefish as embodied in the Growth Policy.
The Growth Policy lays out the attributes of the community that are most valued and which are
to be preserved as the community grows, importantly, maintaining a small town feel and
character. The small town feel of Whitefish is already struggling with the population growth and
increased development. The increase in traffic is simply unsustainable with the existing
infrastructure, and in particular for this proposed development, Wisconsin Avenue and the
Viaduct.
We ask that the Planning Board and City Council reject this development and the requested
zoning change that would allow for high density residential and commercial development in the
area in question.

Sincerely,

Pamela Sbar
Barry Anspach

Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Public comment on Mountain Gateway PUD
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 10:55:34 AM
image001.png

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 6:02:46 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
I have been a homeowner in Whitefish since 2/2011 and our family has been visiting Whitefish for 30
years. I am very
concerned about the Mountain Gateway Development that has been proposed at the corners of East
Lakeshore Avenue and Big Mountain Road.
This development proposal will have severe detrimental effects to the community with traffic congestion,
noise and will threaten the safety of the citizens and wildlife in that area.
The planning Board should recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment applications as submitted.
Development of this magnitude will have adverse effects on our beautiful city and destroy its small town
feel. This past summer was only a preview of how traffic congestion and noise on Wisconsin Avenue and
Baker St. can make the lives of our citizens miserable. The Mountain Gateway Development will make
these matters MUCH worse yet enrich the developers.
We need to preserve the beauty of our community, protect our open spaces and wildlife, and not add
more cars and pollution to our neighborhoods. When the damage is done, it will be too late to reverse the
building of this large commercial and residential development.
Sincerely yours,
Ingrid Scharpf, M.D.
Whitefish,MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Andy Feury; Ben Davis; Ryan Hennen; John Muhlfeld; Rebecca Norton; Steve Qunell;
Frank Sweeney; Michelle Howke
Re: Development at East Lakeshore and Big Mountain Rd
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 12:57:12 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
We support Mr. Blaine Wright’s letter 100% and echo his comments.
Thank you
Rob & Chris Schumacher
1856 Lacy Lane



On Oct 12, 2021, at 3:05 AM, Blaine Wright
wrote:

Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members and the MayorThis letter to oppose any changes to the zoning at East Lakeshore Drive from residential
to commercial. I would hope that is a semi-sacred promise to the residents when they
buy and build into a neighborhood that they can expect that it remain the same zoning
as when it was established.
We faced a similar threat to our neighborhood two or three years ago when Joe
Gregory was trying to create a high-density development on this property, which was
comprised of seven lots on the Whitefish Lake in addition to the 30 acres that is on
both sides of Big Mountain Rd starting at East Lakeshore Drive. That high-density
proposal would have adversely affected our neighborhood, the lake, and the beautiful
nature corridor that East Lakeshore Drive passes through. So will the new
developments being proposed on these same parcels.
As I understand it, new groups of investors are targeting the same properties (currently
owned by Joe Gregory) to fundamentally change this same neighborhood, with one
group hoping to place a hotel on the lake property while another unrelated group
hopes to build a high-density development on the 30 acres straddling Big Mountain
Road. It appears that both groups would look for a change to the zoning.
I oppose both efforts for the following reasons:
The residential zoning that affects the current owners should be respected.
High-density housing (potentially 340 units!) will change the low-density
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neighborhood significantly
The potential 5-star hotel that is being considered for the seven lots on
Whitefish Lake (adjacent to the 30 acres), although a different development
from the housing development, should be part of the discussion of long-term
planning for this East Lakeshore / Big Mountain Road area.
The lake prevents parallel paths to handle the traffic. This is compounded by the
railroad. The Wisconsin Ave/East Lakeshore Drive route (which feeds into the
viaduct and downtown and Highway 93) is the only way to and from the
development, creating a funnel. It is already a crowded route with the
destination ski resort on Big Mountain Road, in addition to the existing
residential properties on the lake, on the mountain, and in-between. Missoula
and Kalispell have seeming unsurmountable traffic problems that could be
foreseen. This route is already suffering from consistent and predictable traffic
problems because there are no parallel paths out. There comes a point when it
has to be addressed. It is a matter of time before a medical emergency will be
fatal because of choked traffic, in the most dramatic case.
The desirability of the area between Whitefish Lake and the Whitefish range will
drive a demand for further development of this beautiful corridor, but the land
can house more people than the road can serve. The one-way-in and one-wayout reality of the area between is the limiting factor for this area.
Additionally, accommodating the increasing demand for development in this
area fundamentally change what currently makes it so desirable to the Whitefish
community and its visitors (lake, trees, mountains, streams, wildlife, small town,
and of course, NATURE)
Although it must be acknowledged that the zoning for the 30 acre parcel does
allow a fairly high density, the traffic and other issues should require a rethinking
of what should be permitted on this currently-undeveloped property.
Sometimes the best vision for the future is preserving the nature and natural beauty.
National parks are the best example of that. Whitefish isn’t a national park, but I hope
the town of Whitefish and its community leaders see the merits of protecting what
makes Whitefish so special. It can never be turned back once the vision to protect the
natural beauty is forfeited.
I appreciate the efforts of those who have created a web presence to make this
discussion available to the public:
https://whitefishdevelopment.org/
For my neighbors that I have blind copied on this email, please know that comments
must be received by tomorrow (Oct 12, 2021). The email addresses listed are of the city
planners, city council, and mayor, for whose efforts on this ongoing process are
appreciated. Thank you for considering the opinions I have offered.
Blaine Wright
Whitefish, MT 59937 Whitefish resident since 1993 Fourth-generation Montanan
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Comment on the Mountain Gateway Project at Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Dr.
Monday, October 11, 2021 8:32:02 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Wendy Compton-Ring & Michelle Howke,
This letter is to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment applications.
I am asking that you, the board and council, please reject this plan for development. The community has
gone through enormous changes over the last few years, welcoming thousands of new residents to the
wider Flathead Valley. While these new faces bring new perspectives and definitely an influx of money
into Whitefish, we are reaching a tipping point where further rapid development will significantly change
the character of the town that we all love.
Traffic, safety, utility infrastructure, and economic diversity are just a few of my personal concerns, not
to mention the loss of green space. Obviously, the city governance bodies agree with the feelings of
many residents, given the existence of the Whitefish Growth Policy Vision Statement. I believe that this
development is inconsistent with that vision.
It's hard to pass up money and investment in a community. People want to be here, and it seems natural
that we keep expanding to allow for that. It can seem urgent and prudent to take these economic
opportunities when they come to us.
But Whitefish has a lasting appeal and value that can far outlast this latest surge in growth, and to
preserve its character, accessibility, economic diversity, and environmental beauty I am asking that we
please take a breath and hold off on this development. Vote to deny this application, and preserve
Whitefish for years to come.
-Maggie Schwenker, Resident
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
mwhoke@cityofwhitefish.org
Public Comment
Monday, October 11, 2021 4:01:18 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
We’re writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications.

Our request is that the planning board denies the Mountain Gateway’s application as
submitted. To the best of our knowledge not nearly enough due diligence has been
offered. The traffic implications alone give us enormous concern. We live in Northwoods
and during tourist season it often takes 15 minutes to exit Reservoir at Wisconsin. We
cannot imagine what adding thousands of cars to the problem promises. Add water
quality and damage to the environment and we’re not promised a healthy Whitefish.
Additionally what has happened to the vision of a small town feel. Please honor that
stated goal. Bozeman is already choking. Let this not be our fate.
Thank you for your consideration.

Rabbi Allen Secher                                                                            Ina Albert
955 Northwoods Drive
Whitefish,MT 59937
October 11,2021
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
I am opposed to Mountain Gateway Project"s Zoning Amendment App
Tuesday, October 5, 2021 11:19:06 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
I'm writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project's PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment Applications.
I would like to request that you deny the application as submitted.
I am not opposed to growth. Our community will need to grow, but it must grow wisely and
equitably. Our growth policy for the town embodies this: "we will manage traffic and keep our
community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of
our community is threatened and we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to outpace the vital facilities and services that support us all."
The traffic on Wisconsin Ave and East Lakeshore Drive is often backed up daily, often as far
back as Cedar St., throughout the summer due to the traffic bottleneck created by the need to
pass over the viaduct. Similarly in the Winter, the traffic heading to and from the mountain
has a bottleneck at the junction of Big Mountain Rd and East Lakeshore. Our population is
already out-pacing our facilities. Adding a development of this size to a corridor with no
additional ways in or out of 2 primary areas will further strain our infrastructure and degrade
the atmosphere that Whitefish has as its trademark.  
Before the community considers approving further projects of this scale north of the viaduct, it
must first solve the congestion problem through downtown and along the Wisconsin / East
Lakeshore Drive, Big Mountain Rd corridor. This must include either new / expanded
roadways or other public transport that proves to be a significant reduction in travel.
I suggest that while expansion is part of our community, this location is not in the best interest
of residents or tourists and thus you should deny this application and others for growth north
of the viaduct until there are plans in place, financed and begun to expand access from the city
to the north side of the viaduct.
Thank You
Tim Shaw
Whitefish Mountain Ski Patrol
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway PUD
Wednesday, October 6, 2021 8:54:23 AM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council
I say NO to the proposed rezoning at the intersection next of E. Lakeshore Dr. and Big Mountain Rd. for the
following reasons:
1. Lack of infrastructure to support such a development. Wisconsin is already overtaxed and Wisconsin is the only
route in and out of the area.
2. It does not fit with the small town feel that Whitefish has (correctly) envisioned for itself. Commercial
development should be on the south side of town NOT the north side.
Developers can be persuasive with promises of jobs, revenue, affordable housing, etc.. Don’t cave. The answer
should be a simple NO.
Sincerely,
Paul Sheehan
Whitefish MT
Sent from my iPad
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Against Mountain Gateway PUD
Sunday, October 10, 2021 6:53:16 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Wendy,
Please don’t promote this Mountain Gateway Development. Although previous development
plans of Joe Gregory for this area in 2017 did not completely materialize, the lakeshore part,
which was done, changed that part of the lakeshore forever. The hillside was stripped of
beautiful fir trees and replaced by a huge unnatural rock wall. I look at that scar every day
from my home. The beach was leveled with bulldozer and sand filled, cabins were rebuilt or
moved, road built right down to the water. A covered picnic and barbecue area was built.
Will this artificial beach now be populated with numerous docks (or marina) and boats from
the project, adding further decline to the once-pristine mountain lake?
Wisconsin Avenue, state highway 487, is a mess, on which I have traveled everyday for over
30 years. It is basically the only way my neighborhood drives into town. The 2017 Wisconsin
Avenue Steering Committee which provided us with 14 action items neglected to address the
congested travel while any of their suggestions were being put into action. Years of mayhem!
Families, as intended habitants, living in the proposed plan housing will have to send children
on school busses —how early to get to school? So many details “swept under the rug” for
greedy developers and allies, not realistic for the common citizen or “serving class” .
Long-time residents, vested in the community for years, no longer have a voice. Perhaps we
should have not worked so hard to make and maintain the beautiful mountain town. Wise
planned growth has been welcomed, but letter after letter in the newspapers, petitions, and oral
testimonies this past year bemoan the loss of Whitefish. It is a travesty
Sincerely,
Marcia M. Sheffels
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke
Wendy Compton-Ring
RE: AGAINST Mountain Gateway PUD
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 10:51:00 AM

Thank you for your comment. Your letter will be forwarded to the Planning Board and the Council for
their consideration.

Michelle Howke

Administrative Services Director/City Clerk
PO Box 158/418 E. 2nd Street
Whitefish, MT 59937
mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org
406-863-2402
STAY CLEAN, CAREFUL AND CONNECTED
From: Marcia Sheffels
Sent: Monday, October 11, 2021 12:48 PM
To: Michelle Howke <mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: AGAINST Mountain Gateway PUD
ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use
caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are
expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
To the Whitefish City Council:
Please deny the Mountain Gateway project! There is a reason that the saying, “All that glitters is not
gold,” has become timeless. Many developers and investors see only “gold”. This planned development is
not a resolution of any kind, but more mayhem in the making. Wise growth is natural and necessary, but
there is a point of satiation at the expense of community character. Have you thoughtfully listened to oral
testimony and read the many newspaper letters of disillusionment with Whitefish?
Whitefish leaders already struggle with monitoring and enforcement regarding garbage, construction creep,
stress on infrastructure, unvested people, traffic offenses, congestion, pull outs for school buses and snow
buses, lakeshore violations, billing issues.
Although previous development plans of Joe Gregory in 2017 for this area were not completed, the
lakefront part was—steep hillside cut away, loss of healthy firs, replaced by a huge unnatural rock wall with
road constructed down to the lake, cabins rebuilt or moved, large amount of sand dumped and leveled, a
covered picnic and barbecue area constructed, and a dock permit. Will that be a part of this new project so
more docks (possibly another Averill marina) and boaters will be added to an already declining lake water
quality?
Wisconsin Avenue (state highway 487) is a mess on which I have driven every day for more than 30 years.
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The 2017 Wisconsin Avenue Steering Committee who provided us with 14 action items neglected to
address the congested travel while any of their suggestions were being put into action. So many details
“swept under the rug”.
Does fear of litigation keep you from doing what is right? Have you unintentionally divided Whitefish into
just 2 classes--the monied and the “working class”—which, by the way, all of us long-vested citizens are
evidently a part—the division vocabulary is quite an insult! We are not a class to just serve the wealthy.
We are vested citizens and stewards of the land, not takers.
Thank you for taking time to read this. Thank you for your service; it can’t be easy.
Sincerely,
Marcia M. Sheffels
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
To The Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members
Friday, October 8, 2021 10:16:33 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.

To Wendy Compton-Ring and Michelle Howke,
I am writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateways Project’s PUD
and Zoning Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves
changing the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain
Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development and the
development of 318 residential units, including 270 high-density units. As
proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and
does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
We strongly request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain
Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due
diligence has not been done for a development of this magnitude in regards to
traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is
paramount that traffic implications be considered all the way to the viaduct as this is
the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
We believe that this development is not inaccordance with our community’s vision
as embodied in the growth policy. We believe that:
1. "The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the
community and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will
preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas and traditional
neighborhoods that make our community special. We will make a special effort to
keep our air and water clea. We will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial,
governmental, and cultural center of our community and we will maintain its
friendliness, accessibility, and scale.”
Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
2. “As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and
keep our community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and
economic diversity of our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain
it. We will to allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support
us all. And we will provide affordable housing so that our teachers, police officers,
firefighters, sales and service people, and others whose services we depend on, can
continue to be a part of this community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg.9-10.
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We strongly urge you to honor our growth policy’s vision statement “The citizens
of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and
will preserve those values as the community grows”.
We strongly believe that the City should NOT change the zoning of the
southernmost parcel that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and
Big Mountain Road. If approved, this commercial zone change will forever change
the character of the area. It is not consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a
dangerous precedent of commercial and high-density residential development.
Jamie and Janna Shennan
Whitefish
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
Wednesday, October 6, 2021 4:25:03 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow
for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270
high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area.
I request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for
a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water,
and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered at all the
way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
In summary, this two lane road can hardly accommodate the traffic from the mountain, and
community as it stands currently. Any large increase in population down this road needs to be
planned for BEFORE any grant for building should be entertained. This would ruin the small
community we have and make travel inaccessible. Thank you for your time.
-Heidi C. Shors
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Proposed development
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 2:15:48 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.

Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council,

I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications.
We request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for
a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water,
and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered at all the
way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
This development is not in accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish as embodied
in the growth policy.
We do not wish to see the city permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel
that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If
approved, this commercial zone change will forever change the character of the area. It is not
consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and highdensity residential development.
Let’s do the right thing, please.
Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,
Kimberly & Russell Sikorsky
Whitefish, Mt

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 565 of 1405

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway PUD no
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 7:52:16 AM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
10-12-21
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I’m joining literally thousands of Whitefish residents in asking you to NOT permanently re-zone the southernmost
parcel of land that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain road.
Others have been more eloquent, I am sure, but this entire development is wrong for Whitefish. I’m not antidevelopment at all but we need, as a community, and you need, as our elected leaders to see a long term vision of
Whitefish while paying attention to the current view.
We all know traffic has jumped considerably in the past 18 months. (with no Canadian population I might add). We
don’t have the infrastructure to support this development in particular let alone several of the other projects this
council has green-lighted with zone changes.
Please, do not grant the zone changes necessary to make this sizable development happen.
Thank you,
Ralph Simpson
Whitefish, MT 59937

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 566 of 1405

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project
Saturday, October 9, 2021 5:20:24 PM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
My name is Richard Smith, I am a full time resident of Whitefish, I reside at
in Whitefish. I am
writing you to express my opposition to the Mountain Gateway Project, this city is quickly losing the quality of life
that we all have enjoyed, you’re approval and rezoning for 84 new housing units near where I live as well as 42
units and now you are considering this 314 units is out of hand, out towns infastructure cannot support all this
development, all summer long we as residents have grown tired of waiting through 5 red light changes just to go
through town, and our Canadian friends have been gone for the last 2 summers, hopefully next summer they will
return, and our town is overcrowded now! Please do the right thing and turn down this crazy and out of hand
development. Quality of life is why I moved here, we are rapidly losing that quality, please do the right thing and
protect the quality of our lives and vote no to this horrendous proposed development, thank you
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway project
Sunday, October 10, 2021 4:28:51 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Oct. 10, 2021
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Counsel Members,
I’m writing to express my views on the proposed Mountain Gateway project.
First & foremost, I am VERY much against a project of this magnitude being approved with
the implications of what an adverse affect it would have on, 1. traffic 2. water quality 3. storm
water 4. environmental impact and 5. the impact it would have on our community.
The reason we moved here 20 year ago was because of the small town quality of life
Whitefish had to offer. To enjoy the outdoors and wildlife and the safety of this charming
community. But in the last few years with such rapid growth, the traffic and congestion has
gotten so bad that we rarely go downtown to shop or eat. And we’ve seen several incidences
of road rage, which I never thought I’d see here !!! That small town friendliness is slipping
away !
We see many people moving here from other resort areas that have grown too fast and out of
control, but now that same thing is happening here.
Bike riding through Whitefish use to be safe and enjoyable. But now with all the traffic, it’s
much to dangerous.
Please don’t let growth out-pace our services and facilities. Our roads and’t handle any more
traffic, and parking around town is a disaster !!!
Getting onto Lakeshore Dr. from Big Mt. road is already a nightmare.
PLEASE, PLEASE do not approve this project. Our community can’t handle it. Please stay
true to what the City of Whitefish is known for, it’s Small Town Charm, Friendliness and
Quality of Life.
Thank you,
Julie Smith
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Opposition to Development located at the Whitefish Mountain Turnof
Tuesday, October 5, 2021 2:02:46 PM
Untitled attachment 00104.pdf
Untitled attachment 00107.html

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
To Whom it may concern…We strongly oppose the development proposed at the Big Mountain Road
and East Lake Shore Road.
Our family has owned property in the Alpine Two development for the last 43 years and as such are
very familiar with the area in and around the proposed development. The proposed development
would be totally out of place in our quiet, low density residential area, and it would gridlock the
existing road system (which is already highly taxed especially during ski season!)
We have always valued Whitefish for its quiet, rustic ambiance and it’s measured approach to
development. If we wanted noise, traffic congestion and high density development we would move
to a big city! We believe completion of this development will ruin many of the things we love about
Whitefish.
The talking points attached outline a multitude of problems we foresee if the proposal is to proceed.
Our opposition to this proposal is absolute
Greg & Sam Smith

Whitefish Montana
59937
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TALKING POINTS IN OPPOSITION OF THE MOUNTAIN GATEWAY PUD AS PROPOSED
-

-

-

-

-

-

NEW: Petition the city to change the notice policy and to make the applications
public within 48 hours of submission and be able to sign up for push notifications
as citizens. Had we found out about this development through the standard
process, we wouldn’t have had time to get information together, organized and
disseminated to the public.
Don’t annex in R4 as WR2. Fix the zoning issues of the past and annex in
mirroring the surrounding zoning.
Traffic concerns - adding around 340 units & commercial will have an
astronomical impact on traffic on Wisconsin Ave, Lakeshore Drive and Big
Mountain Road. This increase in traffic could very likely cause a devaluation of
real estate north of the viaduct.
Safety concerns - egress across the viaduct in case of an emergency such as a
fire and medical is a real concern with the current congestion issues, let alone
exacerbated.
The city should be obligated to protect the safety of its citizens and potentially
impose a moratorium on developments of certain densities until these issues can
be mitigated. At the very least they should not allow any increased densities
from current zonings.
- If they allow these types of developments to go through, they could be
liable for the losses of human life and property.
Fire Station does not have a solid plan to be brought to fruition and shouldn’t be
considered a community benefit.
The developers were involved with The Quarry. They were held to the same
architectural standards as would apply here. Do we consider that project a
success as a community? Or is it a cookie cutter disappointment with no buffers
and a substantial loss of old growth forest that could have been held to higher
standards and enriched the community.
Here is a compilation of zoning requirements that we do not believe have or
will be met. And let it be known that 11-2S-8D states “A PUD may be denied
upon a finding that it does not substantially achieve the intent of the PUD, the
approval criteria in subsection B of this section are not met, and/or deviations
from standards are neither beneficial to the neighborhood or community at large,
nor properly justified.” Furthermore, section 11-2S-8F states: “Because the site
planning and design issues involved with PUDs can be complex, there is no time
limit for final action by the City Council.”
- Article S. WPUD Planned Unit Development District Zoning Regulations
- 11-2S-1: Purpose And Intent
- D. Ensure that new developments respects the character,
scale, and qualities of the surrounding neighborhood.
- E. Encourage new development to integrate with existing
neighborhoods to result in stronger, livable, sustainable
neighborhoods, rather than series of individual
developments.
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11-2S-2: PUD Types and Permitted Uses:
- A. Residential Planned Unit Development (R-PUD): The
purpose of the Residential PUD option is to facilitate
creatively designed, livable neighborhoods in Residential
Zoning Districts where the proposed product type, density,
scale, and character are appropriate and complement
adjacent development.
11-2S-3: Standards of Development
- C. Open Space: Not more than seventy percent (70%) of
the planned unit development site shall be devoted to
parking facilities, streets, buildings and accessory
buildings. The remaining thirty percent (30%) must remain
as open space as defined under section 11-9-2 of this title.
Note: This provision shall not apply to projects which both
propose only permitted uses and which comply with the
minimum lot sizes of the underlying zone.
- We’re concerned this open space will not be
executed and that the conceptual renderings are
misleading. For example, it appears that around
50% percent of the property in the conceptual
rendering is covered by impermeable services with
a very small allotment for storm retention. This will
likely have to become a lot larger to manage
stormwater as there are no storm sewers in place
here.
- E. Landscaping: Additional landscaping may be required
by the City Council to provide a buffer between proposed
uses or between the adjacent zoning districts.
- We would advocate for the city to require a 200’
buffer around the entire perimeter be dedicated to
open space.
- G. Architectural Design: Architectural design of buildings
shall be aesthetically compatible throughout the
development. However, the applicant shall take
appropriate measures to ensure that multi-family buildings
and town homes have a varied exterior appearance within
the overall architectural theme. Visual monotony and
institutional sameness are to be avoided. (Ord. 19-11,
6-3-2019)
- The Quarry development (same developers, same
Wisconsin Corridor Plan) was held to this same
standard - we believe it was not executed and that
we should be very cautious about allowing a repeat
to occur.
11-2S-5 Deviations from Standards
- In order to provide flexibility in the design approach, the
Planned Unit Development Overlay allows deviations from
many standards of the underlying zoning district as well as
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from certain standards in the "Standards for Design and
Construction" (Public Works Design Manual). Any
proposed deviations from adopted standards above and
beyond those allowed under chapter 1A of this title must
be justified by one or more clear community benefits as set
forth in section11-2S-6 of this article, and shall directly
relate to the purpose and intent of the PUD as set forth in
section 11-2S-1 of this article.
- We do not believe this development provides “clear
community benefits” and should not be allowed as
a WPUD and furthermore allowed no deviations.
11-2S-6 Community Benefit
- As set forth in section 11-2S-5 of this article, deviations
from adopted standards must be justified by one or more
clear community benefits. For purposes of this article, a
community benefit is an amenity, facility, or service that is
of intrinsic or economic value to the community and/or
adjacent neighborhood introduced by the proposed
planned development that would not otherwise be
required. Community facilities and services such as
streets, water, sewer, and storm drainage (including on and
off- site easements for these facilities), and parkland and
parkland dedications or fees in lieu, that are required under
a conventional subdivision or other City codes or standards
may not be considered community benefits. The following
list outlines desirable community benefits and is not
all-inclusive as each development site is unique and the
developer may propose alternative community benefits
- A. Environmentally Sensitive Areas: Protects
environmentally sensitive areas that would not be
protected otherwise to the same degree as without
a PUD;
- B. Natural Features: Preserves, enhances, and
rehabilitates natural features of the subject
property, such as significant woodlands, native
vegetation, view sheds, topography, or non- critical
area wildlife habitats, not otherwise required by
other City regulations;
- C. Public Access: Providing public access to a trail,
trailhead, bike path, waterbody, parks, schools, or
public lands;
- D. Streetscapes: Providing streetscape
improvements such as pedestrian signals, ADA
compliant curb height crossings, street furniture,
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bike racks, public art, cultural and interpretive
displays, transit shelters, etc.;
E. Public Facilities: Provides public facilities that
could not be required by the City for development
of the subject property without a PUD, such as fire
stations, utility facilities, public playgrounds,
recreational facilities, public parking, bike paths,
etc.;
F. Use Of Sustainable Development Techniques:
Design which results in sustainable development;
such as LEED certification, energy efficiency, use of
alternative energy resources such as solar power,
stormwater re-use, low impact development
techniques, etc.;
G. Rights-Of-Way: Extending public streets, bike
paths, trails, and/or sidewalks in compliance with
adopted transportation plans;
H. Affordable Housing: Providing employee housing
and/or affordable housing, land, or fees in lieu in
greater quantity than otherwise required and
consistent with housing needs assessments and
the Whitefish Legacy Homes Program;
I. Affordable Housing Type: Providing a greater mix
of affordable housing unit types consistent with the
array of housing types provided in the overall
development; or
J. Overall Design: Provides a PUD design that is
superior to the design that would result from
development of the subject property without a PUD.
A superior design may include the following:
- 1. Open Space/Recreation:Provides
increased functional open space or
recreational facilities beyond standard Code
requirements; and provides a quality
environment through either passive or
active recreation facilities and attractive
common areas, including accessibility to
buildings from parking areas and public
walkways; or
- 2. Circulation/Screening: Provides superior
circulation patterns or location or screening
of parking facilities; or
- 3. Landscaping/Screening: Provides
superior landscaping, buffering, or
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screening in or around the proposed
planned urban development; or
- 4. Site And Building Design: Provides
superior architectural design, placement,
relationship or orientation of structures, or
use of solar energy; or
- 5. Alleys: Provides alleys for proposed
detached or attached units with individual,
private ground-related entries. (Ord. 19-11,
6-3-2019)
11-2S-7 Application Procedure
- A. The applicant shall furnish the following information and
materials with the application:
- 1. A written report on the results of any citizen
participation effort done on their part. If an outreach
is done, the report shall include details of the
techniques the applicant may have used to involve
the public and the surrounding neighborhoods. That
may include dates and locations of meetings where
citizens were invited to discuss the proposal, copies
of mailings, posted notices, concept plans, etc., the
name and location of those receiving notice, and
the number of people that participated in the
process. The outreach report should also include a
summary of concerns and issues expressed by the
public, and how the applicant will address or not
address said issues or concerns in their formal
proposal
- The developer may have checked this box
but it was far from the spirit of the
regulation. A meeting was held at the
Taphouse but was not on any public
calendar. There were perhaps 20 people in
attendance. It was unable to be located on
any public forum, calendar, social media,
etc. When attendees spoke with their
neighbors after the meeting, regret was
commonly expressed that community
members wished they’d known it was going
on and would have liked to attend. Also,
most folks in attendance thought this was
an affordable housing development and the
conversations were derailed onto that for
the majority of the meeting.
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A meeting was also held about the fire
station the week prior. It was held in a
ballroom at the Lodge at Whitefish Lake.
Drinks were provided, handouts available,
etc - it was very organized. When multiple
community members called the lodge to
confirm the date and time, the concierge,
and front desk attendants showed nothing
on their calendars of any such event. Only
by calling the fire department directly was
any information obtained.
- 9. Written statement of intent and justification for
any proposed deviations from standards above and
beyond those allowed in section 11-1A-6 of this
title. Each PUD application must include a written
explanation describing how the development meets
the purpose and intent (section 11-2S-1 of this
article) and approval criteria (subsection11-2S-8B
of this article) and describing the specific
community benefits (section 11-2S-6 of this article)
of the proposed development and how the project
provides greater benefits to the City as applicable
than would a development carried out in
accordance with otherwise applicable Zoning and
Subdivision Ordinance standards. The statement
must also include a comparison of the proposed
development with the standards of the base zoning
district, subdivision standards, or public works
standards and how it deviates from or exceeds
those standards.
11-2S-8: Approval of the Planned Unit Development
- A. Approval of a planned unit development shall be based
upon a finding that the proposed project substantially
achieves the intent of the PUD as set forth in section
11-2S-1 of this article, the approval criteria outlined below
are met as applicable, and that there are one or more clear
community benefits and proper justification for any
proposed deviations from standards.
- B. A PUD may be approved by the Whitefish City Council
upon findings that the approval criteria set forth herein are
substantially met as they may apply and adverse impacts
identified through the development review process are
avoided or effectively mitigated through plan modification,
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conditions of record, or other legal and proper means.
Approval criteria are as follows:
- 2. Development must be sensitive to and respectful
of wildlife habitat and/or seasonal migration
corridors as identified by a competent wildlife
assessment or verified by empirical evidence.
- 4. The character and qualities of existing
neighborhoods must be preserved and protected.
Proposed PUDs are to be integrated into the
existing neighborhood in terms of scale, quality,
character, and street continuity. When, in the
judgment of the City Council, such integration is not
possible, practical, or will otherwise not produce
desired outcomes for the existing neighborhood,
effective buffering and transitions must be provided
by the proposed development.
- 6. New development must provide attractive, high
quality streetscapes through the use of
landscaping, sidewalks/bikeways, street trees, and
quality street lighting fixtures, including design
consideration for and integration with adjacent
structures.
- Based on the Quarry - it is hard to believe
this will be executed.
- 9. New development must avoid a monotonous
and/or institutional appearance through varied
architecture and orientation of buildings, and where
appropriate, varying the type of residential unit
within the project.
- Based on The Quarry - it is hard to believe
this will be executed.
- 11. All new development must demonstrate
substantial compliance with and/or implementation
of the growth policy, including adopted
neighborhood plans and corridor plans.
C. In approving a PUD, the Council may impose
reasonable conditions. Such conditions may be imposed in
order to
- Mitigate or avoid adverse impacts to adjacent
property, neighborhood, and/or the community at
large.
- Ensure the veracity of any claim of community
benefit made by the applicant.
- Support a finding that an approval criterion is met
and/or ensure the veracity of the finding.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke;
Public Comment: Mountain Gateway Project"s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
Monday, October 11, 2021 8:08:27 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to
allow for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including
270 high-density units. The project as proposed, is inconsistent with the existing land use of
the properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area. As such, we are
requesting that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gate PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications as submitted based on the following:
The due diligence has not been done for a development of this magnitude in regards to
traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental impact. From a
traffic perspective, on any given day the traffic on Wisconsin going over the viaduct can
include double-digit number of cars stacked up waiting for the Wisconsin/Edgewood
light to turn green before contributing to the congestion within the downtown area. It is
difficult to imagine an additional 500+ residents/guests on this road. It is paramount
that traffic implications be considered all the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade
separated route for emergency evacuation.
This development is not in accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish as
embodied in the growth policy:
i. “The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the
community and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will
preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and
traditional neighborhoods that make our community special. We will make a
special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish
the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we will
maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” - Growth Policy Vision
Statement, pg. 9.
ii. “As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and
keep our community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and
economic diversity of our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain
it. We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that
support us all. And we will provide affordable housing so that our teachers, police
officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and others whose services we
depend on, can continue to be a part of this community.” Growth Policy Vision
Statement, pg. 9-10.
We explored many mountain communities across the U.S. before deciding to move to
Whitefish several years ago. The small town community feel and character were one of
the key reasons we choose Whitefish. Our community deserves thoughtful, planned,

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 577 of 1405

community enriching development from developers that promote our growth policy’s
vision statement “The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town
feel of the community and will preserve those values as the community grows.” We are
requesting that our growth vision statement be honored.
Whitefish is a ‘gem’ and do we not wish to see the city permanently change the zoning
of the southernmost parcel that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive
and Big Mountain Road as proposed. If approved, this commercial zone change will
forever change the character of the area. It is not consistent with our Growth Policy and
sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density residential development.
Eduard (Dan) and Jennifer Soto
October 11, 2021
Whitefish
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Randy and Denise Spiess
Whitefish, MT 59937

October 12, 2021
City of Whitefish
Attn: Wendy Compton-Ring
Senior Planner
Michelle Howke
City Clerk
418 E. 2nd Street
PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 5993

Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members:
We request that the Planning Board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. This proposed project involves changing
the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore
Drive to allow for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units,
including 270 high-density units.
We live in Whitefish for many reasons. The charming small-town ambiance we cherish. This
ambiance is in stark contrast to other mountain ski areas. Many of these areas have been ruined
by stacks of high-density housing and a near clear cutting of the mountain, snarled traffic, unsafe
passage for people on cycles and walking, and a displacement of local families for corporate
interests. These values are not those of Whitefish, Montana. We need to honor who are as
people.
Please know we are not opposed to development, yet it needs to be thoughtful, respect our values
and honor the people who work here, our air, land, flora and fauna in which we live and build.
The City needs not only to evaluate this proposal in light of the citizenry’s vision for Whitefish
as embodied in the growth plan. But also consider in a much broader specific context that
developers need to set aside land and funds for schools, sidewalks, roadways, libraries,
sport/activity buildings, parks, playground lands, and additional future infrastructure needs. For
example, in this situation not just the building of a fire department building but also the long
term funding of such. Also, land should not be permitted to be clear cut but certain percentages
of the land need to be preserved for nature to not only survive but thrive. Whereas, clear cut is
cheaper for the developer, the cost is beyond measure unhealthy for our environment, for us as a
people, and will forever change the character of our charming Whitefish.
As proposed, this project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and does not
represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below. We are absolutely opposed to
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the rezoning. We do not want the city to permanently change the zoning of the southernmost
parcel that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If
approved, this commercial zone change will forever change the character of the area. It is not
consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and highdensity residential development. Whitefish is a treasure in this Treasure State. It is worth a lot
of money to developers at the moment. There profits should not be placed ahead of the best
interests of the people who live here, the community we have built, and the land we cherish.
Thank you for your time and consideration. We are most appreciative of the work you do in
representing us.
Sincerely,

Randy Spiess

Denise Spiess
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Please deny plans for Mountain Gateway development
Monday, October 4, 2021 9:56:28 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
I'm writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project's PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment Applications (at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and
East Lakeshore Drive).
I would like to request that you deny the application as submitted.
Our community will need to grow, and I am not opposed to growth, but it must grow wisely
and equitably. Our growth policy for the town embodies this: "we will manage traffic and keep
our community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity
of our community is threatened and we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to
out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all."
These are well written and important words. The traffic on Wisconsin Ave and East Lakeshore
Drive are backed up daily and it is early October - an off season for tourists. The traffic
heading into downtown reaches a bottleneck over the viaduct that can back up past Cedar St
regularly and further during busy periods. Our population is already out-pacing our facilities.
Adding a development of this size to a corridor with no additional ways in or out of the area
will further strain all of those who live and work here.
Before the community considers approving further significant at-scale projects north of the
viaduct, it must first solve the congestion problem through downtown and along the Wisconsin
/ East Lakeshore Drive corridor. This must include either new / expanded roadways or other
public transport that proves to be a significant reduction in travel.
I would implore you to deny this application and others for at-scale growth north of the
viaduct until there are plans in place, financed and begun to expand access from the
city to Big Mountain. If approved, this commercial zone change will forever change
the character of the area. It is not consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a
dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density residential development.
Sincerely,
Kristen Sramek
Resident of Whitefish, MT
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project PUD
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 1:02:59 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members:
I am writing to provide input on the “subject” PUD. I recommend denial of the application for the
following reasons:
Logistics
Before considering a project of this size, the City needs to substantially improve its infrastructure to
accommodate such a large development. First, the viaduct to get to downtown over the RR tracks in
no way can accommodate an increase in traffic that this project would create. If you thought this
summer was bad, think about substantially increasing the traffic problems we already have.
Secondly, Highway 83 going through town would need to be completely changed. Right now, the
viaduct funnels all the traffic from the other side of the viaduct into an already congested
downtown. With a development of this size there will be grid lock. Also, the impact on Whitefish
Mountain Resort would be dramatic. Big Mountain Road is the only access to the Resort. In the
case of an emergency at the mountain, evacuation, etc, it would be a nightmare situation with a
development of this size at the base of the access road.
Financial
The project has a traffic circle at Big Mountain Rd and East Lakeshore. Assuming that is a valid
solution, which I doubt, who is going to pay for it and how long will it take. I believe the capital
budget for the fire station is in excess of $3 million. Who provides funding and how will the City
incorporate the annual operating costs into its budget.
Cultural
Whitefish is already seeing the division of the community into two pieces, the downtown area and
the other side of the viaduct. Many of us that live across the viaduct already have problems
accessing downtown. Sometimes, we just don’t even try to get over the viaduct. This project would
accelerate the division of the community. Pretty soon, we will be forced to do all of shopping for
food, etc, on one side or the other of the viaduct depending on which side of town you live on.
Timing
This project should not be considered before the issues listed above are solved. The last thing we
need is to get this project started without having addressed all of the issues.
Al & Lisa Stinson
10/12/21
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Mountain Gateway Project PUD and Zoning Amendment
Monday, October 4, 2021 2:16:10 PM
image001.png

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Wendy,
As a 20 plus year resident and property owner in Whitefish ,Mt I and sending this e mail to you in
opposition of the Mountain Gateway proposal.
I have read our Growth Policy Vision Statement and in particular how it emphasizes scale, character,
small town feel, etc. as the community grows. I feel as though this subject proposal is in direct
opposition to that vision.
Living about 1.5 miles north of Big Mountain Road and travelling frequently into town where I own
property on Lupfer , the traffic situation is already a major issue. I can only imagine trying to   get
back and forth to and from Whitefish Mountain Resort. The impact on the traffic situation, not to
mention potential safety considerations, water quality and the environmental impact should be
independently undertaken prior to any further discussion on this matter.
I encourage the planning board and city council to not let this go any further as I feel it would be a
very significant   negative to our wonderful town that we have all come to love and cherish.
David Stokes
Whitefish, Mt 59937

David C. Stokes, CFP ®
Stokes Family Office, LLC
www.stokesfamilyoffice.com

PLEASE READ THIS DISCLOSURE: All e-mail sent to or from this address will be received or otherwise recorded by the
Stokes Family Office, LLC corporate e-mail system and is subject to archival, monitoring and/or review, by and/or
disclosure to, someone other than the recipient. This message is intended only for the use of the person(s)
("intended recipient") to whom it is addressed. It may contain information that is privileged and confidential. If you
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are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender as soon as possible and delete the message without
reading it or making a copy. Any dissemination, distribution, copying, or other use of this message or any of its
content by any person other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. Stokes Family Office, LLC has taken
precautions to screen this message for viruses, but cannot guarantee that it is virus free nor are responsible for any
damage that may be caused by this message.
Stokes Family Office, LLC transacts business only in states where it is properly registered or notice filed, or excluded or
exempted from registration requirements. Follow-up and individualized responses that involve either the effecting or
attempting to effect transactions in securities, or the rendering of personalized investment advice for compensation, as the
case may be, will not be made absent compliance with state investment adviser and investment adviser representative
registration requirements, or an applicable exemption or exclusion.

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 585 of 1405

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Mountain Gateway Project
Thursday, October 7, 2021 10:16:45 AM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Dear Wendy,
As a 20 + year resident of Whitefish, I strongly oppose the Mountain Gateway Project at the foot of Big Mountain
Road. There are many reasons why I feel that this project should not go any further.
The density as proposed by the developers would negatively impact all of
our wonderful Whitefish residents in the following ways:
Firstly, the intersection is already overly stressed, the water, sewerage, and electrical services already past capacity.
Emergency services are not established to serve more density, especially at that bottleneck.
Secondly, putting such a dense condo development in that area that is zoned for much smaller than what is proposed
negatively impacts our beautiful forest and lake landscape and hurts our wildlife, by making it a concrete jungle
with nowhere for rain water to run off and a huge beacon of light at that intersection which deters wildlife and bird
life.
Lastly, and most importantly, more stress will be placed upon the service industry who now struggle to find
affordable housing to serve our current exploding population.
Please vote “no” to the upcoming zone changes and encourage development as is currently zoned. Hopefully a
tasteful group of homes that will enable families to enjoy our beautiful mountain town as the founders envisioned.
Respectfully yours,
Nancy Stokes
Nancy A Stokes
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October 5 2021
Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members
Attn: Wendy Compton-Ring & Michelle Howke
418 East 2nd Street
Whitefish Mt 59937
RE: Mountain Gateway Projects PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications
Dear Members,
I am writing to provide public comment on the above referenced matter which includes 318
residential units and commercial development and request that the planning board recommend
denial of the applications as submitted. There is a lot of due diligence that needs to be gathered
and analyzed before annexation should be considered. Some development should certainly go
there but high density apartments should be targeted heavily toward south 93 (especially south
of 40) where there is infrastructure to support it.
Obviously traffic implications are paramount in considering this proposal. Real time data and
more study are needed for sure. Usage is way up from the viaduct north on Wisconsin and
circulation in Whitefish in general is worsening. A high density apartment complex will just
accelerate it a few years. Obviously the only real solution to the north/south traffic problem is a
loop starting on 40 and going through the airstrip over on 2 nd Ave where it crosses the railroad
tracks and then meeting up on Wisconsin before the Lodge. One can dream.
While the restricted housing part of the proposal is appreciated the amount is too low.
Remember that city services on that property will result in the land being worth $10m+ more that
as it sits if this proposal happens. At a minimum half of any apartment units should be restricted.
There are lots of other details in the proposal that need improvement so again deny this
application as submitted.
On the overall workforce housing issue and the Citys challenge hiring and keeping good
employees I think the City should build and own an apartment complex on the snow lot. Any city
employee would have priority on the wait list for occupancy. The ability to provide housing could
really help attract/retain your workforce and reduce turnover.
Thank you for time, consideration and service.
Sincerely,

Greg Strong

Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Oppose the Mountain Gateway Development
Wednesday, October 13, 2021 3:46:44 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
We live in Iron Horse.
Since moving to Whitefish in July of 2013 We have enjoyed everything that
makes Montana special including the lack of traffic gridlock, the open spaces and
wildlife that we share as a town.
The proposed development; Mountain Gateway, threatens all that is Montana and
looks more like a greed driven land grab than an orderly and well thought out
development.
We implore you to maintain these open spaces and protect the integrity of our
town. In order to uphold the values preservation and wildlife conservation you
must reject this proposal.
The wildlife corridor that currently exists in this acreage would be destroyed. The
impact of this destruction can’t be overstated nor reversed.
Thank you for you consideration.
Respectfully,

Scott and Sherry Summers
Whitefish, MT 59937
Note!: This email originated from outside our organization. Be cautious when opening Links
and Attachments that you were not expecting.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountian Gateway Project
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 3:41:05 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.

Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members:
We are writing to share our concerns about the proposed Mountain Gateway
project. As we grow, it’s critical that we do so in a manner that protects and
preserves the character of our community and follows the rules and
regulations for development. The Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning
Amendment raises several concerns for our family including zoning changes,
variances, traffic and public safety, and responsible development. We
respectfully request that you deny the Zoning and PUD applications as
submitted.
Zoning Changes and Variances- A project including more than 300 high
density units and 500 parking spaces is inconsistent with the existing City of
Whitefish zoning of adjacent properties. This project does not complement
adjacent developments whatsoever. There are zero community benefits to
the project which are undeniably outweighed by the negative impacts this
development will bring to our neighborhood. Please mirror the surrounding
WLR WER and WSR zoning and deny all requests for variances from existing
rules.
Traffic- Wisconsin Ave is at max capacity. In the event of a fire or other
emergency, I’m not sure we’d be able to safely evacuate or receive
emergency services in a timely manner. At points in time during the ski
season it can take an hour to reach Wisconsin Ave from the Base Lodge. My
children are resistant to ride the school bus due to the amount of time it
takes them to get to/ from school. Finally, I’m hesitant to let my children ride
their bikes to school on the bike path as a result of the increased vehicle
traffic and lack of staffed crosswalks. Please require the developer to
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perform a legitimate traffic study. The developer provided study took place
during the pandemic and shoulder months in Whitefish.    
Responsible Growth/ Infrastructure- The real issue is that current
infrastructure is inadequate to support a project of this magnitude in this
location. We don’t want to see another single wide trailer hanging over
Wisconsin Ave as a solution to pedestrian traffic. A roundabout will take
away the ability to staff the intersection of Wisconsin and Big Mountain
Roads to expedite traffic. The City has a responsibility to confirm that the
developer has the ability to provide adequate infrastructure before any
development is allowed.  We simply do not have any meaningful traffic,
water quality and wildlife impact studies from the developer to understand
the true impact of this project.
We respectfully request that after an objective assessment of the proposed
PUD and Zoning Map Amendment, you deny the applications as submitted.
Respectfully,
Stacey and Mike Talbot
Whitefish, MT
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Mountain Gateway Development Comment
Saturday, September 11, 2021 12:40:50 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Hi Wendy,
My name is Marshall Taylor and I would like my comment added to the official record for the
Mountain Gateway Development.

The Mountain Gateway development is exactly what the city of Whitefish has needed for
years. The “not in our backyard” mentality has lead to the current situation regarding the
lack of housing for local employees. The inclusion of the manned Fire/EMS station will
provide critical response times to areas that have otherwise suffered delays and extended
response times. The planned parking and snow buses that will be made available to our
local ski and bike community will help reduce traffic to the mountain while providing a
safe ride to Whitefish Mountain. The lack of housing for employees of local business is
creating a burden on the local business owners who have worked hard to build the great
Whitefish community. Please support this project to help our local employees find
affordable housing in the communities where they work.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project Comment
Tuesday, October 5, 2021 2:13:58 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow
for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270
high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area.
Additionally, I understand the applications for this project as submitted are insufficient for a
development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water,
and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered all the way
to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
As stated in our our growth policy’s vision statement “The citizens of Whitefish value the
scale, character, and small town feel of the community and will preserve those values as the
community grows.” I urge you to reject this project as it sets a dangerous precedent for
commercial and high-density residential development in our beloved community.
Furthermore, it is vital that Whitefish not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and
services that support us all.
Regards,
Meg Temple
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Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner
Michelle Howke, City Clerk
418 E 2nd Street
PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
October 11, 2021
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & Whitefish City Council,
I am writing to provide input regarding the proposed Mountain Gateway project and the related PUD and
Conditional Zone Change application from a local home owners perspective. I am opposed to the application
and strongly urge you to reject it outright or send it back for further study.
My family and I have been visiting Whitefish and the Flathead Valley for over 20 years and been property
owners for the last two years. We have two teenage daughters who use Wisconsin Avenue and the adjacent
bike path frequently to access town as well as Whitefish Lake via Les Mason Park and the community trails
north and east of the lake. As proposed, this development will significantly increase traffic in both directions
along this already crowded stretch of road and dramatically change the landscape from a forested rural bike
path setting to urban apartments and convenience stores with significant frontage on the bike path and roads.
As part of researching this letter, I took the time to review the City Growth Policy and the Wisconsin Avenue
Corridor Plan and I don’t believe this project fits either of those frameworks. The Growth Policy notes that
the area north of Whitefish on Wisconsin Avenue has a mix of zoning categories, but that the prevailing
usage is residential and becomes more residential and increasingly wooded and rural as the road moves north
on the east side of the lake. The Policy states that the character of any development on the land should be
consistent with the existing usage. Only one small parcel in the 30+ acres is zoned for High Density
Residential while all of the others are for Low Density or Two Family Residential or Suburban. Converting
all of that to High Density does not seem in keeping with the objectives of the Growth Plan or the history of
the parcels.
In the Corridor Plan, the Big Mountain Road parcel gets special attention as a potential development site, but
the review also notes that the zoning in the area is inconsistent with a mix of categories on adjacent parcels
and specifically suggests that the proper zoning should NOT be High Density Residential. The plan as
submitted seems to directly contradict the conclusions and recommendations of the Corridor Plan. Excerpt
below from the Corridor Plan regarding the Big Mountain Road Parcel (Section 4-9):
No research has been conducted on the history of the current zoning, but it is widely believed to have been placed on
the property in the early 1980s in response to then-existing trailers and cabins that are no longer on the property. When
the 2007 Whitefish Growth Policy was adopted, the future land use map designated this area as “suburban residential”
in spite of the zoning. This was done, according to recollections of those involved in the 2007 plan, primarily because:
• The property is located on the far end of the Wisconsin Ave. corridor, and as such, was not suited for the kind of
residential densities allowed by the underlying zoning.
• The zoning in place no longer reflected the existing land use, but would allow densities far greater than those that ever
existed on the property.
• The zoning was inconsistent with surrounding zoning.
• The existing zoning is inconsistent with surrounding land uses and character, which were and still are decidedly
single-family and rural.

While I am not expert in urban planning, common sense suggests that this project is poorly located
relative to its surroundings and likely overly dense given its proximity to Whitefish Lake. Adding
over 300 residential units and over 400 paved parking spots uphill from a lake and accessible only
via a two-lane road seems wrong before any technical studies on traffic, environmental impact or
zoning technicalities are considered. Additionally, it seems that most of the units will be available
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for short term rental usage with its attendant short stay/high turnover/multi-vehicle tenancy and the
related negative implications for traffic as we have already seen in the last few summers of
“Airbnb” tourism.
Development of this type would seem much better suited to other areas in or around town that have
adequate land and better existing road infrastructure without the effect of forcing hundreds of
residents and visitors to navigate THROUGH an already congested downtown to their destination.
It seems inevitable that adding a car centric multi-family development on the North side of the town
will drive additional traffic through town, not create some sort of a walkable neighborhood as the
developers suggest.
The creation of what will likely be a 5+ year construction project at the gateway to Whitefish
Mountain Resort also doesn’t seem like a good idea. The phased development from 2022 through
2025 seems like a “best case” and will likely provide continuous construction traffic year around for
the life of the project with spikes in the high summer season when biking and pedestrian traffic are
at their highest. Even upon completion, this development will provide a mismatched urban
apartment complex aesthetic in a rural area currently used as an access point to the lake, the
mountains, and the Whitefish Trail system.
The fact that the same team that developed The Quarry farther south on Wisconsin Ave is
developing this project gives even greater pause given the timing, design ethos and current state of
that development. The similarly “phased development” has left a visually unappealing construction
site for 3+ years with more to come as Phase 3 begins. The development has been a disappointment
with no unified entrance or “curb appeal”, just unobstructed views of the back of an ongoing
construction site and still undeveloped retail space in spite of the fact that the location is much
closer to town and walkable to many more amenities. It’s unclear to me what retail operation will
embrace Mountain Gateway if none have viewed the Quarry sites favorably leaving the potential for
vacant storefronts for years to come.
While I understand that the project may include some desirable attributes like a relative few
affordable housing units as well as the possibility of a satellite Fire Station, none of these items are
guaranteed and would be subject to further expense for the city. In any case, neither of those
desirable objectives seem to require up zoning more than 25 acres of predominantly suburban forest
land to what amounts to maximum density urban development site.
I would strongly urge you to reject the application as written and undertake a more comprehensive
review of development options for the property with the existing developers or seek alternative
plans.

Chris Temple
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Big Mountain Gateway Development Public Comment
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 3:29:56 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members:
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to
allow for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including
270 high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of
the properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
First and foremost – I request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain
Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted.
The due diligence has not been done for a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic
implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic
implications be considered at all the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated
route for emergency evacuation.
This development is not in accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish as
embodied in the growth policy:
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the
community and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve
and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional
neighborhoods that make our community special. We will make a special effort to keep
our air and water clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial,
governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we will maintain its
friendliness, accessibility, and scale.”
Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our
community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic
diversity of our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not
allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And we will
provide affordable housing so that our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and
service people, and others whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of
this community.”
I urge you to consider Whitefish and the whole valley as we deserve thoughtful, community
enriching development from our developers. It is your duty to honor our growth policy’s
vision statement “The citizens of whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of
the community and will preserve those values as the community grows.”

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 600 of 1405

I do not wish to see the city permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is
directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If approved, this
commercial zone change will forever change the character of the area. It is not consistent with
our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density residential
development.

Sincerely,
Michael Thierfelder
WHITEFISH, MT 59937
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October 11, 2021
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I am writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications.
This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and
East Lakeshore Drive to allow for the development of 300+ residential units (which includes multi-family, high-end homes,
townhouses and 270 high-density rental units) and mixed use commercial space.
Whether it’s this project or any project, I’d like to state my strong objection to the city permanently changing the zoning for
this parcel. It will forever change the character of the neighborhood. I hope the city takes the long view on this decision.
As for the Mountain Gateway Project specifically, it is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area. Due diligence has not been done for a development
of this magnitude in regards to water quality, storm water, environmental impact and traffic implications – which need to be
considered all the way to the viaduct. There is only one narrow road in and out, which is concerning to the point of
distressing for fires and other emergency evacuations. For the locals, it will be daily traffic and stress – which is
diametrically opposed to why we chose to live in Whitefish.
The amount of people who will be negatively impacted by this project far outweighs the amount of people who will benefit
from it. This development is not in accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish as embodied in the growth policy:
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and
will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our open
spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our community
special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will keep downtown
Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we will
maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our
community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of
our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to
out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And we will provide affordable
housing so that our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and others
whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of this community.” Growth Policy
Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.”
As a resident my family and I will be negatively impacted by this project. We deserve to preserve our community values,
character and scale. For whatever it’s worth, I am a proponent of intelligent development. I appreciate the value added to
Whitefish by some of their other projects/properties in town. However, on this one, it is clear that this specific area of
Whitefish does not have the infrastructure to support this level of development. It will become a trap for everyone living over
the viaduct or trying to get to and from the ski hill.
Please say no to changing the zoning and to the Mountain Gateway project. Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Derreck Thompson
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October 11, 2021
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I am writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications.
This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and
East Lakeshore Drive to allow for the development of 300+ residential units (which includes multi-family, high-end homes,
townhouses and 270 high-density rental units) and mixed-use commercial space.
Whether it’s this project or any project, I’d like to state my strong objection to the city permanently changing the zoning for
this parcel. It will forever change the character of the neighborhood. I hope the city takes the long view on this decision.
As for the Mountain Gateway Project specifically, it is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area. Due diligence has not been done for a development
of this magnitude regarding water quality, storm water, environmental impact, and traffic implications – which need to be
considered all the way to the viaduct. There is only one narrow road in and out, which is concerning to the point of
distressing for fires and other emergency evacuations. For the locals, it will be daily traffic and stress – which is
diametrically opposed to why we chose to live in Whitefish.
The amount of people who will be negatively impacted by this project far outweighs the amount of people who will benefit
from it. This development is not in accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish as embodied in the growth policy:
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and
will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our open
spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our community
special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will keep downtown
Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we will
maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our
community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of
our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to
out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And we will provide affordable
housing so that our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and others
whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of this community.” Growth Policy
Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.”
As a resident my family and I will be negatively impacted by this project. We deserve to preserve our community values,
character, and scale. For whatever it’s worth, I am a proponent of intelligent development. I appreciate the value added to
Whitefish by some of their other projects/properties in town. However, on this one, this specific area of Whitefish does not
have the infrastructure to support this level of development. It will become a trap for everyone living over the viaduct or
trying to get to and from the ski hill.
Please say no to changing the zoning and to the Mountain Gateway project. Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Lesley Thompson
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke;
Mountain Gateway Project- Citizen Input
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 1:08:19 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Planning Committee Members & City Council Members:
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to
allow for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including
270 high-density units. This scares the heck out of me and I am requesting that the proposal
be denied for the following reasons:
1. Are we trying to kill the goose that lays the golden eggs? By this unchecked expansion we
are doing just that- we are going to ruin the very things that make Whitefish such a special
place! If we wanted Jackson Hole, with the traffic snarls, the endless waits to go anywhere
and the commercial feel, we would have moved there. Please don’t ruin Whitefish! LIMIT
EXPANSION! This development is not in accordance with our community’s vision for
Whitefish as embodied in the growth policy, please refer to it when making decisions. The
citizens do not want this type of development.
2. The argument that we need low cost housing is ludicrous- low cost housing on the lake?
Low cost housing by the train tracks, I get- but we all know there will be a pay off somewhere
along the way and there will be no low cost housing in this development. This is strictly a
money maker, which is fine, but don’t try to pass it off as trying to help minimum wage
earners.
3. I do not believe that due diligence has been done for a development of this magnitude in
regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is
paramount that traffic implications be considered at all the way to the viaduct as this is the
only grade separated route for emergency evacuation. We live on E. Lakeshore Drive and
traffic is ALREADY bad- add in another 300 cars and it will be unmanageable.
4. Please do NOT change the zoning- we do not need that type of precedence set. I value
being able to walk along Lakeshore Drive and see wildlife, not tons of traffic. I value being
able to get to the mountain inside 15’, this will forever change that. There is already
development of new units on the mountain, we don’t need MORE at the base!
Alternatives- make it a smaller, more intimate (dare I say, more exclusive, to appeal to the
developers?) proposal of less than 100 units. The Mountain Harbor development is a nice one
to emulate- lots of green space, not too big, well maintained, go for something like that, NOT
a giant, “mini-village.” Or, build this somewhere else, somewhere that can handle the traffic
and the infrastructure needs- NOT on the lake!
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I urge the planning committee to listen to the citizens who elected you to represent them, not
to the developers who will be gone once this place is sold out. We live here now and we are
the ones who will have to live with the consequences of expanding just to fill the coffers in the
short term. Keep Whitefish, Whitefish!
Sincerely,
Angela Thurman
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
MOUNTAIN GATEWAY DEVELOPMENT
Thursday, September 9, 2021 2:04:31 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
this sounds like a crazy plan from developers, ie averills, you gave them permission for lodge,
overpass walkway( for safety, that nobody uses), they built the firebrand, the are in plans for
boutique hotel, and space downtown. How much do they money do they need in their pocket.
my main question is it says 340 residential spots with 270 for workforce housing, is it going to
be 30% of their take home pay? if not its not affordable. say you work on the mtn $12 starting
wage work 40 hrs a week for 4 months rent would be $600, or you are living in poverty. Can
your kids come back and work at any one of the places that are having a hard time finding
employees, and afford to live there? that is the big picture.
it says, parking for snowbus, like 5 spots? 25? 100?
Putting a stop light at bottom of big mtn rd? traffic nightmares already happening.
Firehall/ems? building and trucks can be built but can you staff it? i was in on the fire
coverage issue with the fire district. that was the verdict, you have to commit to hiring pros
who is going to pay for that? are any of the new Covid tourist that are scooping up housing
volunteering ?
How bout a tax increase on housing that is short term rentals? Look at hawaii, almost triple
taxes on short term rentals, Arbnb,vrbos, and what ever other short term rentals are killing the
affordable homes for work force in the valley. these are luxury investments, they needed to be
taxed thru the roof when companies start buying and making money on housing that is a
problem. taxes could be used to offset for employee housing.The employee housing doesnt
need to be on a rd that cant handle that much traffic as it is, it can be off hwy 40 or 93 north.
I have a friend that just was told his apartment at baypoint, 2 bed 2 bath is raising from 1200
to 3000. he is moving out of whitefish, this is the reality of employee shortage,
thanks
brett urbach

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 606 of 1405

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Pasted it below…:)
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 9:35:04 AM

Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to
allow for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including
270 high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of
the properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced
below.

First and foremost we formally request that the planning board recommend denial of the
Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due
diligence has not been done for a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic
implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is paramount that
traffic implications be considered at all the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade
separated route for emergency evacuation.
This development is not in accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish as
embodied in the growth policy:
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community
and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our
open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our
community special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will
keep downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our
community, and we will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy
Vision Statement, pg. 9.
“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our
community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity
of our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to
out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And we will provide affordable
housing so that our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and
others whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of this community.” Growth
Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.
As a resident whom would be greatly impacted by this project I strongly object to this in its
current scale. WE deserve to preserve our community values, character and scale to live in
to which we came to love this community.
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Lastly , we do not wish to see the city permanently change the zoning of this parcel, it will
forever change the character of the neighborhood. We do not feel all the points laid out to
be accurate or hold long standing truth.
Stacy Valner
10/09/2021

On Tue, Oct 12, 2021 at 8:32 AM Wendy Compton-Ring <wcomptonring@cityofwhitefish.org> wrote:
There is no attachment. Can you try sending it again? Thanks.

From: Stacy Valner
Sent: Sunday, October 10, 2021 10:03 AM
To: Wendy Compton-Ring <wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: Resending.

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.

Whitefish

-Stacy Valner
-Stacy Valner
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke
Wendy Compton-Ring
RE: Mountain Gateway Project
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 11:41:24 AM

Thank you for your comment. Your letter will be forwarded to the Planning Board and Council for
their consideration.

Michelle Howke

Administrative Services Director/City Clerk
PO Box 158/418 E. 2nd Street
Whitefish, MT 59937
mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org
406-863-2402
STAY CLEAN, CAREFUL AND CONNECTED
From: Pete Valov
Sent: Sunday, October 10, 2021 7:24 PM
To: Michelle Howke <mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: Mountain Gateway Project
ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use
caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are
expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
From: Peter Valov
Whitefish, MT
To: Planning Dept
Re: Development at Lakeshore/Big Mountain
I'am writing to oppose and request a denial for the Mountain Gateway Project and zoning map
amendment.
My first visit to Whitefish was in 1997 and I have been a homeowner since 2002. Growth and
development have been a part of Whitefish since 1905 but every year the infrastructure of the
downtown areas are having a more difficult time with the summer tourists and traffic. Another multi
use development on Lakeshore Dr is not needed.
Pete
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Additional units
Friday, October 8, 2021 4:50:59 PM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Dear Wendy:
Just got the notice of increased density to Lakefront property, mountain project and increased units from 145 to 340
!
This is a bad idea for traffic and increased everything and as a resident of Ironhorse,
we are
against the PUD of this development! Just was told objections by Oct 12, 21. 5pm so he is mine (Edward Wald liv.
Trust) and hope you deny the increase to the lower area in front of Ironhorse community! Thank you , sent to you as
rep for City of Whitefish, in Florida week of meeting!
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke
Wendy Compton-Ring
RE: Objection
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 12:00:31 PM

Thank you for your comment. Your letter will be forwarded to the Planning Board and Council for their
consideration.
Michelle Howke
Administrative Services Director/City Clerk
PO Box 158/418 E. 2nd Street
Whitefish, MT 59937
mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org
406-863-2402
STAY CLEAN, CAREFUL AND CONNECTED
-----Original Message----From: Edward Wald
Sent: Friday, October 8, 2021 5:00 PM
To: Michelle Howke <mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: Objection
        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
We object to any zoning changes , to Mountain Gateway density, to city council members, as a owner Ed Wald
Trust ..
Whitefish, Mt. this is bad idea, and directly would be a nightmare to Ironhorse
Community , and it’s upscale development! Increase to zoning , density, traffic is ALL bad ! We object to all
concerned at City of Whitefish, just got the message of plan ( Against) and sent email to Wendy Compton as well on
this day 8th of October, 2021 4 pm pst, thank you, Edward Wald ( owner)
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Support for Big Mountain Gateway Project
Monday, October 11, 2021 2:48:26 PM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Hello Wendy,
I would like to voice my support for the Big Mountain Gateway Project. I believe this is the kind of high-density
workforce housing project this town needs. I believe that the “Flathead Families for Responsible Growth”’s petition
is simply a “NIMBY” attempt to halt a project that would bring low to moderate income folks onto their turf. I think
the deed restricted long-term rentals and townhomes could provide essential workforce housing and I fully support
this project. Thank you.
Best,
Austin Wallis
Whitefish Resident
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
mhowke@cityofshitefish.org
Mountain Gateway Project"s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
Thursday, October 7, 2021 4:06:00 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,

The purpose of this correspondence is to provide public comment on the Mountain
Gateway Projects PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications. My understanding is
that the proposed project involves changing the zoning to allow for multiple properties
and commercial development at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and E. Lakeshore
Dr. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties.
I do not believe due diligence has been done for a development of this size in regards to
traffic implications and environmental impact. Traffic is already quite heavy at this
intersection on a daily basis and considerations should be kept in mind for emergency
evacuation if necessary.
The citizens of Whitefish value the character and small town feel of our community and
want to preserve these values as the community grows. This particular proposed
development is not in accordance with our communities vision for Whitefish as
embodied in the City of Whitefish-growth policy.

If this zoning is approved it will forever change the character of the area. Whitefish
deserves more thoughtful development that is consistent with our Growth Policy. Please
consider honoring our vision statement that has been set-forth in the Growth Policy that
our citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character and small town feel of our community
and want to preserve those values as the community grows.
Lastly, I would like to say that if this proposed project is to add “affordable housing” (I
am not sure if this is affordable housing or not) but if is there are many other options in
the valley that already exist or are proposed and approved for near future development:
Kalispell Planning Board Approves Hundreds of Housing Units (This article is dated March

2020)
Owl View Landing (120 apt. units) - http://owlviewlanding.com/
The Meridian (120 apt. units) - https://www.themeridianapartments.com/
The Village at Eagle Valley Ranch (113 single-family lots)
- https://www.thevillagemt.com/
Under Review - 430 Stillwater Road (93 single-family lots and 192-multi-family
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units with a clubhouse, three-and-a-half acres of parks and a commercial space,
located at the intersection of Stillwater Road and Four Mile Drive)
Silverbrook Town Center, Apartments and community - 260+ completed homes (w/
170+ lots to be developed) & a multifamily development currently under
construction. Link for parcel of land that show the current construction underway
Columbia Falls
The Highline Apartments - https://www.rentthehighline.com/
I am respectfully requesting that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain
Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted.
Sincerely,

Rhonda Walls
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Comment on the Mountain Gateway Zoning Map Amendment Application
Monday, October 11, 2021 9:37:39 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
I am writing to you today as a neighbor and member of a shared community. I recently heard of
the proposed development and changes in zoning of multiple properties at the intersection of Big
Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive. The details within the Mountain Gateway Project’s
PUD and Zoning Map Amendment application is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for a holistic growth plan. We should be
taking action to solve the issues surrounding affordable housing for our workers and laborers!
Restaurant workers are already under stress, there are help wanted signs in every window, and
the folks who do work are tired and burnt out. This does not help cultivate a healthy and thriving
community. People need affordable housing, NOT more luxury condos! Normal residents who
work here and contribute to the local economy cannot afford a luxury condo. Unlike those that
come from bigger cities, working their remote jobs, in our town.
Whitefish will become a ghost town unless viable affordable housing solutions are created and
taken seriously.
I urge you all to deny the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as
submitted. The due diligence has not been done for a development of this magnitude (over 300
residential units including 270 high-density units) in regards to traffic implications, water quality,
storm water, and environmental impact. Has traffic implications been considered? The way to the
viaduct is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation. In addition, what about
Whitefish’s Growth Policy? “We will manage traffic and keep our community safe for pedestrians
and cyclists….. We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us
all. And we will provide affordable housing so that our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales
and service people, and others whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of this
community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.
Developers have a RESPONSIBILITY to uphold and respect the statements in our Growth Policy
Vision. As a resident of a shared community, I am tired of greedy developers and policy makers
lining their pockets at the expense of locals. Not only in Whitefish, but the Valley as whole
deserves development that is thoughtful, enriching, and supportive of the working class. Again, I
am urging you all to consider denying the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
applications and to honor the current statues that are in place that would not allow this type of
negligent housing (housing for who?) to be built.
I am not against high-density units or folks moving to this valley. I am against rent and mortgages
that make it impossible to live and work here as a normal person and the irresponsible
development and policies that make it so. We can’t all have super high-paying remote jobs, trust
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funds, or generational wealth to afford a place in Whitefish. And neither should we have to subject
ourselves to working 50-60 hours a week just to scrape by to live in the place we love and want to
take care of.

Thank you for your time.
Michell Wang

___________________________________________________

P   Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail

Confidentiality Notice: This message is intended exclusively for the individual or entity to which it is addressed. This
communication may contain information that is proprietary, privileged or confidential, or otherwise legally exempt from
disclosure. If you are not the named addressee, you are not authorized to read, print, retain, copy or disseminate this
message or any part thereof. If you receive this message in error, please notify the sender immediately by e-mail and
delete all copies of this message
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke; John Muhlfeld
Mountain Gateway Project
Saturday, October 9, 2021 5:51:11 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.

Wendy,
My wife and I have been "locals" since 2005. We
have enjoyed the people, the town, the local
businesses and restaurants as well as the beauty of
Whitefish. Growth is inevitable but it must be
managed. In our opinion the proposed Mountain
Gateway Project, as presented, is totally out of sync
with the stated goals of the Whitefish Planning Board
as well as the Whitefish City Council. We are already
struggling with traffic, workers' shortages, strained
infrastructure, and out-of-control visitation as well
as permanent growth. The Mountain Gateway
Project is totally out of scale for Whitefish. I am sure
it is tempting for the council to see all the dollar
signs this project affords but when do we include
quality of life issues when deciding the
appropriateness of a proposal? Anyone that has
spent any time here knows the traffic issues that
exist currently. To add hundreds of trips daily down
Wisconsin and across the viaduct is insane.
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We very much encourage the council to leave the
current zoning in place and deny the requested
accommodation requested by the developers of the
Mountain Gateway Project.
Leslie & Mike Warning
Whitefish, MT
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October 11, 2021
TO:

Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner, wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org

Cc:

Michelle Howke, City Clerk, mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org

Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
The purpose of this letter is to express my concerns and provide public comment
on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications. The
proposed project requires changing the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection
of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development
and the development of 318 residential units, including 270 high-density units. To which,
under the current circumstances, we are vehemently opposed.

We have reviewed the proposed Mountain Gateway applications and the project
appears to be inconsistent with the existing intended land use of the subject properties
and the community’s vision for the area as referenced in the City’s various guiding
documents including the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan, City of Whitefish Growth
Policy, Whitefish Transportation Plan, and other city planning publications.

Specifically, we are requesting the Planning Board and City Council take the
following actions:
•

Deny the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as
currently submitted for the following reasons;
— Based upon the developments’ large scale and community implications,
insufficient due diligence has been conducted to determine the overall
ramifications involving water quality, air quality, storm water, and
environmental impacts.
— Additionally, the traffic and community safety consequences have not been
fully considered in an already stressed corridor. The PUD would introduce
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500+ residential vehicles and an unknown quantity of commercial vehicles
to the two-lane Wisconsin Avenue that already serves as a main artery for
the various feeder roads from the many communities along its route. The
development’s added traffic congestion will not only affect the corridor’s
accessibility and air quality but will compromise emergency egress given
that the Wisconsin viaduct is the only grade separated evacuation route. At
a minimum, the viaduct and corridor currently require upgrading to allow for
the increased traffic prior to considering any new higher density
developments.
— Moreover, the development is not in line with the guiding principles of
mobility, character, linkages, and vitality as outlined in the Wisconsin
Avenue Corridor Plan and City of Whitefish Growth Policy. The City’s
Growth Policy Vision Statement (page 9) states that:
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small
town feel of the community and will preserve those values as the
community grows. We will preserve and enhance our open spaces,
wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that
make our community special. We will make a special effort to keep
our air and water clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish the
commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our community,
and we will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale”. The
Policy goes on further to state (pages 9 -10) “(a)s Whitefish grows,
it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our
community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social
and economic diversity of our community is threatened, and we will
strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital
facilities and services that support us all. And we will provide
affordable housing so that our teachers, police officers, firefighters,
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sales and service people, and others whose services we depend
on, can continue to be a part of this community.”
•

Adhere to the letter and intent of the existing policies. Whitefish is a unique
community bound to the ideals described within its policies. As such, the
community and entire valley deserves thoughtful and community enhancing
development projects from our developers that are truly additive and not just
growth for growth’s sake. To that end, Article S. of the WPUD Planned Unit
Development District Zoning Regulations specifically states that the zoning’s
purpose is to:
— 11-2S-1: Purpose And Intent, D: “Ensure that new developments respect
the character, scale, and qualities of the surrounding neighborhood.”
— 11-2S-1: Purpose And Intent, E: “Encourage new development to integrate
with existing neighborhoods to result in stronger, livable, sustainable
neighborhoods, rather than series of individual developments.”
— 11-2S-2: PUD Types and Permitted Uses, A. Residential Planned Unit
Development (R-PUD): ”The purpose of the Residential PUD option is to
facilitate creatively designed, livable neighborhoods in Residential Zoning
Districts where the proposed product type, density, scale, and character
are appropriate and complement adjacent development.”
The recent introduction of The Quarry community calls into question the
adherence to these zoning principals which appear to have purposely ignored the
objectives outlining the aesthetic and enhancement of the surrounding
communities. This is reinforced as the Quarry development appears to have
contributed more to the ever growing itinerate (“Airbnb”) population versus that of
truly constructive sustainable community growth. As such, there is great concern
that the Mountain Gateway development (same applicants) will follow the same
path.

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 623 of 1405

Furthermore, the addition of more than 300 Mountain Gateway units has the
potential of increasing the population of Whitefish by more than 10% in an area
that comprises approximately 30.5 acres. The high-density Mountain Gateway
development will bring permanent and negative impacts to the east side of
Whitefish Lake, forever changing the character and rural feel of the area and
community.
•

Consider a moratorium against high-density developments until the city’s existing
policies can be reviewed and considerations made for the recent unprecedented
growth in Whitefish and the surrounding areas.

•

Also, we are concerned about the public notification process and period. We
respectfully request that the city change its notice period policy involving
development applications. The process would better serve the community by
delivering notice of new applications to the public within 48 hours of submission
including the ability receive push notifications.

We strongly urge Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members to consider the
long reaching impacts of a development of this scale by adhering to the standing
Whitefish growth policy’s vision statement “The citizens of Whitefish value the scale,
character, and small town feel of the community and will preserve those values as the
community grows.” Visitors and community members deserve to experience the limited
areas surrounding Whitefish Lake as they were originally intended in the City’s Growth
and Zoning Policies. If allowed to continue, a project of this magnitude will forever set a
dangerous and injurious precedent for additional high-density residential and
commercial development along the remaining limited open acreage that surrounds our
lake.
_Shellie & Karl Weber_______ ___
Print Names

__October 11, 2021___
Date

____________________________
Signatures

Address

________

Whitefish, MT 59937
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October 12, 2021
Sent via E-Mail

City of Whitefish
Planning and Building Department
Attn: Wendy Compton-Ring
418 E 2nd Street
Whitefish, MT 59937
E-Mail: wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org
Re:

Proposed Land Use Action: Arim Mountain Gateway PUD & Zoning Map
Amendment/Conditional Zone Change Applications (File Nos. WPUD 21-03 and
WZC 21-03)

Ms. Compton-Ring and Honorable Members of the Whitefish Planning Board,
This firm, along with David K.W. Wilson, Jr. of Morrison Sherwood Wilson and Deola,
PLLP represent Flathead Families for Responsible Growth (“Flathead Families” or “FFRG”), a
Montana non-profit organization, in connection with the above referenced WPUD and WZC
applications (collectively, the “Applications”) submitted by Arim Mountain Gateway (“Mountain
Gateway”).
Flathead Families is composed of a wide array of citizens from the community - from those
who live in downtown Whitefish, to the far end of Whitefish Lake to Kalispell and everywhere in
between. They are opposed to the Applications. We understand the Whitefish Planning Board
(“Board”) will hold a public hearing on the Applications on October 21, 2021 and the Board may
forward the Application with the Board’s recommendation to the November 15, 2021 Whitefish
City Council (“Council”) meeting for an additional public hearing and final action. Flathead
Families offers the following concerns and its legal position regarding the Applications. Attached
to this letter, and in support of Flathead Families’ position, is a summary expert report by Dr.
Ahmed Al Kaisy, a traffic engineer who has reviewed the Traffic Impact Study (“TIS”) and related
traffic issues, and an expert report by David Donohue of HydroSolutions, a hydrologist, who has
reviewed the water issues in the Applications. We will provide Dr. Al Kaisy’s detailed report to
the Planning Board prior to its October 21, 2021 hearing.
The Applications involve 30.51 net acres of property located at the intersection of Big
Mountain Road, an MDT Secondary Highway, and East Lakeshore Drive, an MDT Primary
Highway.1 The property is currently zoned WR-2, WR-3, and County R-4, which the
1

Montana Department of Transportation, Whitefish Urban Map, available at
https://mdt.mt.gov/other/WebData/external/Planning/maps/urban/WHITEFISH.PDF
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applicant seeks to have annexed into the City as WR-2.2 The properties in the surrounding area are
currently zoned WRR/WPUD, WLR, WER, WSR, and County R-4.
Overlaying the Whitefish Code requirements, and as a starting point for this discussion,
are the fundamental requirements of zoning as set forth under Montana law. Section 76-2-304,
MCA, states:
(1) Zoning regulations must be:
(a) made in accordance with a growth policy; and
(b) designed to:
(i) secure safety from fire and other dangers;
(ii) promote public health, public safety, and the general welfare; and
(iii) facilitate the adequate provision of transportation, water, sewerage, schools,
parks, and other public requirements.
(2) In the adoption of zoning regulations, the municipal governing body shall consider:
(a) reasonable provision of adequate light and air;
(b) the effect on motorized and nonmotorized transportation systems;
(c) promotion of compatible urban growth;
(d) the character of the district and its peculiar suitability for particular uses; and
(e) conserving the value of buildings and encouraging the most appropriate use of land
throughout the jurisdictional area.
(Emphasis added).
WPUD 21-03 and WZC 21-03: Danger to Public Safety
First and foremost, the applicant has failed to establish that the zoning amendment and
planned unit development are designed to “secure safety from fire and other dangers,” “promote
public health safety and the general welfare,” and is justified by a “clear community benefit” such
as the provision of a public facility. WCC §§ 11-2S-6; 11-7-12; Mont. Code Ann. § 76-2304(1)(b)(i).
It is Flathead Families’ position that: 1) the development density proposed by the applicant
presents a clear danger to public safety due to fire and other dangers related to emergency services;
and 2) the zoning amendment is not justified by any clear community benefit. Traffic congestion
due to inadequate road infrastructure on Wisconsin Avenue, East Lakeshore Drive, and Big
Mountain Road is already a fact of life and is well documented. In the event of a wildfire, this
congestion could result in tragic consequences for life and property, more so if several hundred
more residential units are built at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road.
The applicant does not address this clear impediment to the proposed development whatsoever.
Further, as the applicant acknowledges, emergency vehicles are already constrained by
access issues in the corridor. Purportedly, the applicant seeks to resolve this issue by donating land
for a fire station. However, while the Whitefish City Code considers the provision of public
2

The applicant seeks to annex 9.19 acres into the City of Whitefish.
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Mountain Gateway PUD
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facilities such as fire stations to fulfill the clear community benefit requirement, the developer is
not proposing to build a fire station facility. See W.C.C. § 11-2S-6(E). Rather, the applicant is
proposing to donate 1.51 acres of land where such a facility may or may not be built depending on
a variety of factors that the applicant does not address, including the availability of funding for the
building and staffing of the fire station by the City. Further, while a fire station is desirable in this
location, there are several other locations in the Whitefish Fire Service Area (“WFSA”) that have
a much more critical need for a fire station. The limited resources should be focused on locations
in the WFSA that are further than 5 miles from a fire department, unlike this location which is
approximately 4 miles from the Big Mountain Fire Department and 3.5 miles from the Whitefish
Fire Department.
WPUD 21-03 and WZC 21-03: Inconsistency with the Growth Policy
Montana law requires the City’s zoning regulations, including zoning amendments, to be
made in accordance and consistent with the Whitefish Growth Policy. Mont. Code Ann. § 76-2304(1)(a); WCC § 11-7-12. However, in this case, there are clear inconsistencies between the
Growth Policy and the zoning that would be implemented if this application is approved.
First, it is important to note that the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan is inconsistent with
the 2007 Growth Policy and thus is not itself in accordance with the Growth Policy as state law
requires. The Growth Policy’s land use designation for the subject area is Suburban Residential
which allows for WCR, WER, and WSR single-family zoning. However, the 2018 Corridor Plan
changed the land use designation to “Suburban Residential – Big Mtn Road Key Development,”3
a designation that does not exist in the Growth Policy and is therefore invalid. Thus, because the
Growth Policy and Corridor Plan are internally inconsistent such that it is “impossible to determine
appropriate population densities” for the area, the City exceeded its authority in attempting to
amend the Growth Policy’s land use designations with the Corridor Plan.
The current zoning of WR-2 and WR-3 on the property is also not consistent with the
Growth Policy. The WR-2 zoning district is consistent with the Growth Policy’s Urban land use
designation and the WR-3 zoning district is consistent with the High Density Residential land use
designation. However, neither the WR-2 or WR-3 zones are consistent with the
Suburban Residential land use designation. Therefore, the County R-4 zoned property should not
be zoned WR-2 if the annexation is approved after an additional public hearing4; rather, the
County-R4 property, if annexed, should be zoned WCR, WER, or WSR as designated by the
Growth Policy.
3

The change in the Future Land Use map in the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan was contrary to the discussion in
the Plan which said “the corridor plan recommends designating this property as “suburban residential” on the
future land use map with a diagonal hatch pattern and a footnote referencing this section of the document to denote
the unique characteristics of this property … [i]n summary, this property can and should be developed in a manner
that will preserve most of its suburban character. At the same time, development of this property can address several
of the goals set forth in this plan, including a wider variety of housing types and workforce housing, a degree of selfcontainment with the support of convenience commercial, shortnered and/or eliminated vehicle trips, and access to
transit and non-motorized transportation.” 4-10.

Pursuant to § 76-2-303, MCA, an additional public hearing on the applicant’s petition for municipal
annexation is required because the Whitefish zoning regulations: i) do not “authorize land uses
comparable to the land uses authorized by county zoning” or “authorize land uses that are consistent with
land uses approved by the board of county commissioners or the board of adjustment pursuant to Title 76,
4
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It is a well-established principle of Montana law that land use decisions cannot be based
on planning documents that are “internally incongruous and irreconcilable.” Bridger Canyon
Property Owners Assoc. v. Planning and Zoning Comm., 270 Mont. 160, 173, 890 P.2d 1268
(1995). In Bridger Canyon, in evaluating a PUD approved by the Planning and Zoning
Commission the Court noted,
We have previously determined that the General Plan must be followed and the
PUD simply does not comply with the General Plan's language. In order for the
development patterns and comprehensive (or master) plans to have meaning, they
should be followed and must therefore, be consistent enough to be followed.
However, the incongruous language in the planning documents casts confusion
upon the appropriate population densities for the various areas of the Canyon. In
short, not only do the Zoning Ordinance and the Base Area Plan conflict with the
General Plan, when they should harmonize, but they are internally in conflict. To
base a decision of conditional approval of a PUD on planning documents which are
inherently unreliable is unsatisfactory.
Id. at 174.
Accordingly, because of the inconsistencies among the planning documents, the Montana
Supreme Court determined that the Planning and Zoning Commission exceeded its jurisdiction in
approving the PUD.
Here, likewise, there are inconsistencies between the proposed PUD and both the
Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan and the Growth Policy; and the Corridor Plan and the Growth
Policy are themselves internally inconsistent.
Similarly, in Heffernan v. City of Missoula, 2011 MT 91, 360 Mont. 207, 255 P.3d 80, the
Montana Supreme Court again overturned a decision by the City of Missoula, approving a
development based on its inconsistency with the Growth Policy: “While it is not necessary for the
Sonata Park zoning to be ‘consistent with every goal and objective expressed’ in the Rattlesnake
Valley Plan . . . , it is necessary for the zoning to substantially comply with the plan.” Id., ¶ 89.
Here, as noted above, the PUD does not substantially comply with the Whitefish Growth Policy,
and therefore does not meet the statutory and regulatory requirements.
Spot Zoning
Given the inconsistencies proposed by the WPUD 21-03 and WZC 21-03 applications,
approval of the Applications would result in spot zoning because: 1) the proposed high-density
and commercial uses are significantly different than the single-family and other low-density
residential uses in the area5; 2) the changes would only benefit one landowner, Glacier Ranch
chapter 2, part 1.”; and (ii) are not “are consistent with zoning requirements recommended in a growth
policy adopted pursuant to Title 76, chapter 1, for the annexed property.”

See Wisconsin Ave Corridor Plan at 64 (“The current zoning on the property is WR-2 and WR3 (city) and R-4 (county). This is in sharp contrast to the WLR zoning that is located to the west
and south, the low-density residential development to the north, and the resort residential zoning
5
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Holdings LLC; and 3) as explained above, the zoning changes would be inconsistent with the 2007
Growth Policy. See, e.g. Little v. Bd. Of County Commrs., 193 Mont. 334, 631 P.2d 1282 (1981).
WPUD 21-03: Community Residential Facility
The WPUD application is requesting a conditional use permit to allow 18.35 acres of WR2 property to be developed as a Type II Community Residential Facility, which is defined as:
Community Residential Facility: One of the following facilities that may or may
not be licensed by a governmental agency and providing care on a twenty four
(24) hour a day basis and as defined by state law:
A. A community group home for developmentally, mentally, or severely
disabled persons or the elderly that does not provide skilled or intermediate
nursing care.
B. A youth care facility in which substitute care is provided to youth,
including youth foster homes, kinship foster homes, youth group homes,
youth shelter care facilities, and transitional living programs, but excluding
youth assessment centers.
C. An adult foster family care home.
D. A halfway house operated in accordance with regulations of the Montana
department of public health and human services for the rehabilitation of
alcoholics or drug dependent persons and/or supervised living centers for
probationers.
E. A personal care facility.
F. A maternity home, including administrative offices, services for childcare,
counseling, classroom training, independent living training, and support
groups.
WCC § 11-9-2; see also Mont. Code Ann. § 76-2-411 (Definition of “community
residential facility”). Type II community residential facility serves 9 or more individuals,
exclusive of caretakers and administration. Id.
According to the applicant, obtaining a Conditional Use Permit for a “community
residential facility” will “allow the proposed 270-unit long term rental community” contemplated
in the PUD. PUD Narrative at 2. The long term rental community will be composed of a multifamily apartment project with 238 market rate rental units and 32 affordable/deed restricted units.
PUD Narrative at 1; Housing Mitigation Plan Narrative at 1. What the applicant is proposing is,
manifestly, not a “Community Residential Facility” contemplated by the Whitefish Code or under
statute. See above definition. The long term residential apartment complex is not proposed to
(the Iron Horse Golf Club practice range) to the east”).
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“provide care on a 24 hour basis.” There is no mention of the home catering to special needs
residents or residents as identified in the above definitions. Therefore, under both the Whitefish
City Code and Montana Code Annotated, the applicant is not eligible to receive the conditional
use permit requested since the applicant is not proposing to build a Community Residential
Facility. On that basis alone, the application must be denied. The applicant needs to apply to
change the underlying zoning to a kind of zone where this type of apartment building is permitted
rather than seek to pass this off as a “community residential facility,” which is clearly not
contemplated here. The City cannot approve this PUD with this erroneous definition; that would
clearly be an arbitrary, capricious and unlawful decision.
WPUD 21-03: PUD Review Criteria
The applicant has also failed to meet its burden of satisfactorily addressing the PUD
criteria codified in WCC §§ 11- 2S-1, et seq.
1. Purpose and Intent of a Planned Unit Development (Criteria No. 1)
Under WCC § 11-2S-1, the purpose of the WPUD overlay is to:
A. Provide a community development tool that encourages creativity and innovation in
design and development.
B. Allow design flexibility so as to enhance the character and quality of development
through variety in the type, design, and arrangement of structures and improvements.
C. Allow the developer and design professionals the flexibility to respond to unique
qualities and environmental characteristics of a site.
D. Ensure that new development respects the character, scale, and qualities of the
surrounding neighborhood.
E. Encourage new development to integrate with existing neighborhoods to result in
stronger, livable, sustainable neighborhoods, rather than a series of individual
developments.
F. Allow the developer to incorporate the latest innovations in design and construction
techniques to address market demands and housing needs of the Whitefish
community.
Flathead Families maintains that the project will not substantially achieve the applicable
Purpose and Intent items found in W.C.C. § 11-2S-1. By way of example and not limitation, the
development will not “enhance the character and quality of development” in the community or
“respect the character, scale, and qualities of the surrounding neighborhoods” given that the
surrounding neighborhoods are suburban residential in nature and the applicant is proposing to
build a multi-story, high-density 270-unit apartment complex on the western portion of the
property and six 4-plex units plus 24 condos on the eastern portion of the property, neither of
which are allowed as permitted or conditional uses in the WR-2 zoning district.
Further, the density and type of buildings proposed do not protect the natural resources and
environmental qualities associated with the area, do not use any innovative design and construction
techniques, and do little to address the affordable housing needs in Whitefish.
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2. Clear Community Benefit (Criteria No. 2)
The applicant must also demonstrate that the project provides a clear community benefit
and justify why there is proper justification for any proposed deviations from standards of the
underlying zoning district and the Public Works Design Manual. W.C.C. § 11-2S-6. However,
the applicant has failed to provide a clear community benefit to justify approval of the PUD.
First, the applicant is proposing to provide a 1.51-acre piece of property with road access
to Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive. However, as explained above, the developer is
not proposing to build a fire station facility but, rather, is just donating a piece of property where
such a facility may or may not be built depending on a variety of factors (funding being the main
obstacle) that the applicant does not address.
Second, the applicant also asserts that the roundabout will provide a clear community
benefit; however, the applicant does not explain how the provision of a roundabout complies
with W.C.C. § 11-2S-6 and it should be noted that a roundabout was not proposed in the City’s
road infrastructure planning documents, including the Whitefish Transportation Plan and
Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan. Wisconsin Ave. Corridor Plan at 73. Further, East Lakeshore
Drive and Big Mountain Drive are under MDT authority as primary and secondary highways,
respectively. Therefore, MDT is the lead agency for the design and funding of roadway
improvements at this intersection. While the applicant states that the roundabout has been
“discussed” with MDT, it does not state that MDT has approved or agreed to fund a roundabout
at this intersection.
Third, the applicant asserts that it will retain the forested character of the land by building
“up” versus “out.” However, many more trees would be retained if the zoning was consistent
with the Suburban Residential land use designation and the property was either left as is or
developed with single family residences or townhomes on large lots as allowed under current
zoning. Because the developer does not present a comparative analysis in this respect, the
applicant has not presented a clear community benefit justification for the proposed
development.
Finally, the applicant also states that the development of commercial business will reduce
traffic on Wisconsin Avenue. However, it is obvious that any reduction of traffic between the
intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive will be minimal and more than
offset by the number of residential units being proposed. The applicant also fails to take into
account the number of vehicle trips that will travel on Wisconsin just to frequent the commercial
development.
3. Environmentally Sensitive Areas Criterion (Criteria No. 3)
The applicant also fails to establish that the project site will preserve and protect
environmentally sensitive areas, including Whitefish Lake, steep slopes, and mature trees on the
property. According to Dave Donohue, Senior Hydrologist with HydroSolutions, Inc., the vortex
unit system proposed by the developer to manage stormwater from the development is insufficient
to remove nitrogen and phosphates from stormwater runoff and does not provide stormwater
treatment. Therefore, anything dissolved in the stormwater from the development, including
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nitrogen and phosphates, would discharge into Whitefish Lake because the stormwater plan
proposes a connection with the East Whitefish Lake ditch. Mr. Donohue raises additional issues
regarding the potential environmental impacts from the project. We urge you to review Mr.
Donohue’s detailed comments. Ltr. from D. Donohue, attached as Exhibit A.
Further, the applicant states that there are areas with steeper slopes which will be “left
primarily undeveloped.” However, because the applicant does not clarify what it means by
“primarily” (as noted by Mr. Donohue), it has not met its burden with regard to this criterion.
Given these issues and the issues identified above with respect to the mature trees on the property,
the applicant has not adequately explained how the proposed development will preserve and
protect the environmentally sensitive areas on and near the site. Therefore, the PUD application
should be denied.
4. Wildlife Habitat, Wildlife Corridor, and Open Space (Criteria Nos. 4 and 5)
The applicant has not met its burden to prove that it will be sensitive and respectful to
wildlife habitat and/or seasonal migration corridors as verified by a competent wildlife assessment
or otherwise verified by empirical evidence. WCC § 11-2S-8 requires the City to take a “hard
look” at the proposed PUD’s environmental impacts. Further, Article II, Section 3 and Article IX,
Section 1 of the Montana Constitution places an affirmative duty on the private parties and the
government to proactively protect the environment and public health from impacts that are not just
conclusive, but also anticipatory and preventative.
While the applicant submitted a “species snapshot” from the Montana Natural Heritage
Program, listing a number of federally endangered and threatened species and Montana Species of
Concern (“SOC”) in the area, the applicant did not address with any specificity what impact the
development would have on these species through a wildlife assessment. The applicant also did
not include any baseline data on Montana Potential Species of Concern (“PSOC”) in the area and
the migratory patterns of elk and other ungulates in the area. The applicant also failed to address
how the development would ensure the protection of those species federally protected under the
Endangered Species Act, Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and
the Lacey Act.
It is important to note that habitat loss, including as a result of habitat destruction and
fragmentation due to land development, remains the largest threat to wildlife survivability in the
United States.6 However, the applicant misrepresents the FWP’s Crucial Habitat Rank and Habitat
for Species of Concern for the area and also does not address those migratory birds that use the
forested areas for nesting and/or foraging habitat. Thus, the applicant’s assertion that “migratory
bird species habitat is focused around areas close to standing water, ponds, or lakes” is incorrect.
To that end, Flathead Families has retained an avian expert to speak to this issue and who is
currently preparing an expert report in advance of the October 21, 2021 Planning Board hearing.

6

National Wildlife Federation, Habitat Loss, available at https://www.nwf.org/Educational-Resources/WildlifeGuide/Threats-to-Wildlife/Habitat-Loss
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With respect to the increased risk of black and grizzly bear-human conflicts associated with
this development, the applicant does not guarantee that bear proof dumpsters 7 will be utilized on
the property which lack thereof clearly poses a danger to both the local bear population and public
safety.
5. Preservation and Protection of Existing
Neighborhoods (Criteria No. 6)
The applicant has not met its burden on this
criteria given that the proposed high-density and
commercial uses are significantly different from the
single-family and dispersed low-density residential
uses in the area. As such, the character and qualities
of the existing neighborhoods would be negatively
impacted rather than preserved and protected. The
surrounding area as shown in the map is composed
entirely of low density dwellings and open space.
There is no commercial or high-density residential
in or near the project area. This project will
significantly change the existing neighborhoods by
exacerbating the already dire traffic issues,
dislocating wildlife who use the area, and changing
the character of the area from a quiet, peaceful lowdensity area to a high-density, commercial one.
6. Street Continuity, Streetscapes, and Transportation Alternatives (Criteria Nos. 7, 8, and
9)
According to Dr. Ahmed Al Kaisy, Transportation Engineer, the Traffic Impact Study
submitted by the applicant contains limitations that do not accurately reflect the true traffic impacts
of this project. Ltr. from A. Al Kaisy, attached as Exhibit B. First, because Big Mountain Road is
a major access road to Whitefish Mountain Resort, WGM Group should have conducted additional
traffic counts during peak winter season in order to accurately calculate existing traffic volumes
and, additionally, should have adjusted the 2020 traffic volumes to reflect the decline in travel due
to COVID-19. Additionally, there are major traffic implications of this project associated with the
six unrestricted access points being proposed, which are very likely to lead to an increase in vehicle
collisions on the Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Road due to the increase in conflict
points.
The applicant also states that parking would be allowed in this area for people wanting to
use the path system or use the SNOW bus, but the application does not state that the Big Mountain
Commercial Association (which funds the SNOW Bus) even wants or can accommodate an
additional stop on its route. The developer is not proposing to fund any alternative transportation
systems or even the current SNOW Bus shuttle. The applicant has proposed one SNOW bus stop
7

Bear Guardian, IGBC Certified Bear Proof Dumpsters, available at https://www.bearguardian.com/productcategory/bear-proof-dumpsters/
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on the east side of the development. There is no proposed SNOW bus stop on the west side of the
development where the high-density housing would be located. Therefore, hundreds of people
would potentially be crossing the street during the winter to use the SNOW bus if one was even
actually built. The parking also seems to be inadequate to truly allow non-residents of the PUD to
utilize the SNOW bus stop.
In addition, the applicant asserts that this development will benefit the trail system and trail
users, when, in reality, the bikers and hikers that frequent the trail will have two additional busy
intersections to stop at, as well as a roundabout to contend with. This is a well-loved and well-used
trail system for road bikers in particular and road bikers do not want to stop in a store - as the
applicant contends - during their bike ride. They seek continuity and few intersections which the
trail currently provides, but which will change if this development is approved.
The Applications will also likely lead to increased wildlife-vehicle collisions, especially
considering this is a prime forested area that large mammals use and is identified by the applicant
as an essential wildlife corridor for big game such as elk and deer. The applicant does not address
this concern or plan for any mitigation.8
7. Provision of Affordable/Workforce Housing (Criteria No. 10)
The applicant is proposing to build a 270-unit multi-family apartment project with 238
market rate rental units and, purportedly, 32 affordable and/or deed restricted units. PUD Narrative
at 1; Housing Mitigation Plan Narrative at 1.
There was a wide dissemination of misinformation with respect to the project addressing
affordable housing and workforce housing needs of Whitefish. The public was under the
impression after several meetings with the developer and its proponents (which included Planning
Board member Toby Scott), that the project was a workforce housing project. As proposed,
however, the Applications would provide only 32 affordable units; the rest would be at market rate
which is not affordable for our workforce. The units proposed for affordable housing are
apartments for rent that range in size from studios at 500 square feet to 2-bedrooms at 975 square
feet.9 Although small apartments are necessary to address the workforce housing shortage, they do
not address the needs of the broader community as summarized in the 2017 Whitefish Strategic
Housing Plan. For example, this project does not provide housing for families who need at least
three bedrooms, and it contributes to the downward trend in home ownership. In addition, by
developing Mountain Gateway, the developers are displacing eight affordable single-family
homes. Thus, the applicant is actually only providing 24 affordable units (without yards, garages
or storage). The applicant’s “voluntary inclusionary zoning” will have little impact and should not
be approved under this guise.
Included with the PUD application is a conditional annexation application. The conditional
annexation application does not address the housing needs in Whitefish whatsoever. Despite the
2017 Whitefish Strategic Housing Plan’s recommendation to require 75%-80% of homes
developed on properties to be annexed into Whitefish be deed restricted for Whitefish local
8
9

See Maintained Wildlife Corridor Map submitted by applicant.
See Housing Mitigation Plan, 1.
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residents, the applicant proposes to build 24 “high end” condos on the annexed land that will be
sold to the highest bidder and likely end up as second homes for non-locals.
8. Avoidance or Mitigation of Adverse Impacts (Criteria No. 12)
As stated above (supra, 1-10), this development will have several adverse impacts on
neighboring properties and the community as a whole. These are primarily due to traffic and
safety issues associated with the development, but also extend to wildlife displacement and
overburdening City resources such as water, sewer and schools. In addition, the development will
change the character of the neighborhood as “pastoral” and convert it to a high-density,
commercial area. The project will also displace at least eight affordable homes and replace them
with small apartments that lack the yard, garage and storage facilities currently provided.
Lastly, it is important to note the capacity issues at both Muldown Elementary and
Whitefish High School which would be exacerbated by the number of residential units being
proposed here.
WPUD 21-03: Adequacy of preliminary designs for necessary public facilities,
infrastructure, and services including but not limited to water, sewer, and
stormwater.
As Mr. Donohue’s report (Ex. B) notes, there are significant issues concerning the
adequacy and viability of the developer’s stormwater management plan. Mr. Donohue’s report
also questions whether there is sufficient information in the application to demonstrate there is
sufficient water legally available, and sufficient pressure, to address new domestic needs arising
from the development, as well as fire suppression needs.
WZC 21-03: Zoning Map Application
The WZC Application proposes to change the zoning for about approximately 4-acres 10
from WR-2 to WB-1-SC. This parcel will not be considered as part of the PUD, as the PUD is not
allowed to have commercial uses since it is a “residential” PUD. The purpose of the Residential
PUD is to “facilitate creatively designed, livable neighborhoods in Residential Zoning Districts
where the proposed product type, density, scale and character are appropriate and complement
adjacent development.” W.C.C. § 11-2S-1. The proposed zone change - from WR-2 to WB-1 - is
not appropriate and does not complement adjacent development, which is only low-density
residential.
As an initial matter, the applicant has only requested a zoning map amendment on one
3.96-acre tract11 to WB-1. However, it is clear from the applicant’s own materials that the
commercial development will occur on more than this tract. It appears that the commercial
development will spill over onto the adjacent parcel 12 currently zoned WR-2. Therefore, the
applicant must amend their zoning application to include all of the property which it proposes to
10

Although the applicant characterizes this zone change as 3 acres, it is closer to 4 at 3.966.
Assessor’s Tract No. 0906030.
12 Assessor’s Tract No. 0456452.
11
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develop with business/commercial uses under the WB-1 zone. (Compare the existing zoning map
with the preliminary water and sewer layout, which clearly shows business/commercial
development spilling over onto the eastern parcel zoned WR-2 and not included in this zone change
application).

Commercial
uses on
adjacent WR-2
parcel not
included in
zone change
application

WZC 21-03: Conditional Zoning Statement
Further, if approved, the conditional zoning request would allow all of the permitted and
conditional uses of the WR-2 zone by right, all of the permitted uses of the WB-1 zone by right,
and the ability to apply for about half of the conditional uses allowed in the WB-1 zone such as
mini storage, multi-family dwellings with 9 or more dwelling units, bars and lounges. For nonresidential uses, the request would change the side and rear setback requirements for the WR-2 to
0 feet unless the property “abuts a residential district or public right of way.”
While conditional zoning may be valid where it is in the “best interest of the city” and “if
certain more restrictive conditions” are considered, that is not the case with the applicant’s
conditional zoning request. Rather than imposing more restrictive conditions, the request would
allow the developer to avoid side or rear setback requirements under certain circumstances and
would allow the property to be developed with more uses under both the WR-2 and WB-1 zoning
districts, not less. The City cannot bargain away its police power in this manner because this
agreement between the City and a private interest which leads to the rezoning classification of land
in order to accommodate the applicant’s private interests is not in furtherance of the public health,
safety, or general welfare.
Additionally, since this request is contingent on PUD approval, it is important to note that
the flexibility in a floating zone stems from the council’s ability to impose greater restrictions or
requirements on the property that would otherwise be required. The approval of the PUD in
addition to conditional zoning requirements would grant the council the power to vary or waive
existing restrictions, such a minimum setback requirements, applicable to all other properties
within the district in contravention of the uniformity rule.
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WZC 21-03: Zoning Map Amendment Criteria
The applicant has also failed to meet its burden of satisfactorily addressing the zoning
criteria codified in WCC §§ 11-2S-6; 11-7-12 and Mont. Code Ann. § 76-2-304
1. Made in accordance with the Growth Policy (Criteria No. 1); Secure safety from fire
and other dangers (Criteria No. 2); Promote public health, safety and general welfare
(Criteria No. 3)
As thoroughly discussed above, the zone change application does not meet these criteria.
The Application does not evaluate the Growth Policy whatsoever but solely analyzes the
inconsistent “Key Development Area” policies. The application further mischaracterizes some of
these policies as not applicable. For example, in its Findings Narrative, the applicant states that
“Items 6.8, 6.9, and 6.10 seem to be specific to areas in the south end of the corridor…” Findings
Narrative, 1-2. However, 6.8 and 6.9 specifically address either the north side of the corridor or
mixed use development, which is proposed here:
6.8 Concentrate more compact, mixed use development in the south half of the
corridor where there is already more intense development
6.9 Plan for low-impact, lower intensity development on the north half of the
corridor to reflect the more open, pastoral, character of the area.
Allowing mixed-use development that is high-density in the north half of the
corridor is therefore inconsistent with even the purportedly supportive “Key Development
Area” policies.
The applicant asserts that allowing for commercial uses on this property will
“reduce vehicle trips [and help] reduce congestion along the Wisconsin Avenue corridor”
but fails to account for the extra vehicular trips that will be added due to the commercial and potentially residential - uses that could be developed under this zone change.
2. Facilitation of transportation, water, sewerage, schools, parks and other public
requirements (Criteria No. 4)
The applicant has not met its burden under this criterion. The applicant is not proposing to
fund any alternative transportation systems or even the current SNOW Bus shuttle. Without
evidence, the applicant also states that commercial uses have less of an impact than residential
uses. The application suggests that daycare or schools may be a commercial use with this zone
change, but a daycare would not need a zone change as it is allowed in WR-2 as a conditional use.
3. Effect on Transportation Systems (Criteria No. 6)
As thoroughly explained above, the transportation analysis conducted by the applicant was
woefully insufficient and failed to adequately provide a realistic picture of the traffic situation in
this intersection. It erroneously found that development of 20,000 square foot mixed use
commercial will not impact traffic. Instead, the mixed use commercial proposed to be developed
here will exacerbate the already congested traffic and create more accidents due to the unrestricted
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access points from this property. A single roundabout will not sufficiently mitigate the creation of
high density traffic as alleged by the applicant.
4. Consideration of the Character of the District (Criteria No. 8)
The character of this area is “characterized as [a] more rural, pastoral setting.” See
Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan, 2-8. The proposed high-density and commercial uses are
significantly different from the single-family, open space, and resort uses in the area, and hardly
“pastoral.” As such, the proposed use as mixed-use commercial would negatively impact rather
Type text here
than preserve and protect the character of the area.
5. Conservation of Building Value (Criteria No. 9)
The applicant states, without evidence, that “buildings in the greater area will not have
values affected by the change in zoning of this property.” It is obvious that, at the very least, the
associated increase in traffic could negatively affect the area’s home values to varying degrees.
The application calls the existing buildings “rundown” which may be true, but they
also provide affordable housing to several families. These families will be displaced with
this development. The applicant refers to Wisconsin as a “state highway” multiple times, which
is also true, but suggests that Wisconsin/East Lakeshore is a big road that would actually buffer
noise and light, when in reality, this is not the case. It is a two-lane road.
6. Appropriate Land Use, Historical Uses, Established Use Patterns, and Change in Use
Trends (Criteria No. 10 and 11)
The Growth Policy and the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan identify this 4-acre tract as
Suburban Residential, yet the applicant proposes this tract should be re-zoned as a limited business
district. The applicant asserts that the uses contemplated here (which are both WR-2 and WB-1
under the conditional zoning statement) “correspond well with the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor
Plan.” However, the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan notes that “mixed use development [should
be concentrated] in the south half of the corridor where there is already more intense development.”
Corridor Plan, 4-2. It also states that the north half of the corridor should have “low-impact, lower
intensity development.” The applicant does not address these goals and policies as set forth in the
Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan. Further, the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan notes that this
particular area is “sufficiently unique within the corridor planning area that it merits some special
consideration.” It states the site could be used as workforce housing (which is not proposed here),
that a commercial development may be appropriate as part of a PUD (also not proposed here), and
that a satellite fire station would be appropriate here (also not proposed to be built), but
nonetheless, designates the property as Suburban Residential:
To address the above issues [workforce housing and supporting convenience
commercial and satellite fire station], acknowledge the vision for this property from
the 2007 growth policy, reflect the existing land use/character of the surrounding
area, and in recognition of the existing zoning, the corridor plan recommends
designating this property as “suburban residential”
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...
Suburban residential character does not necessarily mean large single-family
homes on acreage lots. Suburban character can be at least partially achieved by
clustering townhomes, modest and attainable single-family detached, 2 and 4-unit
residential buildings, or semi-attached products around open space where the
mature tree canopy has mostly been preserved.
Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan, 4-9 - 4-10.
The Plan envisions this area with low-density residential or neighborhood commercial.
However, as submitted, the applicant would be entitled to the following incompatible uses:
-

all uses within the WPUD overlay
fraternity and sorority houses
colleges, businesses, trade schools
public utility buildings and facilities
ministorage
multi-family dwellings (nine or more dwelling units)
etc.

The historical uses of the property are “single residence currently used as a rental,” which
is low-density residential. Findings Narrative, 8. The established use patterns are likewise lowdensity residential. The established use patterns are also a busy and frequently backed up
intersection, especially during the winter months and on weekends. Converting these 4 acres to
commercial uses will only exacerbate the established use patterns of an inadequate traffic system.
There has been no change in use patterns, except for local families who have lost housing due to
second home owners who can afford the exceptional rise in housing costs. This development will
contribute to that trend if approved.
Right to Participate: Deadline for Public Comment
Finally, while Flathead Families has worked diligently to review and provide public
comments on this matter, the Mountain Gateway PUD application (particularly WPUD 21-03) is
nonetheless massive with several hundred pages of information, including an Open Space
Management Plan, draft Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions, a Housing
Mitigation Plan, a Phasing Plan, a Traffic Impact Study, conditional annexation documents, and
many other complex documents.
Due to the complexity, amount of information and desire for Flathead Families to
meaningfully participate in this matter, on October 1, 2021, our clients formally requested the City
extend the deadline by which to comment on the application, and thereby move the application
hearing to the November Planning Board meeting. This request was made pursuant to W.C.C. §
11-2S-8(F), which acknowledges the complexity of PUD applications and therefore waives any
time limit by which the City Council must act.
According to the Planning Department, in order for Flathead Families’ public comments
to be included in the Planning Board’s packet (rather than just summarized to the Board), FFRG
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A
MEMORANDUM
Date:

October 12, 2021

To:

David Kim Wilson, Morrison, Sherwood, Wilson & Deola, PLLP

From:

David Donohue, P.G., HydroSolutions Inc
Luke Osborne, P.E., HydroSolutions Inc

Subject:

Comments on Water, Stormwater, and Environmental Information,
Mountain Gateway Planned Unit Development Application, Whitefish,
Montana

As you requested, HydroSolutions Inc (HydroSolutions) completed a preliminary review of
applicable portions of selected reports and documents associated with the Mountain Gateway
Planned Unit Development (PUD) Application, Whitefish, Montana. HydroSolutions review was
completed on behalf of the Flathead Families for Responsible Growth.
This review focused on aspects of water quality and quantity, stormwater drainage and
management, environmental issues, and proposed mitigation outlined in the documents. This
review also notes specific areas where information in the application was insufficient to perform
a detailed review and identifies additional information that the City of Whitefish should obtain
and evaluate prior to approval of the PUD.
In general, the application lacked analysis and reports which specifically describe details
regarding the development, including an environmental assessment, stormwater management
plan, drainage plan, and water quality impact controls and mitigation to effectively prevent
impacts to Whitefish Lake. The PUD Narrative provided general descriptions regarding water
and stormwater plans and lacked the details needed for completion of an effective review of the
PUD application. Comments on information found in the PUD Narrative or associated drawings
are provided below.
I.

Water

1. We understand that the PUD will be annexed into the City of Whitefish and connected to
City water and sewer. However, there is no information provided in the application to
confirm that the City water rights includes this property as a Place of Use and the water
rights provide sufficient additional capacity for the new use. This information needs to be
evaluated and confirmed by the City.
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2. The PUD needs to provide information regarding planned water use and needs analysis
to verify that the City has sufficient water rights to meet the demands of this additional
use.
3. The City must require that the development have sufficient water pressure for all
domestic and fire suppression needs. No analysis or documents are provided to
evaluate water pressure requirements to meet domestic and fire suppression demands
and if booster pumps will be necessary. This information and analysis must be included
in this application as part of approval for the development.
II.

Stormwater

1. The depth to shallow groundwater will regulate the effectiveness of a stormwater
infiltration as part of stormwater runoff control system. Has depth to first groundwater
been evaluated? Would seasonal fluctuations in groundwater affect effective use of
storm water infiltration ponds? Infiltration rates in surface soils must be determined as
well so that an effective infiltration rate can be guaranteed.
2. Stormwater captured on site will discharge directly into the East Lake Shore Ditch. Does
the Ditch have the capacity to handle this additional stormwater flow from the increase of
impermeable areas in the new development (buildings, parking lots, walkways, etc.)?
Evidence that the Ditch has the capacity to contain post-development 100-year storm
events or other storm events per City code must be provided.
3. The vortex unit will help to capture and retain trash, debris, sediment, and hydrocarbons
from stormwater runoff. It will not prevent an increase of nutrient loading from
dissolved contaminants into Whitefish Lake. How many vortex units will be included to
control stormwater runoff and where will they be located? What manufacturer will be
used? Who will be responsible for maintenance and cleanout of the units to assure
proper function?
4. As shown on Figure 3 of 3 of the preliminary storm layout drawing, there is one storm
water retention pond located on the south side of the west development parking. Several
smaller retention ponds are included on the eastern side of the development. The PUD
does not provide specifics on design of the stormwater system so that a technical
evaluation of the stormwater management system can be made.
5. The City of Whitefish Engineering Standards (2019) requires that the NRCS Type I 24hour distribution for the 10- and 100-year storm events must be used for sizing
stormwater control systems. Please provide all data and analysis used in your
application to size stormwater facilities. At present, no data were provided to support the
stormwater management system for this PUD. Verify that pre- and post-development
storm water runoff volumes are consistent and proposed storm water facilities sufficiently
manage storm water impacts.

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 643 of 1405

6. What are developed mitigation plans if proposed stormwater management is insufficient
to ensure that post-development runoff matches the pre-development runoff in timing
and volume?
7. Since the East Lake Shore Ditch discharges into Whitefish Lake, how will dissolved
nutrients from fertilizer use and other contaminants at the PUD be controlled? Water
quality from runoff cannot degrade the water quality of Whitefish Lake, and specifically
Monk’s Bay, which according to the City’s Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan (2018) “is
very sensitive to run-off and land development”.
III.

Environmental

1. The PUD narrative describes steeper slopes on the NE portion of the site and states that
these areas will be left “primarily undeveloped”. No assessment is provided which will
assist the City in evaluating this area. What are soil types, building designs, slope
steepness, and slope limitations for building at this location?
IV.

Other

1. A park and ride use option is included in the development. Will sufficient parking spaces
be available for public use to makes this an effective traffic management tool?
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B
October 12, 2021
Michelle Tafoya Weinberg
Weinberg & Hromadka, PLLC
| Whitefish, MT 59937
Ms. Weinberg,
Thank you for sending me the Traffic Impact Study associated with the proposed Mountain
Gateway development. I have reviewed 2020 traffic data as well as the Traffic Impact Study, including
the schematic site layout and traffic counts conducted by WGM Group.
Briefly, the proposed Mountain Gateway mixed-use development is anticipated to consist of 318
multi-family residential units, including 270 apartments, 24 multi-family owner occupied residential
units, and 24 townhomes. The development is also expected to include approximately 40,000 square feet
of mixed-use commercial space.
In reviewing this proposed development, it is my opinion that based on the existing facts known
and considered at this point, the Traffic Impact Study contains limitations that do not accurately reflect
the true traffic impacts of this project. Specifically, WGM Group treated the Big Mountain Road as a
commuter route, which it is not. Rather, because Big Mountain Road is the major access road to
Whitefish Mountain Resort, WGM Group should have also collected AM and PM traffic counts on at
least two or three Saturdays during the peak winter ski season (late December, January, and February).
Additionally, it is important to note that the Traffic Impact Study used traffic counts from 2020.
However, 2020 was not a normal year for traffic data collection due to the COVID-19 impact on travel
and the associated decline in traffic volumes. The Traffic Impact Study should have considered this
issue and adjusted the 2020 traffic volumes to reflect the decline in travel.
Finally, I am very concerned about the safety implications resulting from the design of this
development. The schematic site layout shows six unrestricted access points, including four on Big
Mountain Road and two on East Lakeshore Drive. The design of these access points is very likely to
lead to an increase in vehicle collisions on the Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Road due to the
increase in conflict points.
The above opinion is based on my initial review of the information contained in WGM Group’s
Traffic Impact Study. I will provide a more detailed report to you on or before October 21, 2021.
Sincerely,
Dr. Ahmed Al Kaisy
Enclosure: Curriculum Vitae
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Ahmed Al-Kaisy, PhD, PE, Professor
Department of Civil Engineering
Montana State University
Bozeman, Montana 59717

ACADEMIC PREPARATION
Post-Doctoral Fellow, McMaster University, Hamilton, Ontario, Canada
PhD Transportation Engineering, Queen's University, Kingston, Ontario, Canada

1999-2000
1999

BSc, MSc Civil Engineering, University of Baghdad, Iraq

1985

ACADEMIC EMPLOYMENT

Professor, Department of Civil Engineering, Montana State University, Bozeman, Montana,
July 2012-present.

Program Manager, Safety & Operations, Western Transportation Institute, Montana State

University, Bozeman, Montana, June 2008-present
Visiting Professor, Department of Civil Engineering, American University of Sharjah, UAE,
September 2011-June 2013
Associate Professor, Department of Civil Engineering, Montana State University, Bozeman,
Montana, July 2007-July 2012.
Assistant Professor, Department of Civil Engineering, Montana State University, Bozeman,
Montana, 2003-2007
Assistant Professor, Civil Engineering Department, Bradley University, Peoria, IL 2001-2003
Post-Doctoral Research Associate, McMaster University, Hamilton, Ontario, Canada 19992000
Lecturer, McMaster University, Hamilton, Ontario, Canada 1999-2000
Research Associate, Royal Military College of Canada, Kingston, Ontario, Canada 1996-1999
Research Assistant, Queen’s University, Kingston, Ontario, Canada 1996-1999
Teaching Assistant, Queen’s University, Kingston, Ontario, Canada 1996-1999
PRINCIPAL AREAS OF TEACHING & RESEARCH

Highway geometric design, Traffic operations and management, traffic safety, intelligent
transportation systems, sustainable Transportation Systems, traffic simulation and modeling,
traffic flow theories, infrastructure planning and management
RESEARCH GRANTS

− Use of Fluorescent Orange Delineators in Temporary Traffic Control Work Zones, Montana
Department of Transportation and SURTCOM (Principal Investigator), $204,000 (in
contract). Information at: https://rip.trb.org/View/1530033
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− Developing a Methodology for Safety Improvements on Low-Volume Roads in Montana, Montana
Department of Transportation and SURTCOM (Principal Investigator), $127,000
(ongoing).
− Downtown Bozeman Parking Inventory and Occupancy Study, City of Bozeman (Principal
Investigator), $30,000 (Completed)
− Improved Analysis of Two-Lane Highway Capacity and Operational Performance, National
Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP), $550,000 (Investigator, PI: Scott
Washburn, University of Florida), (completed)
− Developing Interdisciplinary Research Initiatives on Smart Cities, COE Thorson Excellence in
Engineering (TEER) Grants program & WTI SURTCOM (Co-PI), $56,000 (completed)
− Feasibility of Electric, Autonomous Paratransit Service in Rural Areas - Smart Cities Initiative,
Small Urban, Rural and Tribal Center on Mobility (SURTCOM), Western Transportation
Institute (PI), $77,241 (ongoing)
− Assessment of Montana Road Weather Information System (RWIS), Montana Department of
Transportation (Principal Investigator), $152,000 (completed)
− Traffic Records and Performance Measure Support, National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration (NHTSA), $182,000 (Co-Principal Investigator, PI: Eric Li from Virginia
Tech, prime institution) (completed)
− Innovative Safety Solutions with Pavement Markings and Delineation, American Traffic Safety
Services Association (ATSSA), (Principal Investigator), $30,000 (completed)
− Risk Factors Associated with High Potential for Serious Crashes, Oregon Department of
Transportation and FHWA, $160,000 (Principal Investigator), (completed)
− Evaluation of Variable Speed Limit/Variable Advisory Speed Systems, Oregon Department of
Transportation and FHWA, $165,000 (MSU PI, in partnership with Portland State
University, PSU PI: Dr. Robert Bertini) (completed)
− Montana Weigh-in-Motion (WIM) and Automatic Traffic Recorder (ATR) Strategy, Montana
Department of Transportation and FHWA (Investigator), $205,000 (completed)
− Traffic Calming for Rural 2-Lane Roads, Central Federal Land Highway Division, FHWA
(Principal Investigator), $80,000 (completed)
− Evaluation of a Variable Speed Limit System for Wet and Extreme Weather Conditions, Oregon
Department of Transportation and FHWA, (Principal Investigator), $170,000 (phase I
completed)
− Cost Effective Local Road Safety Planning and Implementation, American Traffic Safety
Services Association (ATSSA), (Co-Principal Investigator), $35,000 (completed)
− Montana Rest Area Usage: Data Acquisition and Usage Estimation, Montana Department of
Transportation, (Principal Investigator), $160,000 (completed)
− Explore ITS Technologies for Work Zones and Work Zone Impact Areas, Western Federal Land
Highway Division, FHWA (Principal Investigator), $120,000 (completed)
− Effect of Speed, Alignment and Roadside Features on Crash Experience along a Rural Corridor,
Western Transportation Institute, NSF REU Program, $12,000 (completed)
− City of Bozeman Parking Study, City of Bozeman, (Principal Investigator), $28,000
(completed)
− Effect of Alignment and Sight Distance on Drivers’ Speed Selection in the Gallatin Canyon,
Western Transportation Institute, NSF REU Program, $12,000 (completed)
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− Channelized Right-Turn Lanes at Signalized Intersections: Traffic Control Empirical
Investigation, US Department of Transportation through Western Transportation Institute,
Bozeman, MT, (Principal Investigator), $25,000 (completed)
− FWS Traffic Monitoring Assessment and Demonstration Project – Phase I, Central Federal
Lands Highway Division, FHWA, (Principal Investigator), $100,000 (completed)
− Operational Effectiveness of Passing lanes on Two-Lane Highways, Western Transportation
Institute, UTC Graduate Transportation Award, Bozeman, MT, $69,500 (completed)
− Use of Rural Transportation Infrastructure in Evacuation Operation for the North Gulf Coastal
Region, Center for Urban Rural Interface Studies, Mississippi State University, National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), (Co-Principal Investigator), $75,000
(completed)
− Bozeman Pass Wildlife Channelization ITS Project, Federal Highway Administration and
Montana Department of Transportation, (Co-Investigator), $82,498 (completed)
− Indicators of Performance on Two-Lane Highways, Western Transportation Institute, UTC
Graduate Transportation Award, $69,500 (completed)
− Effectiveness of Yield-to-Pedestrian Channelizing Devices, Pennsylvania Department of
Transportation, (Co-Investigator), $50,000 (completed)
− Development of New Analysis Procedures for Two-Lane Highways, Western Transportation
Institute, UTC Graduate Transportation Award, $47,000 (completed)
− Static Warning Signs for Occasional Hazards: Survey of Practice, University Transportation
Center, US Department of Transportation through the Western Transportation Institute,
Bozeman, MT, (Principal Investigator), $25,000 (completed)
− The Intelligent Transportation System Lab, Econolite and MSU, $156,000 (completed)
− Weather Responsive Signal Control: Practical Guidelines, Western Transportation Institute,
NSF REU Program (completed)
− Single-Lane Two-Way Traffic Control at Maintenance & Reconstruction Zones, Western
Transportation Institute, NSF REU Program, $12,000 (completed)
− A New Approach for Developing Passenger Car Equivalency Factors for Heavy Vehicles on
Congested Freeways, Graduate Research Assistant Sponsored Project Award (GRASP),
$35,000 (completed)
− Nighttime Construction: Evaluation of Construction Operations, Illinois Transportation
Research Center (ITRC), Springfield, Illinois, (Co-Principal Investigator), $150,000
(completed)
− Nighttime Construction: Evaluation of Lighting for Highway Construction, Illinois
Transportation Research Center (ITRC), Springfield, Illinois, (Co-Principal Investigator),
$150,000 (completed)
− Assessing the Occlusion Effect of Heavy Vehicles on the Visibility of Freeway Guide Signs,
Graduate Research Assistant Sponsored Project Award (GRASP), $35,000 (completed)
− Assessing the Effect of Peak Hour Factor Approximation on Intersection Delay, Bradley
University Caterpillar Faculty Fellowship, $25,000 (completed)
− Freeway Capacity at Long-Term Reconstruction Zones, Natural Sciences and Engineering
Research Council of Canada (NSERC), (Investigator), (completed)
− Quality of Service on Freeway facilities, Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council
of Canada (NSERC), (Investigator), (completed)
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PUBLICATIONS (Last 10 years only)

Book Chapters
The Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) Two-Lane Highway Analysis Methodology – New chapter in
the upcoming HCM update – NCHRP project 17-65.

Refereed Journal Articles

1. Al-Kaisy, A., Ewan, L., and Hossain, F1. (2019) “Development of Crash Risk Index on
Low-Volume Rural Roads,” Transportation Research Records, Journal of the
Transportation Research Board, https://doi.org/10.1177/0361198119853549.
2. Jafari, A., Al-Kaisy, A., and Washburn, S. (2019) “Evaluation of passing lane effective
length on two-lane highways,” Transportation Letters, DOI:
10.1080/19427867.2019.1586329.
3. Jafari, A., Al-Kaisy, A., and Washburn, S. (2019) “Passing Lane Optimum Length on TwoLane Highways,” Canadian Journal of Civil Engineering (CJCE), 46 (6), pp. 261-269.
4. Al-Kaisy, A., Jafari, A., and Washburn, S. (2019) “Following Status and Percent Followers
on Two-Lane Two-Way Highways: Empirical Investigation,” Civil Engineering Research
Journal, Juniper Publishers, 2019; 7(3): 555711. DOI: 10.19080/CERJ.2019.07.555711.
5. Jafari, A.2 and Al-Kaisy, A. (2018) “Investigation of Side-by-Side Passing Lane Length and
Spacing on Two-Lane Highways” Journal of Advances in Transportation Studies, XLVI
(November 2018), pp. 31-42, DOI: 10.4399/9788255186413.
6. Al-Kaisy, A., Jafari, A., Washburn, S., Luttinen, T. and Dowling, R. (2018) “Performance
Measures on Two-Lane Highways: Survey of Practice,” Research in Transportation
Economics, Elsevier, Volume 71, pp. 61-67.
7. Al-Kaisy, A., Jafari, A., and Washburn, S., Luttinen, T. and Dowling, R. (2018) “Traffic
Operations on Rural Two-Lane Highways: a Review on Performance Measures and
Indicators,” Transportation Research Records, Journal of the Transportation Research
Board, Sage Publications, Volume 2672, Issue 15, pp. 66-74.
8. Al-Kaisy, A., and Ewan, L. (2017) “Prioritization Scheme for Proposed RWIS Sites:
Montana Case Study,” Transportation and Transit Systems: Frontiers in Built Environment,
3:45. doi: 10.3389/fbuil.2017.00045.
9. Al-Kaisy, A., Jafari, A., and Washburn, S. (2017) “Measuring Performance on Two-Lane
Highways: Empirical Investigation,” in Transportation Research Record 2615, Journal of the
Transportation Research Board, DOI is 10.3141/2615-08.
10. Al-Kaisy, A., Miyake, G.3, Stasczuk, J., and Scharf, D. (2016) “Motorists’ Voluntary Yielding
of Right of Way at Uncontrolled Mid-Block Crosswalks with Rectangular Rapid Flashing
Beacons” Journal of Transportation Safety and Security, ISSN: 1943-9962 (Print) DOI:
10.1080/19439962.2016.12- -67827.
11. Al-Kaisy, A., Ewan, L., and Hossain, F. (2016) “Economic Feasibility of Safety
Improvements: Oregon’s Low-Volume Roads Case Study,” Journal of Transportation Safety
and Security, Taylor & Francis, ISSN: 1943-9962 (Print) 1943-9970 (Online), DOI:
10.1080/19439962.2016.1212446, pp. 1-14.
12. Ewan, L., Al-Kaisy, A., and Hossain, F. (2016) “Safety Effects of Road Geometry and
Roadside Features on Low-Volume Roads,” Transportation Research Record 2580, Journal of
the Transportation Research Board, pp. 47-55.
1

Names in bold indicate supervised graduate students.
Names in bold indicate supervised graduate students.
3
Names in bold italic indicates supervised undergraduate students.
2
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13. Wang, Y., Veneziano, D., Russel, S. and Al-Kaisy, A. (2016) “Traffic Safety along Tourist
Routes in Rural Areas,” Transportation Research Record 2568, Journal of The Transportation
Research Board, pp.55-63.
14. Ismeik, M., Al-Kaisy, A. and Al-Ansari, K. (2015) “Perceived Risk of Phoning while Driving:
a Case Study from Jordan,” Journal of Safety Science, Elsevier, volume 78, pp. 1-10.
15. Watson, D., Al-Kaisy, A. and Anderson, N. (2014) “Examining the Effect of Speed and
Roadway Geometry on Crash Experience along a Rural Corridor,” Journal of Modern
Transportation, Springer, Vol. 22, Issue 2, pp. 84-95.
16. Al-Kaisy, A., Krieder, T and Pothering, R. (2013) “Speed Selection at Sites with Restrictive
Alignment: The US-191 Case Study,” Journal of Advances in Transportation Studies, Issue 29.
pp. 71-82.
17. Ewan, L., Al-Kaisy, A. and Veneziano, D. (2013) “Weather Sensing and Road Surface
Conditions: Is Technology Mature for Reliable ITS Applications?” TRB Transportation
Research Record 2329, Journal of the Transportation Research Board, pp. 8-16.
18. Freedman, Z. and Al-Kaisy, A. (2013) “Investigation of Performance and Lane Utilization within a
Passing Lane on a Two-Lane Rural Highway” The International journal for Traffic and Transport
Engineering, Vol. 3, issue 3, pp. 279-290.
19. Al-Kaisy, A., Veneziano, D. Dorrington, C., and Kirkemo, Z. (2012) “Practical Guidelines for
Estimation of Rest Area Use on Rural Interstates and Arterial Highways” Transportation Research
Record 2303, Journal of the Transportation Research Board, pp. 117-124.
20. Al-Kaisy, A. and Roefaro, S. (2012) “Channelized Right-Turn Lanes at Signalized Intersections: The
U.S. Experience,” Advances in Transportation Studies, Vol. 26, pp.57-68.

21. Al-Kaisy, A., Roefaro, S. and Veneziano, D. (2012) “Effectiveness of Signal Control at
Channelized Right Turning Lanes: An Empirical Study” Journal of Transportation Safety and
Security, Vol. 4, Issue 1, pp. 19-34.
22. Al-Kaisy, A., Church, B., Veneziano, D. and Dorrington, C. (2011) “Investigation of Parking Dwell
Time at Rest Areas on Rural Highways,” Transportation Research Record 2255, Journal of the
Transportation Research Board, pp. 156-164.
23. Al-Kaisy, A., Kirkemo, Z., Veneziano, D. and Dorrington, C. (2011) “Traffic Usage of Rest Areas on
Rural Highways: A Recent Empirical Study” Transportation Research Record 2255, Journal of the
Transportation Research Board, pp. 146-155.
24. Al-Kaisy, A. and Freedman, Z. (2011) “Estimating Performance on Two-Lane Highways: Case
Study Validation of a New Methodology,” Transportation Research Record 2173, Journal of the
Transportation Research Board, pp. 72-79.
25. Freedman, Z. and Al-Kaisy, A (2010) “Empirical Examination of Passing Lane Operational Benefits
on Rural Two-Lane Highways,” Journal of Transportation Research Forum, Vol. 49, No. 3, pp. 53-68.

26. Al-Kaisy, A. and Karjala, S. (2010) “Car-Following Interaction and the Definition of FreeMoving Vehicles on Two-Lane Rural Highways.” Journal of Transportation Engineering,
ASCE Publications, Vol.136, Issue 10, pp. 925-931.
27. Ismeik, M. and Al-Kaisy, A. (2010) “Characterization of Cell Phone Use while Driving: The
Jordan Experience,” Transport, Taylor & Francis, Vol. 25, Issue 3, pp. 252-261.
28. Al-Kaisy, A., and Nassar, K. (2009) “Developing a Decision Support Tool for Nighttime
Construction in Highway Projects” ASCE Journal of Construction Engineering &
Management, Volume 135, Issue 2, pp. 119-125.
29. Al-Kaisy, A. and Durbin, C. (2009) “Platooning on Two-Lane Two-Way Highways: An
Empirical Investigation” Journal of Advanced Transportation, Volume 43, Number 1, pp. 7188.
30. Jafari, A., Al-Kaisy, A., and Washburn, S. (2019) “Investigation of Passing Segment
Optimal Length on 2+1 Highways,” Transportation Research Records, TRB, Washington,
DC, in review.
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31. Bell, M., Wang, Y., and Al-Kaisy, A. (2019) “Risk Mapping Wildlife-Vehicle Collisions
across the State of Montana,” Transportation Research Records, TRB, Washington, DC, in
review.
32. Al-Kaisy, A. and Huda, K. T. (2019) “Identifying Sites for Safety Improvements on LowVolume Rural Roads: A Review,” Transport Reviews, Taylor & Francis, in review.
Peer-Reviewed Articles in Conference Proceedings

33. Relph, D., Al-Kaisy, A. and Gleason, R. (2019) “Drivers’ Behavior When Passing Bicyclists
along Rural Recreational Routes,” Presented at the 99th Transportation Research Board
Annual Meeting, Washington, DC, 12-16 January 2020.
34. Al-Kaisy, A., Ewan, L., and Hossain, F. (2019) “Identifying candidate locations for safety
improvements on low-volume rural roads: the Oregon experience,” Transportation
Research Circular E-C248: 12th International Conference on Low-Volume Roads,
Kalispell, Montana, September 15-18.
35. Jafari, A., Al-Kaisy, A., and Washburn, S. “Investigation of Passing Segment Optimal
Length on 2+1 Highways,” Presented at the 98th Transportation Research Board Annual
Meeting, Washington, DC, 12-16 January 2019.
36. Jafari, A., Al-Kaisy, A., and Washburn, S. “Passing Lane Optimum Length on Two-Lane
Highways,” Presented at the 98th Transportation Research Board Annual Meeting,
Washington, DC, 12-16 January 2019.
37. Bell, M., Wang, Y., and Al-Kaisy, A. “Risk Mapping Wildlife-Vehicle Collisions across the
State of Montana,” Presented at the 98th Transportation Research Board Annual Meeting,
Washington, DC, 12-16 January 2019.
38. Jafari, A., Al-Kaisy, A., and Washburn, S. (2018) “Investigation of Passing Lane Effective
Length on Two-Lane Two-Way Highways,” Presented at the 97th TRB Annual Meeting,
January 7-11, 2018.
39. Jafari, A., Al-Kaisy, A., and Washburn, S. (2018) “Evaluation of Passing Lane Design
Configurations on Two-Lane Highways,” Presented at the 97th TRB Annual Meeting,
January 7-11, 2018.
40. Al-Kaisy, A., Jafari, A., and Washburn, S. (2018) “Traffic Operations on Rural Two-Lane
Highways: a Review on Performance Measures and Indicators,” Presented at the 97th TRB
Annual Meeting, January 7-11, 2018.
41. Al-Kaisy, A., and Siddiqui, S. (2017) “Drivers’ Compliance with a Variable Advisory Speed
System along an Urban Freeway Corridor,” Presented at the 96th TRB Annual Meeting,
January 8-12, 2017.
42. Siddiqui, S., and Al-Kaisy, A. (2017) “Assessing the Safety Effects of an Advisory Variable
Speed Limit System along an Urban Freeway Corridor,” Presented at the 96th TRB Annual
Meeting, January 8-12, 2017.
43. Siddiqui, S., and Al-Kaisy, A. (2017) “Effect of Advisory Variable Speed Limit on The
Fundamental Flow Diagrams along Urban Freeway,” Presented at the 96th TRB Annual
Meeting, January 8-12, 2017.
44. Al-Kaisy, A., and Ewan, L. (2017) “Prioritization Scheme for Proposed RWIS Sites:
Montana Case Study,” Presented at the 96th TRB Annual Meeting, January 8-12, 2017.
45. Al-Kaisy, A., Jafari, A., and Washburn, S. (2017) “Following Status and Percent Followers
on Two-Lane Two-Way Highways: Empirical Investigation,” Presented at the 96th TRB
Annual Meeting, January 8-12, 2017.
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46. Al-Kaisy, A., Jafari, A., and Washburn, S. (2017) “Measuring Performance on Two-Lane
Highways: Empirical Investigation,” Presented at the 96th TRB Annual Meeting, January
8-12, 2017.
47. Al-Kaisy, A., Jafari, A., Washburn, S., Luttinen, T and Dowling, R. (2016) “Performance
Measures on Two-Lane Highways: Survey of Practice,” Presented at the Transportation
Research Board 95th Annual Meeting, January 10-14, 2016.
48. Al-Kaisy, A., Ewan, L., and Hossain, F. (2016) “Economic Feasibility of Safety
Improvements: Oregon’s Low-Volume Roads Case Study,” Presented at the Transportation
Research Board 95th Annual Meeting, January 10-14, 2016.
49. Ewan, L., Al-Kaisy, A., and Hossain, F. (2016) “Safety Effects of Road Geometry and
Roadside Features on Low-Volume Roads,” Presented at the Transportation Research Board
95th Annual Meeting, January 10-14, 2016.
50. Wang, Y., Veneziano, D., Russel, S. and Al-Kaisy, A. (2016) “Traffic Safety along Tourist
Routes in Rural Areas,” Presented at the committee meeting for the Transportation Needs
of National Parks and Public Lands Committee (ADA40) during the TRB 95th Annual
Meeting, January 10-14, 2016.
51. Sangster, J, Rakha, H., and Al-Kaisy, A. (2015) “Comparative Analysis of the Through-about,
Roundabout, and Conventional Signalized Intersection Designs” Presented at the TRB 94th
Annual Meeting, January 2015.
52. Ewan, L., Al-Kaisy, A. and Veneziano, D. (2013) “Weather Sensing and Road Surface
Conditions: Is Technology Mature for Reliable ITS Applications?” Presented at the
Transportation Research Board 92nd Annual meeting in Washington DC, January 13-17.
53. Al-Kaisy, A., Veneziano, D. Dorrington, C., and Kirkemo, Z. (2012) “Usage Estimation at
Rest Areas on Rural Interstate and Arterial Highways: Practical Guidelines” Presented at
the Transportation Research Board 91st Annual Meeting in Washington, D.C., January 2226.
54. Al-Kaisy, A. and Durbin, C. (2011) “Platooning on Two-Lane Two-Way Highways: An
Empirical Investigation” Proceedings of the 6th International Symposium on Highway
Capacity and Quality of Service, Stockholm, Sweden, June 28-July 1, Elsevier, Volume 16.
55. Al-Kaisy, A. and Freedman, Z. (2011) “Empirical Examination of Passing Lane Operational
Benefits on Rural Two-Lane Highways,” Proceedings of the 6th International Symposium
on Highway Capacity and Quality of Service, Stockholm, Sweden, June 28-July 1, Elsevier,
Vol. 16.
56. Al-Kaisy, A., Roefaro, S. and Veneziano, D. (2011) “Effectiveness of Signal Control at
Channelized Right Turning Lanes: An Empirical Study” Presented at the 90th TRB Annual
meeting, Jan. 23-27.
57. Al-Kaisy, A., Church, B. Veneziano, D. and Dorrington, C. (2011) “Investigation of Parking
Dwell Time at Rest Areas on Rural Highways,” Presented at the 90th TRB Annual meeting,
Jan. 23-27.
58. Ismeik, M. and Al-Kaisy, A. (2011) “Characterization of Cell Phone Use while Driving: The
Jordan Experience,” Presented at the 90th TRB Annual meeting, January 23-27.
59. Al-Kaisy, A., Kirkemo, Z., Veneziano, D. and Dorrington, C. (2011) “Traffic Usage of Rest
Areas on Rural Highways: A Recent Empirical Study” Presented at the 90th TRB Annual
meeting, January 23-27.
60. Al-Kaisy, A. and Roefaro, S. (2010) “Channelized Right-Turn Lanes at Signalized
Intersections: A Review of Practice,” The Fourth International Symposium on Highway
Geometric Design, Valencia, Spain, June 1-5.
61. Al-Kaisy, A., Kreider, T. and Pothering, R. (2010) “Speed Selection at Sites with Restrictive
Geometries: A Case Study,” The 20th Canadian Multidisciplinary Road Safety Conference,
Niagara Falls, Canada, June 6-9.
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62. Al-Kaisy, A. and Freedman, Z. (2010) “Estimating Performance on Two-Lane Highways:
Case Study Validation of a New Methodology,” Presented at the Transportation Research
Board 89th Annual Meeting, January 10-14.
63. Al-Kaisy, A., Hardy, A., and Nemfakos, C. (2009) “Static Warning Signs of Occasional
Hazards: Do They Work?” The Canadian Multidisciplinary Road Safety Conference,
Saskatoon, Canada, June 7-10.
Abstract Peer Reviewed Articles Presented at Professional Meetings

64. Bertini, R., Downey, M., Al-Kaisy, A., Ewan, L., and Veneziano, D. (2015) Effects of Adverse
Weather on Freeway Performance and Potential Performance Benefits From Variable
Advisory Speed System, Portland State University Research Symposium, Portland, Oregon.
65. Bertini, R., Downey, M., Al-Kaisy, A., Ewan, L., and Veneziano, D. (2014) "Evaluation of
Weather Responsive Variable Advisory Speed System in Portland, Oregon," Proceedings of
the 21st World Congress on Intelligent Transport Systems, Detroit, Michigan, September
2014.
66. Freedman, Z. and Al-Kaisy, A. (2014) “Investigation of Performance and Lane Utilization
within a Passing Lane on a Two-Lane Rural Highway” Presented at the TRB Symposium
Celebrating 50 Years of Traffic Flow Theory, Portland, Oregon, August 11-13, 2014.
67. Ewan L., Al-Kaisy, A. and Veneziano, D. (2013) Development of Weather-Responsive
Variable Speed Limit System, National Rural ITS Conference, St. Cloud, Minnesota, August
25-28, 2013.
68. Al-Kaisy, A., Veneziano, D. and Ewan, L. (2012) “Weather Based Variable Speed Limits”
Presented at the Northwest Transportation Conference, Kiewit Center for Infrastructure
and Transportation, Oregon State University, Corvallis, Oregon, February 7-9, 2012.
69. Watson, D., Al-Kaisy, A., and Anderson, N. (2012) “Examining the Effect of Speed,
Roadside Features and Roadway Geometry on Crash Experience along a Rural Corridor,”
Presented at the Southeastern Transportation Center Student Poster Session held in
conjunction with the Transportation Research Board (TRB) 91st Annual Meeting, January
22-26, 2012.
70. Al-Kaisy, A. and Ye, J. (2010) “Explore ITS Technologies for Work Zones and Work Zone
Impact Areas” Presented at the National Rural ITS (NRITS) conference 2010, Huntington,
West Virginia, August 1-4.
71. Al-Kaisy, A. and Veneziano, D. (2009) “Weather Adaptive Traffic Control: Practice,
Technology, and Future Outlook,” Presented at the National Rural ITS (NRITS) conference
2009, Seaside, Oregon, August 23-27.
Professional Publications

72. Al-Kaisy, A., Ewan, L. (2016) “Innovative Safety Solutions with Pavement Markings and
Delineation” The American Traffic Safety Services Association (ATSSA), available at:
https://www.atssa.com/cvweb/cgi-bin/msascartdll.dll/ProductInfo?productcd=ISSPMD
73. Ewan, L., Al-Kaisy, A., and Veneziano, D. (2013) “Help from above: Noninvasive Sensors
Assist with Pavement Condition” Roads and Bridges Magazine, March, 2013. Available at:
http://www.roadsbridges.com/sites/default/files/44_noninvasive%20road%20sensors_R&B0313.pdf
74. Veneziano, D., Villwock-Witte, N. and Al-Kaisy, A. (2011) “Cost Effective Local Road
Safety Planning and Implementation” The American Traffic Safety Services Association
(ATSSA), available at:
http://www.countyengineers.org/ResourcesEdu/PublishingImages/Local%20%20Roads
%20NACE%20ATSSA.pdf
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Selected Research Reports

Improved Analysis of Two-Lane Highway Capacity and Operational Performance, Final
Report, NCHRP project 17-65. Available at: http://www.trb.org/Main/Blurbs/177835.aspx
Assessment of Montana Road Weather Information System (RWIS), Montana Department of
Transportation, Final Report, January 2017. Available at:
http://www.mdt.mt.gov/other/webdata/external/research/DOCS/RESEARCH_PROJ/RWI
S_ASSESS/Final_Report.PDF
Montana Weigh-In-Motion and Automatic Traffic Recorder Strategy, Montana Department of
Transportation, Final Report, March 2017. Available at:
http://www.mdt.mt.gov/other/webdata/external/research/docs/research_proj/wim/FINAL
_REPORT.pdf
Site Prioritization Model for Montana RWIS, Montana Department of Transportation,
Interim Report, October 2016. Available at:
http://www.mdt.mt.gov/other/webdata/external/research/DOCS/RESEARCH_PROJ/RWI
S_ASSESS/Task_7.PDF
Risk Factors Associated with High Potential for Serious Crashes, Oregon Department of
Transportation, Final Report, SPR 771, September 2015. Available at:
https://www.oregon.gov/ODOT/TD/TP_RES/ResearchReports/SPR771_RiskFactors_092
115.pdf
Evaluation of a Variable Speed Limit System for Wet and Extreme Weather Conditions,
Oregon Department of Transportation, Phase One Report, SPR 743, June 2012. Available at:
http://ntl.bts.gov/lib/45000/45500/45584/SPR743_VSL_System.pdf
City of Bozeman Parking Study, A Project Completed for the City of Bozeman Parking
Commission and Downtown Bozeman Partnership, February 2018. Available at:
https://www.bozeman.net/Home/ShowDocument?id=5335
Rest Area Use: Data Acquisition and Usage Estimation, Final Report, Report FHWA/MT-10009/8202, FHWA and Montana Department of Transportation, February 2011. Available at:
http://www.mdt.mt.gov/other/research/external/docs/research_proj/rest_area/final_report.
pdf

COURSES TAUGHT
At Montana State University
– Traffic Flow Theory & fundamentals
– Transportation Safety
– Traffic Engineering & ITS
– Highway Geometric Design
– Transportation Planning
– Transportation Engineering
At the American University of Sharjah
– Highway Geometric Design
– Transportation Engineering and Planning
– Traffic Engineering
– Elementary Surveying
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–

Introduction to Statistical Analysis

At Bradley University
– Airport Engineering
– Advanced Traffic Engineering
– Introduction to Transportation Engineering
– Civil Engineering Materials
– Geotechnical Engineering
At McMaster University
– Land Use and Transportation
– Highway Materials and Pavement Design
HONORS AND AWARDS

-

Recipient of the College of Engineering Excellence in Research Award 2018
Nominee for the College of Engineering Excellence in Research Award 2017
Recipient of the Albert Nelson Marquis Lifetime Achievement Award 2017
Editorial Board Member, Transportation and Transit Systems, Frontiers in Built Environment
Editorial Board Member, International journal for Traffic and Transport Engineering (IJTTE)
Recipient of the Iraqi Talent Award, Iraqi Academic Conference, The National Academies,
Washington, DC, March 14-15 2009.
Member, Iraqi American Academic and Professional Community (IAAPC) – Civil Engineering
Committee

MSU DEAL Program, 2017-2018.
Leadership MSU Program 2008-2009
Recipient of Caterpillar Fellowship, Bradley University 2003
GRASP Award, Bradley University, 2001 and 2002
Queen's Graduate Fellowship; 1998-1999
Queen's Graduate Awards; 1998-1999, 1997-1998, 1996-1997
Samuel McLaughlin Fellowship; 1997-1998
Carleton University Graduate Award and Fellowship; 1996-1997

Sabbatical leave, 2011-2012

PROFESSIONAL AND UNIVERSITY SERVICE

Committees and Assignments (Montana State University)

-

Member, Planning Task Force, Vice President for Research and Economic Development
(VPRGEED) – Graduate Education, summer 2019.
Chair, University Graduate Council (Fall 2017, Fall 18- present)
Search Committee Chair, CE transportation faculty position 2019.
Vice Chair, University Graduate Council (Spring 2017, Spring 18)
Member, University Graduate Council (Fall 2014 – Spring 2016)
Assistant to the Provost Search Committee 2014
Department head search committee member 2018.
Transportation faculty Search Committee member (2005 & 2013)
MSU Strategic Planning Committee, 2008-2011
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-

MSU Space Management Committee, 2008-2011
University Appeals Committee – summer 2006
Civil Engineering Curriculum Committee, 2003-present
Spring Engineering Festival Organizing Committee, 2003-2008
Graduate Coordinator – Transportation Program, 2003-present
Civil Engineering Scholarship Committee 2006-present
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) faculty advisor, 2004-present
Director, Transportation Lab 2004-present
Committee member – Western Transportation Institute (WTI) Graduate Fellowships, 2003-2010
Committee member for WTI-UTC student of the year award, 2003-2010
Interview Committee – MDT Design Unit internship program, 2003-2008
Undergraduate student advising
Graduate student advising
Member – Study Abroad Interview Committee - Office of the International Programs (2004-2005)
Student Conduct Board member – academic year 03-04, 04-05
CE–101 Lecture on Transportation Engineering (Fall 05, Spring 06, Fall 06)

Committees and Assignments (Bradley University)

-

Ph.D. program task force committee member (2002-2003)
Midwest Traffic Conference committee member - Center for Emerging Technologies in
Infrastructures CETI, Civil Engineering Department, Bradley University, (2002-2003)
Director of Civil Engineering and Construction Library (2002-2003)
Director of Geotechnical Lab (2001-2003)
Civil Engineering Program Committee member (2001-2003)
Co-advisor for the Associated General Contractors (AGC) student organization (2001-2002)
Research Excellence Committee member (2001-2002)
Teaching Excellence Committee member (2001-2002)
Graduate Program Committee member (2001-2002)
Tenure and promotion task force (2001)

Professional Affiliations

-

Professional Engineer: State of Montana, License # 18377
Member, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2003-present
Member, American Society for Engineering Education (ASEE), 2008-2010, 2016-present
Member, TRB Joint Sub-Committee ABG10(1) “Ahead of the Curve: Mastering the Management of
Transportation Research”
TRB University Representative 2004-present
Canadian Association of Road Safety Professionals, 2004 and 2009-2011
Member, ROI subcommittee, TRB Visualization in Transportation Committee (ABJ95), 2009
Transportation Research Board (TRB) individual affiliate 1998-2006
American Society of Civil Engineers 2001-2003
Canadian Society of Civil Engineering 1999-2000, 2004-2005
Member, Council on Undergraduate Research (CUR) 2009-present
Iraqi Society for Higher Education Abroad 2005-present
International Society of Iraqi Scientists 2001-2016
Order of the Engineers 2007-present

Other Professional Service

-

Technical panel member, NCHRP project 15-75 (2019-present)
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-

Panelist, TRB webinar “Improved Analysis of Two-Lane Highway Capacity and Operational
Performance,” March 25, 2019. http://www.trb.org/Main/Blurbs/178779.aspx
Technical panel member, NCHRP project 03-132 (2017 – present)
Invited speaker, Kittelson & Associates, Portland, Oregon, July 17, 2019.
Invited speaker and panelist, TRB session 786 “Beyond 3D: Progressive Visualization for Geometric
Design” TRB 2009 Annual Meeting, Washington, D.C., January 15, 2009. Workshop sponsored by
Visualization in Transportation Committee (ABJ95), Geometric Design Committee (AFB10), Project
Delivery Methods (AFH15), Operational Effects of Geometrics Committee (AHB65), and Simulation
and Measurement of Vehicle and Operator Performance committee (AND30).

-

Proposal expert reviewer, SUNY 4E Network of Excellence, 2013

-

Invited Speaker, Summer Transportation Institute, WTI, Bozeman, Montana, 2007, 2008, 2009 &
2010.

-

Invited Speaker, CE-101 Introduction to Civil Engineering 2006, 2007 and 2008.

-

Reviewer of the Institute of Transportation Engineers ( ITE) Traffic Engineering Handbook, 6th
Edition, 2009

-

Chair: Intelligent Transportation Systems session, Canadian Society of Civil Engineering Annual
Meeting, Saskatoon June 2-4, 2004.

-

Program Committee Member and coordinator, the Midwest Traffic Conference, Bradley
University, Peoria, Illinois, 4-5 March 2003.

-

Reviewer of the PEO (Professional Engineers-Ontario) traffic engineering examination (fall 2000)

Reviewer of documents for the year 2010 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM)

Proposal expert reviewer, City University of Hong Kong, 2009
Proposal expert reviewer, Pacific Northwest Transportation Consortium, 2014
Invited Speaker, World Usability Day, Walking as a Transportation Mode, Western Transportation
Institute, Bozeman, Montana, November 13, 2008

Reviewer of the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Manual of Transportation Engineering
Studies, 2nd Edition, 2010

Journal Reviewer

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Transportation Research Records, Journal of the Transportation Research Board
Transportation Research – Parts B & F, Elsevier Science
ASCE Journal of Transportation Engineering
Canadian Journal of Civil Engineering
Computer-Aided Civil and Infrastructure Engineering
Journal of Advanced Transportation
Journal of Transportation Safety and Security
Transportation Research Forum
Advances in Transportation Studies
Case Studies on Transport Policy, Elsevier Science
Frontiers in Built Environment – Transportation and Transit Systems
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October 12, 2021
Sent via E-Mail

City of Whitefish
Planning and Building Department
Attn: Wendy Compton-Ring
418 E 2nd Street
Whitefish, MT 59937
E-Mail: wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org
Re:

Proposed Land Use Action: Arim Mountain Gateway PUD & Zoning Map
Amendment/Conditional Zone Change Applications (File Nos. WPUD 21-03 and
WZC 21-03) – Supplemental Comments

Ms. Compton-Ring and Honorable Members of the Whitefish Planning Board,
As stated in our initial comments, this firm, as well as David K.W. Wilson, Jr. of
Morrison Sherwood Wilson and Deola, PLLP represent Flathead Families for Responsible
Growth (“Flathead Families”).
This is a supplemental comment to the above referenced Application. Please see the
attached signatures which are from more than 3,000 people who are opposed to the Mountain
Gateway Applications as evidenced by their signature on a petition created by Flathead Families.
See Petition accessed at https://www.change.org/p/city-of-whitefish-oppose-proposeddevelopment-at-big-mountain-road-and-east-lakeshore-drive-in-whitefish
Again, thank you for your consideration and volunteer time. Flathead Families, as well as
thousands of other people, urge the Planning Board to recommend denial to the City Council,
and for the City Council to deny the Applications.

All the best,
WEINBERG & HROMADKA, PLLC

Lindsey W. Hromadka

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 658 of 1405

Name
Whitefish Community
eric malzone
Whitefish Community members
Marcela Prado
Jennifer Arterbury
Ken Goetsch
Larissa Bull
Brittany Baker
Rachel Ambrose
Nancy Cabe
Julie Constenius
Joan Sibbitt
Karl Moody
Allison Beougher
Barbara Baker
Mark Jones
Kimbery Grieser
Donna Emerson
Stacey Talbot
Laura Niers
MIchelle Daum
Heidi Shors
Robert Ambrose
Jordan Russell
Alanna Strong
Jan Gordon
Joyce Murphy
Denise Spiess
Eileen Moriarty
Randy Spiess
Mike Wray
Sheila Shapiro
Adam Pitman
Gloria Nelson
Greg Strong
Donna Cox
Karina Giraldo-Mirkovich
Kim Schlenker
Jim Koppel
Staven Bender
Heather Tucker
Lara Mirkovich

City

State

Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Calgary
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Medicine Hat
Minneapolis MN
Medicine hat
Whitefish MT
Henderson NV
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Postal Code
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
T3E
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59912
59937
59937
59937
59937
T1A 6H3
55423
T1A 8L6
59937
89015

jemal A'Omer
Bethany Wood
John Rehm
Austin Ward
Marni Semrau
zalman lekach
Jeff Sears
Ben Gould
Dawn Jacobson
Daphne Hall
Gary Danczyk
Kristen Kalkbrenner
Laurie Marshall
Lena Ayars
Chris Leroux
Jake S
Jacalyn Bergstrom-White
Julie and Michael Wilkins
Jim Stroud
Scott Summers
miles gordon
Allyson Hakala
David Brandt
Robyn Dietz
Marcia Medler
Carla Herrmann
Sara Hunt
Lee Minton
Karina Pozsar
Scott Gerber
Adam Huntington
George Grieser
Jill Stroud
Kathy Arendt
Dylan DeAnda
Ray Corkey
Lynda LeMoine
William Bindley
Cecile Henderson
Rebecca Jensen
Stephen Barasch
Jon Beizer
Tory Brandt

Berkeley
CA
San Leandro CA
Federal Way WA
Corvallis
OR
Medicine Hat
whitefish
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Lethbridge
Endicott
Calgary
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whiteifsh MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Denver
CO
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Martin City MT
Billings
MT
Whitefish MT
New York NY
Whitefish CA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Toronto
Kalispell
MT
Indianapolis IN
Calgary
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
San Mateo CA
San Juan
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94703
94577
98023
97330
T1B
599937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
55937
59937
59937
T1K
13760
T2G
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
80216
59937
59937
59926
59101
59937
10033
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
M5V
59901
46260
T3B
59937
59937
94402
59937

Alan Warrick
Pam Perella
Lisa Lam
jill walsh
Niki Hughes
Amy Thompson Beale
Mary Warrick
Elizabeth Pitman
Eric Kalkbrenner
Wendy Faganel
Mike Buckley
Carol Carter
Peter Lemke
Gayle MacLaren
Terri Feeley
JoAnne Duncan
Kim DeAnda
Terry Bell
Tanner Babcock
Kristine Burke
Tracy Mastel
Sandy Durko
Marilyn Munroe Mason
Teri Allen
Jennifer Asebrook
Jeffry Allen
Katie Nixon
Jeremy Hauser
Peyton Faganel
Janet Malone
Maureen Casey
Jamie Shennan
Leslie Warning
Merry Bailey
Margaret Gilbert
Coralie Arnold
James Banister
Julie Williams
Robert Bailey
Lauren Sparks
Jill Gwaltney
Lindsay Cross-Lerou
Heidi Matson

Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
La Jolla
CA
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Calgary
AL
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
whitefish
MT
Whitefish MT
Medicine Hat
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
300 Skyles Place
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish AZ
Newport Beach
CA
Whitefish MT
Minnetonka MN
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59937
59901
59937
92037
59901
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
T3H 4L1
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
59912
59937
59937
T1A
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
59912
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
85262
92663
59937
55305

MARGARET JACOBS
Maureen Kapler
Rachel Hairston
Ashley Albers
Graham Hairston
Roxann Gallagher
stuart clark
Robin Gardner
Walter Nickerson
Thomas Suiter
Jill Henderson
Sherry Summers
Cathy Kincheloe
John Emerson
Stephen Kelly
ian keinath
Madison Grady
Liz Hewson
Douglas Brewer
Jonny Jones
Sean Gallagher
Chris Zignego
Dalton Fisher
Lech Naumovich
Kathryn Korttwitz
Danielle McKinley
Brad Bulkley
Jamie Goguen
Teresa Quinn
Caitlin Ward
Davee McLeod
EMAN Federico
Sheridan Posschelle
Taylor Ray
Morgan Delaney
Janet Mayo
Monica Pastor
Jeremiah Dougherty
Carole Brewer
Samantha Dolph
David Marx
Kaitlyn Farrington
Michelle Smyth

Whitefish MT
59937
Whitefish MT
59937
Whitefish MT
59937
455 BlanchardMT
lake road
75001
Whitefish MT
59937
Whitefish MT
59937
Winnipeg
R3L
Whitefish MT
59937
2369 Poplar Whitefish
MT
59937
Whitefish MT
59937
Dallas
TX
75205
Whitefish MT
59937
Whitefish MT
59937
Bozeman
MT
59718
Whitefish MT
84119
Kalispell
MT
59901
Whitefish MT
59937
Whitefish MT
59937
Columbia Falls
MT
59912
Whitefish MT
59937
Whitefish AZ
59937
Whitefish MT
59937
Kalispell
MT
59901
Whitefish MT
59937
Whitefish MT
59937
Whitefish MT
59937
Whitefish MT
75248
Whitefish CA
90212
Whitefish MT
59937
Kalispell
MT
59901
Whitefish MT
59937
Whitefish MT
59937
Kalispell
MT
59901
Whitefish MT
59937
Columbia Falls
MT
59937
Kalispell
MT
59901
Whitefish MT
59937
Whitefish MT
59937
Columbia Falls
MT
59912
Whitefish MT
59937
Whitefish MT
59937
Whitefish MT
59937
Whitefish MT
59937
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Matthew Geiger
McCara Cullen
Katrina Diehl
Grant Miller
Judy Williams
mia gannon
Tanner Searcy
Stephanie Bender
Will Walton
Riley Connell
Craig Moore
Piper Greenwood
Melissa Westland
John Kaye
Elizabeth Larson
Klaire Taylor
Stephanie Dunlap
Kevin Nolen
Dan Moe
Joan Hoffman
Brooke Kaye
Aaron Holliday
Emily Harkness
Shelbi Cummings
Sara hammel
Linda Chauner
Torin KELLEY
Troy Knutson
Robert Custer
Jacob Herd
William Burg
Mark Pascoli
Mark Davidson
Mary Mirkovich
Timothy Cline
William Hauptfuhrer
Stephanie Elm
Carol Atkinson
Alyssa Seemann
Samantha Faraone
Madeline Williams
Matthew Dougherty
Griffin Morey

Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
West Valley City
UT
Kalispell
MT
Medicine Hat
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
whitefish
MT
Whitefish MT
Bozeman
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Ennis
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia fallsMO
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59937
59937
59901
59912
59937
84119
59901
T1B
59937
59937
59932
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
59912
59901
59937
59937
59937
59718
59937
59937
59729
59901
59937
59937
59937
59901
59901
59937
59937
59937
59912

Drew Bailey
Andrea Forni
Mason Laliberty
Connor Arendt
Shivaun Wood
Amanda Kelly
Thomas Carson
Leanne Stegen
clarise sauls
Jade Carpenter
Jose Pascual
Jodi Thew
Sara Miller
Daphne Politis
Bill Leighton
Ian Lacey
Catherine Neill
Carol Moody
Briana Vilar
Kim Krueger
Doug Houda
Kary Feeley
Mallory Cervas
Ryan Friel
patricia ferrington
Mary Kwolek
brett urbach
Leslie Levin
Stefan Sandreuter
Samson Bealmer
Lynn Hayes
Jennifer Harmon
Sean Malone
Dawson VanArtsdale
Cole Mayer
Kevin Mcconnell
Judith McMahan
Riley Arendt
Martha Rendahl
Cassidy Grady
Todd Burris
Helen Davis
Becky Rygg

Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Missoula
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Medicine Hat
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Dallas
TX
Whitefish MT
WHITEFISH MT
Las Vegas NV
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Grand RapidsMI
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
whtiefish
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
whitefish
MT
Kalispell
MT
Columbia Falla
MT
Rollins
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Saskatoon
Whitefish MT
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59901
59937
59801
59937
59937
59901
59901
T1B 4L4
59901
59937
75219
59937
59937
89110
59912
59937
59937
59937
59907
59937
49525
59937
59937
59901
59912
59937
59937-8436
59937
59901
59937
59937
59901
59912
59931
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
S7W
59937

Jessica Mielke
Bonnie Baker
Kaylee Hickman
Alec Carr
Janen Pero
Joel Berglund
Rob SCHUMACHER
Emily Murdock
Matthew Callihan
Anne Oehlerich
Michael Laufer
Eli Frandsen
Eric Potterat
Julie Sebby
Peter Butcher
Lucas Grossi
Scott Hansen
Kristin Hagg
Caroline Henzelman
Joel Phelps
Rory Lewis
Leslie Galloway
PAUL SCHAAF
David Uhl
Angela Miller
Collin Hamman
Luke Johnson
Dianne Grove
Maggie Lee
Mary Lepper
John Skakel
Jude Ferrara
Quinci Robertson
Brittany Kelly
Robert Nasits
Kari Galdonik
Eric Oehlerich
Cooper Lee
Jessica Dodd
Jonathan Glaser
Nathan Schmidt
Anne Collins
Tim Kelley

Kalispell
Portland
Whitefish
Whitefish
Kalispell
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish

MT
OR
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT

59901
97206
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937

MT
Whitefish MT
Belgrade
MT
San Diego CA
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish l MT
Helena
MT
Whitefish MT
Atlanta
TX
Golden ValleyMN
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT

59937
59715
92131
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59901
59901
59937
59937
59937
98103
59901
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59601
59937
75551
55427
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
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Andrew Shors
Bill offman
Kimberly Economy
J Tezano
lay wynn
Mark Donaldson
Elizabeth Kelley
Zena Bonds
John Adams
dave schmid-sommer
Cassi Johannsen
Allison Juszczak
Connie Werner
Cara Kenefsky
Kathryn Harvey
Andrew Walls
Andrew Kelley
Margaret Kelley
Ross Campbell
Erin Bolster
Ian Cain
Kellie Cahill
Marcus Fulton
Kristine Van Pernis
Alexis Stevenson
Kathy Dodd
Tim Lawler
Anne Schuschke
Will Urbanski
Brian Hurst
Max Rockatansky
Chris Kelley
Rita M Becker
Jessie Farnes
Betsy Swanson
Michael Spann
John Hayes
Kenzie Kinney
Koler Kanistanaux
Bevan Evans
C Ron Cannon MD
Thomas Moran
Chase Krieger

Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
East Helena MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Littleton
CO
Kalispell and MT
Columbia Falls
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Butte
MT
307 WoodrunMT
Drive
Lethbridge
T1K
Whitefish MT
Atlanta
GA
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Bozeman
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish TN
Brandon
MS
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
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59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59635
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
80121
59901
59901
59937
59912
59937
59701
59937
59937
30328
59901
59937
59937
59937
59715
59937
59937
59937
63126
59718
59937
59937
59937
39042
59901
59937

Lauren Kearney
Logan Sanders
Lori VN Dell
Robert conte Conte
Sherry McIntyre
Haley Williams
Blanca Goguen
Amy Simpson
Heather Ellsworth
Danielle Janarek
Dayzee Hill
Judy Morrisey
Geoff Sanderson
Dawnja Alejandre
Norma MacKenzie
Jocelyn Johnson
Morgan Ray
Tara Seager
Liz Cunningham
Tyler Gardner
Michael Whitty
Bob McConnell
Kat Schoutens
Jackie Woodardj
Amy Axelsen
Ravi Mhatre
Sara Jakomin
Sally Kelley
Mary Wilkinson
William Hoadley
Sam Tickle
Michele Calabretta
Bridgette Gamroth
Kym Foster
Christina Kromarek
carol SUGARMAN
Mark Gamroth
Hunter Cripe
Laura Peschel
Ryan Fenner
Alex Deuel
Charmane Crain
Linda Owen

Whitefish MT
Chandler
AZ
Austin
TX
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
whitefish
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Hamilton
MT
Calgary
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
2818 Resthaven
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Elliston
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
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59937
85286
78769
59937
59937
59937
59937
4106
59937
59901
59901
59840
T3S
59937
59937
98198
59937
59901
59937
59937
59901
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59728
59901
59937
59937
59937
59912
59937
59937
59937

John Browning
Levi Glaser
William Stahl
Billy Mitsakos
Jen Sybrant
Jason Thomas
Bethany Lovell
Jacklyn Kram
Linda Bell
Lesley Quigg
Erica V
Jacob cabe
Kate Maetzold
Lyndsie Sebby
Phyllis Sobczyk
Stephen Kotick
Patty Duke
Michael Sybrant
Ginny Boone
Ronald Clearwater
Jake Mayer
Pearl Galbraith
Susan Witt
JC
suzanne park
Andy Maetzold
Kristi Goetsch
tara holloway
Shelby Cabigas
Connie Whittaker
Shelley Houda
Courtney Flores
Michelle Saurey
Julia Kuskin
Joey Preston
Peter Duke
Karen Sweetapple
Drew Fortner
Mina Elm
Jaclyn Levy
Ryan Carriveau
Molly Elm
Addie Elm

Whitefish MT
Los Angeles CA
Billings
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish IA
Denver
CO
kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Buckley
WA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Havre
MT
Steamboat Springs
CO
Salt Lake CityUT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Polson
MT
Fowlerville MI
Federal Way
Whitefish MT
Auburn
WA
Whitefish MT
Chicago
IL
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
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59937
90028
59102
59937
59937
59937
80220
59901
59937
59937
59912
98321
59937
59937
59937
59501
80487
84107
59937
85255
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59860
48836
98003
59937-2203
98002
59937
60634
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937

Justin Steinbach
Hannah Bloom
Mary Ciganek
Theresa Cornutt
Monica Preisendorf
Max Millington
Valerie Bauch
Dawson Rinehart
Carolyn Pitman
Tommy Gorak
Murphy Wick
Gay Austin
Camas Johnson
jacob bennett
Thomas Tornow
Maslin Redett
Kristin Ramsey
Nonette Brown
Jennifer Murray
Thomas Warr
Trevor Hattabaugh
Hannah Knisley
Susan Calabretta
Stephanie Winchester
Joseph Harris
Daniele Gastineau
Walt Barnes
Amy Spicer
Donald Rees
Deirdre Cook
Mary Mulroy
Rachel Eads
Kathleen Kelly
Blaine Krona
Georgitte Gilman
Tristen Hollist
Susan Robison
Tim Evers
Michelle Berry
Matthew Alejandre
Mark Popovitz
Shannon Leahy
Breanna Kahle

Seattle
WA
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
whitefish
MT
Whitefish MT
Bethesda
MD
Whitefish MT
Wolf Point MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Eureka
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish TX
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Thomasville GA
Columbia Falls
MT
Kalispell
MT
MISSOULA MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Rockford
IL
Whitefish MT
Whitefiah MT
Whitefish MT

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 669 of 1405

98188
59901
59912
59937
59937
59937
59901
59901
59937
59937
59901
59901
59937
59937
59937
20817
59937
59201
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59917
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
31792
59912
59901
59803
59937
59901
59937
61107
59937
59937
60515

Kevin Kelly
Marie Fleming
Sam Popovitz
Terri Popovitz
Raleigh Leslie
Scott Kahle
Marianne Gray
Crystal Morris
Signe Ebbett
Brett Murray
Wanda Morton
neva hall
Doris Puglisi
Tracy Armstrong
Zach Armstrong
Richard Puglisi
Cheri/Peter Aronsson
Sydney O’Rourke
Kathee Campbell
Nicholas Barr
Michael Morgan
Julie Scholes
Brandon DelAgostino
Corne Nicki
Erin Mccabe
Shane Schorzman
Kathryn Gibson
Jennifer Irwin
Chris Schwaderer
Nick Oberg
Debra Buskas
William Quigg
Silas Nissen
Peter Marshall
Troy Wiebelhaus
Mark Thompson
Lisa Witzke
Brandan Zarn
Kristen Proby
Jennie Payne
Renee Clugston
Marcus Marble
Blake Dunlop

Thomasville GA
Whitefish MT
Cincinnati OH
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Lethbridge
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
whitefish
MT
Kalispell
MT
Missoula
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
San FranciscoCA
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Bozeman
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Dallas
TX
Whitefish MT
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31792
59937
45227
59937
59912
59937
T1K7Y4
59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59912
59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
59801
59901
59937
59937
59901
94114
59937
59901
59937
59901
59901
59937
85254
59715
59901
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59912
59937
59937
59937

Shelby Bauman
Della Littfin
Emily Carino
Harriett Grantz
Michael Mulroy
Peggy Sebrowsky
Rachel Phillips
Ben Mayer
Diane Landi
Samuel Stucki
Bonnie Hannigan
Angela Pruitt
Christine Merriman
Julie Hankinson
Andrew Blazer
John Leary
Precilla Iopu
Greg Ferrian
Dennis Gibson
Michelle Riley
Emily Clark
Susanna Braun
Patty Daniels
Bill Popadych
Erin Harding
Lynn Evans
Sophie Sieh
Yoko Morimoto
Carol Wigness
Ann Curtis
Zoe Tremper
Hannah Smith
Nikki Kemm
Jessica Peltier
Lauren Frampton
Celeste Mayer
Stacey Sharp
Terry Mackenzie
Rhonda Baker
Kevin Bauman
Lenka Knutson
Elvert Nelson
Spencer Frampton

Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Saint Paul
Kalispell
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Kalispell
Kalispell
Whitefish
Kalispell
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Kalispell
Whitefish
Kalispell
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Kalispell
Wolf Point
Whitefish
Louisville
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Kalispell
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish

MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MN
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
KY
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
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59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
55122
59901
59937
59937
59937
59901
59901
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
59201
59937
40205
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
92234
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
75248

K. Renée Colliander
Shahana Larson
Stephanie Kuhl
Sam Cam
Nicholas Colavecchio
Tracy McDowell
Susie Moore
Nancy Williams
Suzanne Burrow
Maddie Mary
Lyell Williams
Eric Krop
Adam Nelson
Lynn Hartshorne
Marc Ruggiero
Rich Fridy
Lee Anne Christensen
Ryan Economy
Teague McDonald
Jay Lawler
Dawn Deden
Melissa Genovese
Chris Newton
Hannah Pennington
Jasper Clark
Pamela Robinson
Duane Bauch
Heather Smith
Cynthia Nielsen
Clay Fischer
the the
Erik Retz
Michael Larson
Warren Gerber
Kerry Brown
Zoanne Brewer
Matt Munkelt
Amy FISCHER
Ken Thomas
Erika Rumsey
Kayleigh Kasper
Mike Brown
Karen Jacobson

Kalispell
Whitefish
Whitefish
Seattle
Whitefish
Whitefish

MT
MT
MT
WA
MT
MT

Exeter
NH
Whitefish MT
Redmond OR
Exeter
NH
Whitefish MT
Wilmington NC
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Lakeside
MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Missoula
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
whitefish
MT
COLUMBIA FLS
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Bigfork
MT
Whitefish MT
Las Vegas NV
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Seattle
WA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia fallsMT
Ponte Vedra Beach
FL
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
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59901
59937
59937
98109
59937
59937
3833
59937
97756
3833
59937
28412
59937
59901
59922
59912
59937
59937
59937
59801
59937
59937
59937
59937
59912
59937
59937
59911
59937
89117
59937
59937
59901
59937
98117
59937
59937
59912
32082
59937
59937
59937

Jessica Schwaderer
Susan Cook
Amy Kraaijer
k hill
ryan deangelis
Joe Riley
Ruth Krager
Mary Olsen
Franny Thrasher
Skyler Cameron
Cathy Lower
Alexandra Horigan
Linda Katsuda
Gail Mackinnon Maehl
shannon freeman
Natalie Wilkinson
Evan Metzger
Sue Shoff
Tanja Moultrup
Nicole Burns
Erik Servatius
Lauren Carter
Martine Lelievre
Jesse Swigert
Travis Vaughan
Bradley Dartez
Ashley Sudan
Laura Cahill
Eric Hrubecky
Kelly Servatius
Matt Crest
Brandon Watkins
Kevin Wetherell
Kyle Taylor
Paul Anderson
Jarrid Selway
Kourtni Dunlop
Linda Vevera
Shaina Funke
Anne Fox
Jack Ginsburg
Rick Nielsen
Hillary Vrana

Whitefish
Lexington
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Kalispell
Kalispell
Whitefish

MT
MS
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
Whitefish MT
Missoula
MT
Manchester Center
MT
Whitefish MT
Federal Way WA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Gastonia
NC
Yorba Linda CA
Kalispell
MT
Columbia fallsMT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MO
Whitefish MT

59937
39095
59937
59937
59937
59901
59901
59937

Whitefish
Kalispell
Bigfork
Whitefish

59937
59901
59911
59937

MT
MT
MT
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59937
59801
59937
59937
98003
59937
59937
59912
28054
92886
59901
59912
59937
59937
59912
59937
59901
59937
59937
59912
59901
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59936
59937
59937

Sam Harriman
Tyson Derber
Susan Kelly
Jolene Hill
Karen Hill
Parker Duncan
Jaymie Noble
Nora Dunlop
Joni Foster
Lea Hawkins
Denny Gignoux
Cheryl O’Brien
Helen Abramchuk
Jennifer Retz
Holley McCracken
Linda Simmons
Jordan Johnson
SAFRON BRITZ
MaryJane Seefeldt
Kelsey Schmid-Sommer
Kristina Harriman
Michelle Hoover
Vasiliy Sysa
Elizabeth Heery
Douglas Pitmsn
Erica Lebbert
Phil Martin
Stacey Monaghan
Vicki McConnell
Nichole Grant
Jan Katzoff
Kimberly Cline
Jennifer Betts
Alessandra Beers
David Peretto
Randall Richards
Terrence Burns
Lisa Marshall
Chris Irwin
Darla Johnstone
Wm Frost
Jolene Gibbs
Leah Rambur

Victor
ID
Columbia Falls
MT
Hartland
MI
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Missoula
MT
Missoula
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Helena
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Atlanta
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Calgary
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whiteifish MT
Whitefish MT
Helena
MT
Stevensville MT
Santa Fe
NM
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Havre
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
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83455
59912
48353
59937
59937
59801
59801
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59602
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59901
T3Z1B4
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59601
59870
87507
59937
59901
59501
59937
59937
59937

Sarah Stewart
Glenda Christenson
Kelly Sellers
Maddie Montnaye
Dave Crone
DIANNE Moklos
Liam Good
Lynn Katzoff
Josiah Brown
Dawn Grundler
Jack Morris
Jeff Joerres
Chris Crumal
Sue Basta
Elizabeth Smith
Brian Miller
June Olsen
Jessica Sorenson
Rachel Burich
Emilh Mejia
Katherine Argo
Sandra Pearse
Rhonda Kohl
Michael McNiff
Edwin Stanley
Annie Vance
Joshua Argo
Maureen Gerber
Zander Kelly
Michelle Daniels
Miranda Kulzer
Martin Beale
Ryvers Loomis
becca lockwood
Marc Daniels
Brooklan Silliker
Ariel Gross
Lilly Ettinger
sabine van laere
Kathryn Mhatre
Mark Semrau
David Mhatre
Bonnie Falconer

Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Plains
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Santa Fe
MT
Ashland City TN
Whitefish MT
Englewood CO
Whitefish WI
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Granton
WI
Spokane
WA
Tuscaloosa AL
Tucson
AZ
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Santa Rosa Beach
FL
Danielson CT
Tuscaloosa AL
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Waco
TX
Calgary
Whitefish MT
Calgary
Menlo Park CA
Santa Rosa CA
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59937
59937
59937
59937
59859
59937
59937
87501
37015
59937
80112
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59912
54436
99203
35406
85742
59937
59937
32459
6239
35406
59901
59901
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937-8196
59901
59937
76798
T3S
59937
T3S
94025
95405

Malinda Iskiyan
Jennifer Earle
Kim Herba
Lynnell Gravelle
Grant Stegen
Philip van der Poel
Barbara Michaels
Cate Hairston
Renea Larson
Danny Shaw
Susan Eberle
Whitney Lawler
Jennifer Osburn
Emily Brooks
Dana Nunn
Matt Brisbois
Vincent van der Poel
Misty Moreth
Lanna Herter
Drea Beale
Kari Mccrady
Brooke Mall
Georgia Cochran
Leanne Broughton
Nicholette Bee
Cam Lawrence
Mike Talbot
Kathy Russell
Lukas Herter
Barbara Janni
Jennifer Harnick
Tom Zinser
Mary Ellen McCarty
Holly Kemp
Jenifer Mitsakos
Omar Hassan-Reep
Patricia Lipinski
Tanner Kuhl
Caeli Quinn
Dan Nelson
Devin Beale
Andrea Tampubolon
Leslie Blair

Whitefish
Whitefish
Palmetto
Whitefish
Vancouver
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Billings
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Corona
Whitefish
Whitefish
Kalispell
Missoula
Kalispell
Los Angeles
Whitefish
Bozeman
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Kalispell
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Kalispell
Whitefish
Whitefish
Kalispell
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish

MT
MT
FL
MT

59912
59937
34221
59937
V5P

MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MO
MT
CA
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
CA
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
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59937
59937
59937
59102
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
92882
59937
59937
59901
59801
59901
90032
59937
59718
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937

evie hairston
Eric Funk
Laura Owen
Kai Lindborg
Kresta Wright
Janis Watkins
wendy anderson
Matt Williams
David Sweetapple
Christy Kroos
Chris Ruby
chloe scogin
Tracy Howard
Joanne Jackson
Kendra Espinoza
Coral Rogers
Thomas Bartley
Cody Bitterman
Penny Porterfield
Kate Dworman
Amy Boring
Katie M
Tara Zimmerman
Mike Henderson
Amy Johannes
Mike Warning
Jamie Malmquist
Kory McGavin
Meaghan Moakley
Deb Hall
April Collins
Rachel Kohanov
Ben Osburn
Kayla Gerrard
Rena Armstrong
Courtney Torgerson
Isabel Graham
Linnaea Keane
Mark Rogers
Christya Izett
Scarlett Schindler
HELEN JOHNSON
Sheila McCormick

whitefish
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish ID
Calgary
Kalispell
MT
Austin
TX
Bozeman
MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Grand RapidsMI
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Eureka
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Austin
TX
Whitefish MT
Katy
TX
Brooklyn
NY
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
Minneapolis
Whitefish
Portland
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Shreveport

MT
MN
MT
OR
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
LA
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59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
T2N
59937
78741
59715
59901
59901
49506
59937
59901
59901
59917
59937
59901
59937
59937
78704
59937
77494
11237
59937
59901
55416
59937
97222
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
71104

Stacie Burkett
Fabienne Nitopi
Joseph Crook
Brett Mittone
Kristie Hepburn
Janene Adams
Carol Martin
Jessie Pappenfus
Sandra Beale
Heidi Ruggiero
Tori Marcial
Dustin Glaspey
Janet Bloom
Randi Long
Jamie Newman
blake alicia
Lori Rust Lori Rust
Diana LeFave
Krista Booher
Lindsey Gardner
Kailey Gordon
Dale Hernandez
Robin Bewley
Jen Metcalfe
grace porterfield
Chrystie Osborne
Anne Couser
Ben Bewley
Mark Panicek
Lanette Ryan
Lynda Montague
Chloe Malmquist
Krista Schrader
Melora Irmiter
Rod Foster
Danielle Peirce
Lesley Dales
Erika Surmi
Kitty Carr
Melisa Marvin
Zachary Levin
Catherine Culnane
Georgia Hall

Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia fallsMT
Whitefish MT
Dallas
MT
Helena
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Hungry HorseMT
Whitefish MT
Missoula
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Draper
UT
Philadelphia PA
Whitefish MT
La Habra
CA
Whitefish MT
Poplar
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Riverton
UT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Missoula
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Chicago
IL
Whitefish MT
CORBETT
OR
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59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59912
59937
59912
59937
59937
59601
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
59919
59937
59802
59937
59937
59901
84020
19128
59937
90631
59937
59255
59937
59937
59937
84065
59937
59937
59937
59802
59937
59937-8167
60614
59937
97019

Jarrod O’Dell
Iris Mincey
Brooke Hunsaker
kelsey malsam
Jamie Schwartz
Jeff Kohl
Nicole Hackett
Verity Kreamer
Lacie Fleming
Robyn Barton
Michael Schindler
Lauri Malmquist
Lauren Banks
Rob Duncan
Ellen Rude
Scott Suiter
Tyler Duncan
Joe Galbraith
Lily Back
Margaret Foley
John Evenhuis in Montana
Catherine Roe
Thomas Mirkovich
Gary Woodcock
Aysha Erro
Trevor Westlake
Amy Odegaard
Melissa Best
Mark Loncar
May Sederdahl
Clifford Cummings
Lauren Macdonald
Marissa Tymeson
Molly Maxwell
Bill Walton
Erik Gerdes
Annette Mcknight
Titus McDonald
Linda Ray
Min Shafer
Jennifer Brist
Abigail Talcott
Kathryn Niles

Whitefish MT
Missoula
MT
Kalispell
MT
West Valley City
UT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Eureka
MT
Kalispell
MT
Peshastin WA
Arlington
VA
Lethbridge
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Missoula
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
K
MT
Polson
MT
Long Beach CA
Columbia Falls
MT
Kalispell
MT
Calgary
San FranciscoCA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Flagstaff
AZ
East Glacier Park
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Laguna BeachCA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
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59937
59801
59901
84119
59937
59937
59912
59901
59937
59917
59901
98847
22204
T1j4k5
55937
59937
59937
59901
59801
59937
59937
59937
59901
59860
90803
59912
59901
T2S0V2
94123
59937
97068
86004
59434
59901
59937
59937
92652
59937
59937
59937
59937
59912
76006

Monika Puglielli
Brandon Trust
Cyann Snowden
Brenton Burke
Nicole Mitchell
Paul Addison
Jenny Wessel
Everett Baker
Huntley Ritter
Paula Nelson
Mailee Windauer
Brittany Watling
Bill Hatem
Mark Shestak
Donna Holmstul
Kellie Archibald
Todd Wright
Hal Trost
Logan Light
Taylor Dunham
Ron Hauf
Ryan Brist
Kristi Greif
Hunter Nickell
Jody Spivey
Meggen Arthur Wilson
Justine Vallieres
Jack Suiter
Ariana Scotti
Carla Smith
Donald Fleischman
Allison Deaver
Lauren King
Nina Bell
Kathy Connors
Todd Wharton
Keley Rouse
Kim Nickell
Mark Moreno
Hira Tomlinson
Patricia Morton
Latoya Smith
Sara Graf

Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Laguna NiguelCA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Seal Beach CA
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Honolulu
HI
Charlotte
NC
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
West GlacierMT
Whitefish MT
Helena
MT
Tampa
FL
Whitefish MT
Brooklyn
NY
Brooklyn
NY
Kalispell
MT
Providence Forge
VA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Dallas
TX
medina
WA
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Bryn Athyn PA
Whitefish MT
Sanford
Whitefish MT
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59937
59901
59901
59937
59901
92677
59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
90740
59901
59937
59937
59937
59901
96826
28277
59937
59932
59936
59937
59601
33604
59937
11201
11201
59901
23140
59937
20707
75225
98039
59937
59912
59937
59937
19009
59937
27330
59937

Mark Stella
Tracey Whisenand
Don Zimmerman
Jennifer Nave
David Stokes
Tom LaChance
Maggie Taylor
Norma Treat
Nicole Jensen
Carey Eshleman
Christine Stanley
Kathy Panicek
Brent Stratton
Alyssa Drew
Samantha Stokes
Jeffrey Peveler
Lois Linn
Cecile Monsour
Linda Quinn
Justin Barry
Courtney Laabs
Sara Schneider
Katja Schalbetter
Elizabeth Castillo
robert van pelt
Nancy Herrington
Gaye Ruff
Chandler Moody
Deborah Lapp
Miriam Lewis
Linnea McCrady
Greg Lapp
Mark Duston
Tessa Pitman
Michelle McDowell
William Hersom
reilly Judd
Alisa Price
Robin Grenier
Nate Conners
Malea Pemberton
Steve Roy
Kathryn Kelly

Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Portland
OR
Polson
MT
whitefish
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
New Orleans LA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Elgin
Richmond IN
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Metairie
LA
Seattle
WA
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Seattle
WA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
whitefish
MT
Rainier
OR
Whitefish MT
whitefish
MT
Lincoln
MT
Whitefish MT
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59901
59937
97204
59869
59937
59937
59937
59901
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
70118
59937
59937
59901
59912
59937
59937
59901
59937
78621
47374
59937
59937
70005
98122
59901
59937
98144
59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
97048
59937
59937
58639
59937

Arin Kubiak
Mindy Matarazzo
Grace Begg
Tyrel Bacon
brady boll
Bill Adams
Mike Suiter
Merritt Ranseth
Rob Stevens
Jessica Mosier
Tanya Island
Robin Toner
Karen Hamilton
Henry Ricklefs
S Duncan
Mandy Hossack
Regina French
Robin McGilvray
Connie Cermak
Debra Olson
Felice Crocker
Carly Ahern
Nathan Marotz
Kathryn Rothfuss
David Blair
Sofie Saurey
Kathy Jordan
Janis Walburn
eddie lang
Jordan Smith
Emily Wendel
Margo Harrod
Nate Barnett
Vanessa Gentry
Margy Stevens
Amy Nimmo
Megan Gentry
Amy Dubois
Gregg Alexander
Susan Ruffatto
Jay Cichosz
jeff mora
Jane Holland

Whitefish
Whitefish
Kalispell

MT
MT
MT

59937
59937
59901

whitefish
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Rollins
MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Bozeman
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Tampa
FL
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Salt Lake CityUT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT

59937
59937
59937
59937
59931
59901
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59912
59937
59937
59937
59901
59715
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
33606
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
84102
59937
59937
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Jay Lanning
Barbara Gallagher
Janet Vandermeer
Judy Ross
Caroline Halliday
Geoffrey Calaway
Peter Soper
Emily Sharp
Durand Beougher
Michael Winn
Renee Berner
Holly Purdy
Al Kwolek
Daria Perez
Hillary Gillespie
Ryan Anderson
Carol Ellis
Heidi Stamm
Sheri Craven
Marcia Pade
Rachel Burke
Paul Beale
Jill Norby
Devin Kelley
Brian Schutt
Jamie Zinke
Lynn Reed
Amber Thingelstad
Scott Strellnauer
Victoria Kao
Mike Eldred
Rayme Caton
Don Olson Olson
Hope Johnston
Jay Shaver
Kelly Zinser
Chloe Hensley
Thomas LEROU
Jaffa Olson
Judson Alden
Eric Perlstein
Harriet Reynolds
Beth Gilbertson

Kalispell
Whitefish,
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Livingston
Olney
Kalispell
Whitefish
Kalispell
Whitefish
Kalispell
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Kalispell
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Los Angeles
Florence
Kalispell
Kalispell
Missoula
Whitefish
Whitefish
Rio Rico
Yakima
Whitefish
Whitefish
Missoula
Whitefish
Whitefish
Kalispell
Bountiful
Whitefish
Kalispell

MT
MT
MT
MT
TN
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
CA
KY
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
AZ
WA
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
UT
MT
MT
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59901
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
59047
59927
59901
59937
59901
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
90066
41042
59901
59901
59802
59937
59937
85648
98902
59937
59937
59802
59937
59937
59901
84010
59937
59901

Leslie Yancey
Nick Goodwin
Kelly Medelman
VALERIE ARMSTRONG
Beverley Dale
Julie Greiner
Tracey Gerber
Carl Zohrer
Kate Bocci
Ann Jones
Joan Stockton
Dawn Kinney
Chris Schumacher
Keri Kelly
Lisa Rigoli
kim short
William Armstrong
Ann Henson
Dynie Sanderson
Myki Evans
Criswell Abel
Tracey Channing
Bruce Fraser
Nicki Perisho
Linda Stock
Deborah Griffin
Maria Rosetti
Nathan Hoover
Colin Baxter
Chuck Haney
Steve Neff
Rob Clarke
Jami James
Susan LaMontagne
Deb Stika
Bruce Walker
Alex Wagnon
Lisa Le Lievre
Erica Howard
Theodora Walton
Zack Churchill
Jessie Garza
Rebekah Cook

Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Seattle
WA
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Palo Alto
CA
Whitefish MT
Dallas
TX
Whitefish MT
Los Altos
CA
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Dallas
TX
Dallas
TX
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Bigfork
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Santa Rosa CA
Pacific Palisades
CA
Kalispell
MT
Boise
ID
Whitefish MT
Sandpoint ID
Kalispell
MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Austin
TX
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia fallsMT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Great Falls MT
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59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
98122
59937
59901
94301
59937
75205
59937
94022
59901
59937
59901
75206
75205
59937
59937
59937
59911
59901
59937
59937
95407
90272
59901
83702
59937
83864
59901
59912
59937
59937
78735
59937
59901
59912
59937
59937
59937
59404

Tania Menachemoff
Melissa Tyler
Gary Hamilton
Nadine Coburn
Marilyn Eberly
Kelly Eliason
Jessika Solorio
Felicia Spencer
Shelby Sizemore
Lu Martin
Zachary Matarazzo
Jessica Smith
Jodi Cutler
Alex Jackson
McCall Hagler
Mary jo Berry
Haley Nickell
Christine Von Heeder
Francesca Brisbois
Derek Hall
Carol Scranton
Roger Sherman
Mardi Elford
roger rowles
Lisa Weber
Ken Fraser
Lisa Stack
grace degolier
Peter Nickell
Joseph Feste
Jayne Feste
Brit Mckay
Brandi Loncao
Lisa Lorge
Laura Taylor
M Lang
Dan Koestler
Joyce Bertrand-Winkler
Alyssa Whisenand
Tom Fousek
Kelly medler
greg donnino
Nancy Chalmers

Whitefish MT
Jacksonville FL
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Spokane
WA
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Edwards
CO
Kalispell
MT
Nashville
TN
Superior
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish CA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Twin Bridges MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Austin
TX
Austin
TX
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Victoria
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Helena
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
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59937
32205
59937
59937
59901
59901
59912
59937
59912
99223
59937
59901
81632
59901
37221
59872
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
59754
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
78703
78703
59937
59937
59901
599378455
V8Z
59937
59937
59625
59937
59937
59901
59901

Richard Dooling
Julia VanOosterhout
molly burba
Jean Weiskotten
Donald Stolte
Edward Dale
Jessica Sauls
Andre Belarge
Jomjula Olari
Tiffany Gould
Barbara Cummings
Dave Weber
Lee Baker
Blanche Puffer
Bill Kahle
Tracie winters
MICHAEL THIERFELDER
Sandy Sawyer
Adam Standiford
Meghan Murphy
Peter Siudara
Alan Goldstein
Christopher DeJohn
Peter Grantz
Kayla Kaupa
Megan MCFADDEN
Catherine Juno
Joan Vetter Ehrenberg
Jacy Hanson
Bartlett Baker
Mark Morgan
Vanya Harrold
Catherine Haug
Sandy Schellinger
Maren McCleary
Erik Moore
Judy Rigler-Dunn
David Mercer
Kelly Mull-White
Silken Taylor
Rachel Leavitt
Jerimiah McAfee
Dannel Flanagin

Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
whitefish
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
Dallas
TX
Whitefish MT
Port Washington
NY
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Eugene
OR
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Dallas
TX
Columbia Falls
MT
Helena
MT
whitefish
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Portland
OR
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Missoula
MT
WHITEFISH MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Bigfork
MT
Whitefish MT
Dallas
TX
Kalispell
MT
Helena
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
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59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
75229
59937
11050
59937
59912
59937
59937
59937
75229
59912
59601
59937
59937
59937
97213
59937
59937
59937
59937
59802
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
59911
59937
75248
59901
59601
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937

Rachel Porter
Kent Walker
Susan Chad
Daniel Strong
Jas Joll
Lydia Feinstein
James Brayley
Judy Cockrell
Lissa Dunker
Gary Wagner
Janis Harris
Leslie Hunt
Andy Harding
Charles Peabody
Megan Ueland
Kimberly Akey
Tracee Pope
RON MAXWELL
megan gibson
Liz Coleman
Kimberly Ault
Mitchell Young
Leslie Cockrell
Cole Wilkinson
Guy Lam
Scott Schmid
Evan Darling
Meg Temple
Mike C Righetti
Joseph Lacob
Tierney Beizer
Scott Darkenwald
Bridgette Whisenand
CJ Nesher
Laura Sauer
Shandon Parke
Jackie Gysler
Doug Anthony
Matthew Schram
Susan Sherman
Greg Fortin
Tim Bonds
Paula Pomeroy

Stevensville MT
Medicine Hat
Albuquerque NM
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Chariton
IA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Calgary
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Groton
CT
Mc Lean
VA
Whitefish MT
Liberty
MO
Kalispell
MT
Raleigh
Dallas
TX
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia fallsMT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Mountain View
CA
Cambridge MA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Ottawa
Lolo
MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
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59870
T1B
87123
59937
59937
59937
50049
59937
59937
T2T
59937
59937
59901
6340
22102
59937
64068
59901
27616
75287
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59912
59937
59937
94040
2138
59937
59937
59937
K2J
59847
59901
59901
59937
59937
59912
59901
59901

Meghan Degroot
Kent Taylor
Leia Brennan
Beverly Lewellen
Debora Hall
Howie Nordstrom
Lea TouseyRod Juno
Lisa Mittone
Dylan Schmidt
Craig prather
Cameron Doran
Ross Baker
Janet Coombs
John Walecka
Dacia Prather
Brady Hylton
John shigo
Jennie Bradford
Liz Maul
Ian Ekberg
Y. Pena
Kathy Cummings
Julia Wiebelhaus
Philip Howeth
Jayden Pomeroy
Marina Beirne
Lizbeth Lasch
Nicole James
Dave Peterson
Samantha Chavez
Cristin Mills
Leona Karl
Isabella McShea
Douglas Jack
Claudine Origitano
Ashley Lindemann
Joanie Bechtle
Heather Anderson
Zak Dillon
Zachary Fawcett
Jennifer Dillon
justin erikson

Grand Junction
CO
Whitefish MT
whitefish
MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT

81504
59937
59937
59901
59912

Whitefish
Kalispell
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Missoula
Afton

59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59803
55001

MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MN

Los Angeles CA
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Cranbrook
Whitefish MT
Puyallup
WA
Whitefish MT
Lakeside WestORLinn
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Edgewater MD
Missoula
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
bigfork
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90040
59937
59912
59937
V1C 3Z5
59937
98374
59937
59922
59901
59937
59901
59937
59937
59901
59901
59937
59937
21037
59801
59901
59937
59937
59937
59912
59937
59937
59937
59912

Jessie Arndt
Judy Glatz
Erick Gelbke
Randall Anderson
Melissa Pfannenstiel
Cherstin Ling
Florence Parsley
Sean Dillon
Bill Lynn
Josh Oliver
Wayne Ayars
Phoebe Guercio
Vanessa Gailey
Jamie Mosher
Amber Jolly
Helen Kolodziejzyk
Dee Anna Dillon
Al Matarazzzo
Kristen Binder
Joel Welle
Anita Beach
Frank Livaudais
Brooke Winrow
Andy Armor
Alice Padgham
Drew Silvers
Julie Steigler
Amanda Holliday
Scott tucker
Clark Lawrence
Kathleen Lewison
Leah Lesch
Beth Davidson
Chase Cockrell
Sarah Armour
Susan Warner
Jeff Lebbert
Matt Lawrance
Jim SanFellipo
Carolyn Meyer
Susan Nickerson
Dave Voigt
Adele Zimmerman

Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Calgary
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
kentfield
CA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Sudbury
MA
Raleigh
NC
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
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59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59912
59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
59901
59937
59937
59937
T3H
59937
59901
59901
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
9937
94904
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
1776
27699
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59901

Susan Zakos
Samuel Harkness
Murray Craven
Randal Doxtater
Jo Bryson
Sally J Janover
Max Curtis
Nancy ellis
Carol McSweeney
Casey Schneider
Erin Boedeker
Jared Jamison
Shona Potts
Emily Goodrich
Johnny Tagg
Andrea Robinson
Hanna Dillon
Chelsea Faganel
Matt Moran
Jeremy McKaig
Sunshine Micatrotto
Andy Potts
Emily Herbst
Morgan O’Brien
Joe Arseneaux
Kelly Garber
Eliana Langer
Kim Sikorsky
Stephanie Thompson
Joshua Johnson
Sandi Slosson
Lori Butters
Jo-Ann Horan
Lisa Ide
Lindsay Creighton
Lisa Hall
ann heiman
Lydia Sykora
Rochelle Pryor
Teshanna Monfred
Larry Rogers
Tiffani Scheller
Michael Seemann

Everett
WA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Wilder
ID
BIGFORK
MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Bozeman
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Lethbridge
Whitefish MT
Clairton
San Antonio
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Lethbridge
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Calgary
Minneapolis MN
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Sioux Falls SD
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Palm Harbor FL
Kalispell
MT
Richardson TX
Whitefish MT
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98201
59937
59937
59937
83676
59911
59901
59901
59903
59718
59901
59937
T1H
59937
15025
78258
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
T1H
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
59912
59912
T2T
55416
59901
59901
57105
59937
59937
34683
59901
75082
59937

Shawn Havens
Jason Gillette
Catherine Seemann
Tamara Thompson
Volkman Limited Family Partnership Debbie Liberko
Barbara Bronken
Rachel Desimone
Linda Cornutt
Nancy Schuber
Connor Delaney
Jennifer Henson
Luke Davis
DaNa Sanderson
Abi Harris
Art Ide
Jen Sato
Shannon Megroz
Joan Shannon
Erica Mortensen
Brenda Winkler
David Hartman
Patricia Beers
Colleen Merrick
Roger Sievers
brian moore
Matt Zignego
Andrew Johnson
Erin Schleusner
Abdurahman Hema
Lucy Ledyard
Diane Fraser
Kevin Coughlin
John Campbell
Dan Conkling
Quinn Watson
Natasha Bennetts
Volker Frick
Kristi Varndell
Bill Hoppe
Nancy Streibich
Heriberto Padilla
Kim Iverson
Marvilla Davis

Billings
MT
Dallas
TX
Bigfork
MT
Edgewater MD
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish TX
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Lethbridge
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Barrington IL
Whitefish MT
Norfolk
VA
Kalispell
MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MO
Whitefish MT
Reston
VA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Aurora
CO
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Winnipeg
Bozeman
MT
Seattle
WA
Medford
MA
Kalispell
MT
Hartford
CT
WHITEFISH MT
North York
Whitefish MT
Miami
FL
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
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59102
75205
59911
21037
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
T1K
59937
59937
60010
59901
23518
59901
59912
59937
59937
59937
59937
20191
59937
59937
59937
59912
80012
59937
59937
R2Y
59718
98111
2155
59901
6105
59937
M2M
59937
33137
59937
59912

Adam Wesley
Susan goble
David de Roode
John Streibich
Erin Henderson
Sean Kelly
Jennifer Tarke
lisa heinle
Lisa Ryan
Martin Cole
Jeffrey Paronto
Allen Clark
Kathleen Paronto
T Jayce
Kevin Brugh
Kevin Copus
Paula Halama
Nancy Westberg
Carol Yerden
Catey Cumley
linda clark
William Haring jr
Ashley Kingham
Eric Peirce
Audrey Thorpe
Peter Johnson
Patricia Ryan
Paige Holman
Shelley Johnson
becky coccia messa
Maddie Messa
John Breslow
Alex Moore
Frankie Johnson
Ben Johnson
John Carter
Kellie Ojeda Johnson
Louise Carter
Janice McCann
Rebecca Pfannenstiel
Lani Mobley
McKenna Miller
Kimberly Langlois

Peterborough
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefisy MT
Missoula
MT
Whitefish MT
Citrus HeightsCA
Kalispell
MT
Port Orchard WA
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Houston
TX
San marcos TX
Covington LA
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
North Fork ID
Houston
TX
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Houston
TX
Erie
PA
Houston
Cibolo
MT
Whitefish MT
Glenwood Springs
New Braunfels
TX
Glenside
PA
Glenside
PA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Galveston TX
Houston
TX
San Antonio TX
Houston
TX
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Missoula
MT
Tuscaloosa
Whitefish MT
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K9J 6X5
59901
59937
59937
59801
59937
95610
59901
98367
59901
59937
59937
59937
77063
78666
70433
59937
59901
83466
77042
59937
59901
77007
16511
77055
59937
59937
81601
78132
19038
19038
59937
59937
59937
77554
77009
78232
77057
59937
59912
59801
35405
59937

Mike Barham
Richard Williams
Kevin Keith
Jerrie Boksich
Truth Baxter
Brooke Price
Bailey Messa
Sean Niles
Delaney Hyndman
Casey McLaughlin
Collett Justice
Eugene Christian Messa
Elizabeth Donahue
John Ehling
Joel Lockwood
Kelly Parker
Hollie Batista
Patrick Johnson
Mike Sandefer
Shirley Wermling
Mona Mulford
gail linne
Nicolas James
Susan Clements
Laura Garbacz
Maura Fields
Noah James
Stacy Estey
Deborah Nunnallee
Linda Farley
Amy Cobbs
Michael Levin
August Messa
Curt Mortenson
Linda Malvin
Susan Bossert
Eduard Soto
Angela Kenyon
Zachary Farnes
Jerri Mortenson
Mason Mara-Randazzo
Gaye Lockwood
VERONICA FEIGHTNER

Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Lethbridge
Whitefish MT
Seattle
WA
Eureka
MT
Glenside
PA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
New York NY
West ChesterPA
Glenside
PA
Bozeman
MT
Arlington
VA
Whitefish MT
San Antonio TX
Denver
CO
Whitefish TX
Whitefish MT
Great Falls MT
Whitefish MT
whitefish
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Denver
CO
Kalispell
MT
Montgomery TX
Ann Arbor MI
Oklahoma City
OK
Whitefish MT
Glenside
PA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
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59937
59937
T1J
59937
98108
59917
19038
59937
59937
10038
19383
19038
59718
22206
59937
78261
80205
59937
59937
59405
59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
80224
59901
77381
48104
73112
59937
19038
59937
59937
59912
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937

Stacey Mcgough
Julie OBrien
Yovita Meigs
Ethan Ronngren
Mike Moran
Cherie Meek
Vin Perella
James Farley
Alyssa Olson
Emma Schlotfeldt
Jennifer Soto
James Garbacz
Patrick sullivan
Joshua Krueger
Wendy Dolph
Stephen Schmidt
Heather Watson
Mystie MacNorius
Clement Garcia
Darragh Robinson
Annie McLaughlin
Mitchell Kauffman
Ron Thomas
Patricia Negrete
Rebecca Kyle
Ann Schone
Linda Smith
Curt Clugston
Natalie Fischer
Donald Jacobson
Brooke Koperski
LAREE KAO
Amber Armstrong
Dallas Koperski
Ethan Lockwood
Jess Anderson
Hollis Thomas
Patty Corbett
Esther Loman
Jacob Hausauer
Stephanie Parker
Anita Steiner
Jessica Cripe

Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
whitefish
MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Coram
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Medellin
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
San Antonio TX
Columbia Falls
MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Denver
CO
Whitefish MT
Denver
CO
Bronxville NY
Missoula
MT
East Glacier Park
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
San Antonio TX

59937
59937
59937
59901
59901
59937
59901
59901
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
59912
59937
59913
59937
59901
59937

Kalispell

59901

MT
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59937
59937
59937
78201
59912
59901
59901
59912
59937
59901
59937
59901
80233
59937
80209
10708
59801
59434
59937
59937
78261

Charles Brown
Micah Myers
Brendan Friel
Cynthia Snead
Ben Fassnacht
Keenan O’Leary Carpenter
Josh Bruckerhoff
Lisa Chapman
Philip Hodge
Brandy Hinzman
Robert McElrath
Jay marquesen
Patti Gohn
Jeff Soyland
Joann Phelps
Reid Quigg-Roy
Allyson Sikola
Heidi Howeth
Olivia Bell
Eric Sikola
Clayton Smith
Brian Oja
Jan Smith
Karina Mirkin
Gabrielle Cahoon
Glauda Neff
Christina Larsen
Kevin Carpenter
Diane Bertram
Warren Corne
Lisa Hendrick
Ray Shigo
Kathleen Bailey
Scott Blodgett
Amy Dolan
Kristy Gange
Debra Phelps
Nancy Kullman
James Bewley
souheir rawlings
Michael Slyter
Patsy Vargo
Lisa Bryant

Kalispell
MT
Bakersfield CA
Whitefish MT
San Antonio TX
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Austin
TX
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia fallsMT
Eureka
MT
Whitefish MT
Thousand Oaks
CA
Whitefish MT
Glenside
PA
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Saint Paul MN
Whitefish MT
Los Angeles CA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Poplar
MT
Ashland
OR

59901
93313
59937
78254
59937
59937
78750
59937
59937
59912
59937
59937
59937
59912
59917
59937
91362
59937
19038
59937
59901
55116
59937
90272
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59255
97520

Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Missoula
MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Southington CT
Gurnee
IL
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Calgary

59937
59901
59801
59912
6489
60031
59901
59937
59901
59937
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T2J

Carl Florey
Jim Stack
Bailey Gage
Laurie O’Leary
Cynthia Benkelman
Linda young
Shelly Buckmaster
Darcy Schellinger
Lauren Lebbert
Laurel Grady
Lizabeth Patterson
Shane Foster
Susan London
Lesley Thompson
Cristen Vaughan
Michelle Botner
Amy Conrey Andreas
pauline Murray
Laurie Swalm
Amy Muhlfeld
Patricia Walker
Rachel Thompson
Kathy Vancuren
Ginger Tucker
Scott Dunkelberger
John Costa
Stacy Valner
Patti Singer
Chris Miller
Anne Petryszak
Lizzie Widhelm
Clint Muhlfeld
Dawn Stratton
Jennifer Cronin
Sandra Solem
Kim Collier
Karen Voermans
Paul Burton
Hannah Evans
Hope Mackin
Andy Burbine
Anise Jaffe
Tag Walker

Eureka
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Ashburn
VA
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
West Valley City
UT
East Glacier Park
MT
Whitefish MT
Medicine Hat
Kalispell
MT
Medicine Hat
Whitefish MT
Medicine Hat
Missouri City TX
Helena
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Salida
CO
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Seattle
WA
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
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59917
59901
59937
59937
59937
59802
59901
59937
59937
59937
20147
59937
59901
59901
59927
84119
59434
59937
T1B
59901
T1B
59937
T1A
77459
59601
59937
59937
59901
81201
59937
90272
98103
59937
59901
59901
59937
59937
59937
59901
59901
59937
59901
59937

Connie Rittinger
Jane Fox
Tony Schiller
Meri Steed
Carrie Johnson
Jerod Slaybaugh
Matti Dahl
Montana Williams
Lauren Babb
Jennifer Alexander
Kevin Swartz
Sarah Cadenhead
David Martin
Sherry Spencer
Katie Pawol
Jasmine Low
Tracey Gridley
Patti Beck
Bill Langdon
Tyler Lucas
Julie Tobey
Abby Cockrell
Danysha Mcknight
Jennifer Williams
maggie pulsifer
Lisa Follett
Gail Sullivan
Bonnie Hodges
Angelina Juliano
Gerry McAllister
Sarah Cook
William Mulford
Laura King
Anthony Ricco
Patti Cronquist
Diane Wiggin
Lauren Villegas
Carla Belski
Donna Menard
Jennie ECKSTROM
Leslie Baldwin
Jodi Finochio
Ryan Grenier

Cochrane
Eureka
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Salem
WI
BennettsvilleSC
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Spokane
WA
Martin city MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Hopkinsville
Dallas
TX
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Bend

T4C
59917-1963
59937
59937
59937
59937
53168
29512
59912
59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
59912
59937
59937
99208
59926
59937
27127
42240
75225
59937
59912
59937
59937
59937

OR

97702

Columbia Falls
MT
Missoula
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
San Antonio TX
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT

59912
59801
59937
59901
78248
59937
59937
59937
84404
59937
59937
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Trevor Howard
Billie Thomas
Kathy Balliet
Laurie Lintner
Kacy Howard
Anna Casperson
Kenneth Carpenter
Patrick Suddath
Kaleb Prestegaard
Alison Young
Erin McCormick
Abby Myers
jill zignego
Robin Chopus
Lisa Hickok
Thomas Browning
Sara Grenier
Doug Reed
Suzanne Long
Kirstin Kallal
Robby Matherne
Steve Johnnstone
Stephanie Renick
Kara Coco
Jim Hitesman
Johnathan cook
Michael Kramer
Amanda Whitted
Kristy Sue-alm
Robin Greenwood
James OBrien
Jennifer Nickell
Richard Graf
Quinn Lewis
Deborah Wilson
Sally Dreyer
Justin Miller
Kate Weatherwax
ALLISON MASSEY
Gerson Valverde
Olivia Whitted
Andrew Cronin
Mollee Whitted

Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
East Glacier Park
MT
Whitefish MT
Warroad
MN
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia fallsMT
Draper
UT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
kalispell
MT
Polebridge MT
Dallas
TX
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Helena
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Asheville
NC
Seattle
WA
Elk Mound WI
Monument CO
Whitefish MT
Estero
FL
Sun City
AZ
Thousand Oaks
CA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Los Angeles CA
Kalispell
MT
Phoenix
AZ
Monument CO
Denver
CO
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59937
59937
59937
59434
59937
56763
59937
59937
59912
84020
59937
59937
59901
59928
75205
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59602
59937
59937
59937
28804
98111
54739
80132
59937
33928
85351
91362
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
90025
59901
85017
80921
80226

Mike Whitted
Thomas Gilbert
Gary Clement
Elizabeth Morris
Lash Briggs
Granger Eichhorn
Chad Allen
Will Gilbert
Alexis Berry
Greg Collins
Darlene Mullins
David Nesher
Stephen Keimach
Chris Holden
Sarah Winchell
Hayley Ohlrich
Mark DelMedico
Jill Kobrin
Ashley Carr
Melissa Mangold
Troy Smith
Lee Gunderson
Jacob Prestegaard
Casey Cronin Cronin
Colin McCarthy
Dmitry Tchapyjnikov
Todd Schlotfeldt
Scarlet Kaplan
Kathy Adams
Mary Jo Mehl
Constance Page
Jill Gunderson
Charles Adams
Jodee McDowell
Jeff Anderson
Janelle Hansen
Christina DuFour
Brock Berry
Jennifer Coyle
susan shea
Larry Dale
Diann Heivilin
Andrew Nickell

Monument CO
Dallas
TX
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Dallas
TX
Indio
CA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kennebunkport
ME
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Ilion
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia fallsMT

80132
75243
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
75225
92201
59937
59937
4046
59937
59901
59912
59937
13357
59937
59937
59912

Whitefish
Whitefish
Fort Collins
Whitefish
Whitefish
Kalispell
Whitefish
Los Angeles
Brooklyn
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Bigfork
Whitefish
Whitefish
Bigfork
Indio
Sandy
Kalispell
Dallas
Whitefish
Whitefish

59937
59937
80524
59937
59937
59901
59937
90272
11201
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
59911
92201
84092
59901
75205
59937
59937

MT
MT
CO
MT
MT
MT
MT
CA
NY
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
CA
UT
MT
TX
MT
MT
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Sara Cabe
J Hubb
rick magnuson
shannon sullivan
Gregory Theis
Wendy Coyne
Alyssum Ahler
Pete Kobelt
Randi Veneman
BettySue Kearney
Karen Nicoletti
Debbi Browning
Wesley Reynolds
Marie Reynolds
Hannah Farrell
Douglas Newton
Michael Nania
Stephanie Wiley
Tessa Ide
Cherish Richardson
Janet Guerzon
Timothy O'Mara
Nancy Fielden
Christine Shea
Avery Call
Nancy LaRocque
Susan Smith
Karen Giesy
Dan Kearney
Addie Dahlquist
Damon Foster
Arline Richter
Barry Hoffman
John Collins
Elaine Wood
Manda Warren
Abby Gascoigne
Stephen Gascoigne
Michael Ferrington
James S Bonnet
Geri Meireis
Kinzlee Johnson
Jolene Winchell

Whitefish MT
Somers
MT
Burlingame CA
San Mateo CA
Olney
MT
Kalispell
MT
Missoula
MT
Red Wing MN
Salt Lake CityUT
Whutefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Washington DC
Whitefish MT
Bend
OR
WHITEFISH MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Elmont
NY
Perry
FL
Whitefish MT
Calgary
Whitefish MT
whitefish
MT
Whitefish MT
Kailua Kona HI
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia fallsMT

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 700 of 1405

59937
59932
94010
94404
59927
59901
59802
55066
84118
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
20340
59937
97703
59937
59937
5993
59901
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
11003
32348
59937
T3H
59937
59937
59937
96740
59901
59901
59937
59912

Audrey Jin
Don Rodie
Jeff Badelt
Vicki Walbruch
Paul Ciganek
Natalie Lenderman
Cheryl Stewart
Chad Melville
Dax Kara
Emma Knight
Kelvin Michels
Cody Morris
Steve Armstrong
Eugene Linden
Paula Wilsher
Courtney Feldt
Leslie Johnson
Rae Ball
Melissa Rees
Jim Sund
Dana Thompson
Donald McLean
Andrea Erickson
Linda Bolstad
DOROTHEA LEDONNE
Tessa Garrison
Kelsi Schacht
Isabella Ward
Wendy Bennett
Travis North
Joanie Schwartz
trisha wolf
Kenneth Richter
Wade Scotter
Diane Archie
Patrice LaTourelle
Leslie Carpenter
Mary Holman
Lillie Lines
Timothy Good
Jessie Gist
maxine stratton
William Siebenaler

Baton Rouge CA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Lompoc
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Lake Macdonald
Whitefish MT
Pacific Palisades
CA
Phoenix
AZ
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Polson
MT
Whitefish MT
Goleta
CA
Kennewick WA
Calgary
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Garden City NY
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Brisbane
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
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70891
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
93436
59937
59901
59901
59937
59912
59937
4563
59937
90292
85015
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59860
59937
93117
99336
T2X 3W9
59937
59937
11530
59937
59901
59901
59937
59901
4000
59937
59937
59937
59937

Morgan Cawdrey
Rachael Stephens
Rachelle Theodore
TERRI ADAMS
Toni Blalack
Niki Valner
Jennifer Kaplan
Ava Harwood
Bruce Leib
Dick Boyce
Tana Meuchel
Emily Swisher
Jodi Petlin
Jim Armstrong
Anita Mills
Kirsten Sabin
Vaun Podlogar
Stephanie Gordon
Jamie Jamison
Rose Wedlund
Christa Hall
Emily Scyoc
Barbara Thompson
Jill Lindsay
shannon Hittesdorf
Jamie Lefebvre
Jerry Ruther
Alisia Cubberly
Megan Grunow
Hayden Pierce
Charlie Grenier
Edith Christman
Joyce Knight
Chris Rankin
kelly stoelzle
Nicole Holmes
Brandy Ross
Lily Amodio
Leslie Baugues
Christy O’Neil
Corey Davis
Ingrid Wick
Sara Nelson

Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Bigfork
MT
Los Angeles CA
Arlee
MT
Kalispell
MT
Arlington
TX
Whitefish MT
Lolo
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Tacoma
WA
Kapaa
HI
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Prescott
AZ
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Dateland
Whitefish MT
Missoula
MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Long Beach CA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Lethbridge
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
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59937
59937
59912
59912
59911
90049
59821
59901
76014
59937
59847
59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
59901
59937
59937
98448
96746
59937
59937
86301
59937
59937
85333
59937
59801
59912
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
90803
59937
59937
59937
59901
T1J4P4
59901
59937

Roy Loman
Kelly Wiczorek
Jay Noonan
Tracy Lee
Terry Orpen
Keith Gardner
Trysten Armstrong
Shawna Lauzon
Nick Spear
Victoria Aponte-Jusino
Alice Cabell
Sunshine Esper
Jennifer Flink
Blaine Wright
Heather Mundy
Rick Jorgensen
Alfred Oliver
Annie Kim
Alison Means
Sylvia Eckhardt
Dow Powell
matthew retundie
Mary Bang
Megan Duke
Lynnett Gobel
HELEN O Veeder
Michael Hickey
Alyssa Framness
Lois Stickell
Sherri Sadino
Emily Lewis
Mike Raymont
Sherri Nissen
Kim Kerry
Calida Fuerst
Sharon Morrison
Susan Howard
Joel Christiansen
Drew Kelly
Jonnette Sibson
Gretchen Dunn
Kathleen Gaines Madison
Jen Corp

Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
whitefish
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Allentown
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Medicine Hat
Torrance
CA
Whitefish MT
Seattle
WA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Ronkonkoma NY
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Chicago
IL
Bozeman
MT
Kalispell
MT
Gresham
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Comox
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Minneapolis MN
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Bozeman
MT
Whitefish MT
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59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
18109
59937
59901
59901
59937
59937
T1B
90502
59937
98111
59937
59937
11779
59937
59937
59937
60605
59718
59901
97030
59937
59901
V9M 4A7
59937
59937
55408
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59715
59937

Kelly Eriksson
Melinda Johnson
Timine Hummel
Carolyn Dewey
Joan Kessler
Peter Saliamonas
Joanna gehrig
Jasper Wendland
Matt Thrasher
Josh Dugan
Gene Gaines
Lindy Ruff
Malcolm Goble
Shaina Hanson
Jeffrey Bailey
Teresa Feldt
Anastasia Ames
Cindy Wilson
Jean Petrangelo
Christine Bleyhl
Rene Stephens
Maddison Kopsa
Susan P
Dwayne Hein
Tina Duncan
Jill Seigmund
Patti Kaszuba
Karen Thompson
Lelsey Ewing
John Dresser
Gerry Sharp
Nancy Allan
Kyle Bitney
Caleb Stapleton
Andrew Pollard
Adam Nest
Kali Gillette
Melissa Hartman
Jess O'Hearne
John Mccullough
Jamie MacLeod
adam Nogueira
jennifer Miller

Oxnard
CA
Whitefish MT
Pullman
WA
Whitefish MT
Great Falls MT
La Cañada Flintridge
Columbia Falls
MT
Havre
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Bozeman
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Honolulu
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Kenwood
CA
Somers
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Hayden
CO
Bigfork
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kansas City MO
Calgary
Columbia Falls
MT
Bend
OR
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Albuquerque NM
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Bozeman
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Polson
MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
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33178
59937
99163
59937
59404
91011
59912-4037
59501
59937
59937
59715
59937
59937
59937
96706
59901
59937
95452
59932
59937
59937
81639
59911
59937
59937
59937
59901
64138
T2X 2G9
59912
97701
59937
59937
87112
59937
59937
59715
59937
59901
59860
59901
59901
59901

Kristen Hebert
Susan Strothman
Kathleen Martin
Brittani Marquand
Alexander Brishka
Daley Powell
Jen Carpenedo
van shaw
Sean Bourassa
Chris Jolly
Carl Quigg roy
Morgan Chatley
Alex White
Dylan Parr
Karen Thomas
Nancy Gordley
Cora Faith
Angelique Starks
Kimberly Colleran
Jack Kruger
Rose Ryan
Cayley King
Tom Sato
Holly Larson
Louise Miller
Michael Henson
Brian Melchar
Elisa heimel
Fuca Lin
Larry Heimel
Megan Foker
Donna Bowie
Anita Garten
Ruthe Heimel
Cindy Massecar
Dennis CARTER
Gail Nogueira
Melisa Coyle
Chris Walker
Amy MIGLIORELLI
Stephen Chase
Lisa Jones
Ian George

Kalispell
MT
Minneapolis MN
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
2750 big MtnMT
rd
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Lakeside
MT
Medicine Hat
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Phoenix
AZ
Spokane
WA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Lethbridge
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
St. AugustineFL
Whitefish MT
Brooklyn
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MO
Whitefish MT
Whitefish Mountain
MT
Whitefish MT
Calgary
Whitefish MT
Norwell
MA
Miami BeachFL
Whitefish MT
Westwood NJ
Tallahassee FL
Whitefish MT
Calgary
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59901
55407
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59922
T1C 1Y2
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
84119
85040
99005
59937
59937
T1J1L1
59901
59901
59937
59937
32080
59937
11220
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
T3H
59937
2061
33141
59937
7450
32303
59937
T3K3r4

David Lippoff
Joshua Merryman
Greg Garrison
Susan Murray
Mistina Koppes
David Wickersham
Karl Riebeling
Rober Miller
Bruce Emerick
Cheryl Wheeler
Bruce Deitz
matt butterfield
Lauren Jackson
Kay Colbert
Casey Funk
Sharon Kirkpatrick
Roxanne Funk
Nic Staloch
Tanya Riebeling
Anna Jobe
Adrienne george
Carlos Barroso
Bob Sweetapple
Mark Albright
Dave Wopat
Clayton Andrews
Aidan Myhre
Katie Traore
Mark Williams
Greg Sandberg
Erica Ruta
mike mcnamara
Nikki Oaks
Ryan Roberts
Paula Skinner
Jeffrey Kessler
brooke roberts
Luke Roberts
Jackie Kessler
Lisa Barrientez
MELANIE VANKOTEN-EVE
Julie Raine
Richard Kessler

Portland
OR
Tacoma
WA
Whitefish MT
Tallahassee FL
Chippewa Lake
OH
Hayward
CA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia CityIN
Perkiomenville
PA
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Fuquay VarinaNC
Dallas
TX
Whitefish MT
Dallas
TX
Whitefish MT
Bellingham WA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Hobbs
Dallas
TX
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Parkton
MD
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Philadelphia
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Saint Charles IL
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Johnston
IA
Great Falls MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Racine
WI
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Racine
WI

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 706 of 1405

97210
98372
59937
32303
44215
94541
59937
59937
46725
18074
98221
59901
27526
75225
59937
75243
59937
98226
59937
59937
88240
75225
59937
59937
21120
59937
59937
19122
59973
59937
59937
60174
59901
59937
50131
59401
59901
59901
59937
53402
59901
59937
53402

Karin Hergesheimer
Ashlee Odell
Ken Kitzmiller
John Silva
Tere hash
Lynne Metcalfe
Ryan Peterson
Yvonne Esakoff
Brooke Broadhurst
Wendy Docter
Kristen Righetti
Morgan Burkholder
Justin Langlois
Marsha Englefield
suzanne truman
Marcia Storer
Lini Reading
Mary Ruby
Taven Edland
rick sears
Lori Miller
Grayson Schoenrock
John Rohde
Bill Goldberg
Joseph Eve
Carol Peterson
Jasmine Lopez
Tara Diemert
Brooke Tamble
Kristen Driscoll
Joseph Reyes
Mary Kathleen Schoof
Andrew Wood
russell sikorsky
Robin Ray
Brooke Ober
James Russo
Josh Grove
Melissa Jones
Kathy McAughan
Meghan Caldwell
Sophie Derrington
Sage Staven

Kalispell
Whitefish
Whitefish
durango
Kalispell
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Great Falls
Whitefish

MT
MT
MT
CO
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT

59901
59937
59937
81301
59901
59937
59937
59937
59404
59937

Kalispell
Whitefish
Whitefish
bozeman
Missoula
Kalispell
Mchenry
Whitefish
Nanton
Seattle
Kalispell
Whitefish
Bountiful
Kalispell
Kalispell
San Antonio
Richardson
Kenmore
Whitefish
Los Angeles
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Missoula
Kalispell
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish

MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
IL
MT

59901
59937
59937
59715
59801
59901
60050
59937
T0L

WA
MT
MT
UT
MT
MT
TX
TX
WA
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
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98122
59901
59937
84010
59901
59901
78228
75082
98028
59937
90023
59937
59937
59937
59804
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937

Eric Hanson
Lindsay Mayer
Alisha Meyer
Jess Smith
Matt Tyner
Penny Danna
Jeanne Edwardson
Deirdre Coit
Tami Syverson
Patricia Laushot
Steve McCall
Susannah Sheldon
Marcie Kurta
Marie Freise
Elizabeth Cavanagh
George Palmer
Robert Burt
Vicky Miller
Andrew Habegger
Danielle Menter
Leslie Stimson
Paloma Gamo Gimenez
Linda Warren
michael calder
John Fulton
Brittan ELLINGSON
Kelsey Koch
Colin Arakaki
John Miller
Daelynn Takasaki
Madison Fraser
Parker Mccurdy
Raegen Fraser
Erin Shea
Linda Miller
pamela hutton
Karen Scheideler
Meredith Brayley
Francine Payant
Christine Fraser
ryan brown
Laurie hazen
Corey Farler

South Lake Tahoe
CA
Dallas
TX
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Winter Park FL
Rockport
TX
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Tacoma
WA
Whitefish MT
Charleston SC
Salt Lake CityUT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Spokane
WA
Roanoke
IN
Bozeman
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Calgary
Plains
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Spokane
WA
Calgary
Bozeman
MT
Bozeman
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
san diego CA
West WindsorTownship
Whitefish MT
Calgary
Dayton
OH
whitefish
MT
Saint Johnsbury
VT
Whitefish MT
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96150
75230
59937
59937
59901
32792
78382
59901
59901
98424
59937
29412
84106
59901
59937
59937
59937
99223
46783
59715
59937
59937
59901
t2m2k7
59859
59937
59937
59937
99223
T3S
59718
59715
59405
59937
59901
92154
88550
59937
T2N1Z4
45431
59937
5819
59937

Lynnette Donaldson
Josh F
Ernie Baker
Kim Eickman
Suzanne Rohde
Scott Corne
Carmen Heavirland
Kerrie Richards
Geoff Tamble
Elizabeth Alexander
Randall Burtsfield
Dianne King
Geni Cavitt
john torjek
Sara Bonds
Jennifer Elden
Helen Cates
Lorelle Kitzmiller
Juana Ritchey
Elizabeth Kavanagh
Blake Miller
Adam Kaluba
Jill Burt
Megan Maitland
Chris Temple
Adriana Espinoza
Hallie Brown
Tomi Banning
Richard Stevens
Sally Conrad
Sean Flores
Mary Roche
Donald Appleby
Stephanie Martinez
Marcia Litchfield
Lisa Van Arsdale
Daniel Custock
Kim Frampton
Carling Watkins
Dakota Page
Julie Green Rommel
madalyn creighton
meranda carlson

Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Sidney
NE
Draper
UT
Pacific Palisades
CA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
San Diego CA
Lethbridge
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Milwaukee WI
Rancho Cucamonga
MT
Elizabethtown
Naples
FL
Whitefish MT
Burleson
Neptune Beach
FL
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Piura
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
whitefish
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Denver
CO
Tacoma
WA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Vancouver MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
somers
MT
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59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
69162
84020
90272
59937
59937
59937
59937
92123
T1H 5B1
59937
59937
53217
59937
17022
34108
59937
76028
32266
59901
59937
59912
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
80134
98409
59937
59937
59937
59912
59937
59901
59937
59901
59932

Mychalla Fraser
Robert Marney
Wyatt Frampton
Valerie Lloyd
Nina Cross
Kim Brubaker
Chris Rommel
George Ro
Lisa Calaway
Connie Kelsay
Erin Krueger
Dennis Krueger
Emily Glasson
Ashley Mazzullo
Ruth Meadows
Duane Scyoc
Amy Quinn
Alex Stevens
Jane Dalton
RICHARD HOCK
Nancy Stokes
Kenneth Higby
Brendan Habegger
Kate Swope
Laurie Moeglein
Peggy Hertlein
Kari Marsenich
Chani Craig
Matthew Miller
Stephanie Seguin
Dennise Turner
Cheryl Anderson
charles charles powell
David Hampton
Nichol Habegger
Tish O’Keefe
Krusty Overman
Kelly Shea
Jennifer Vanderburg
Rhonda Walls
S Toal
Cara Cummins
Thomas Feller

Great Falls MT
Whitefish MT
Missoula
MT
Kalispell
MT
Aurora
MO
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Great Falls MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Salt Lake CityUT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Duncan
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT

59405
59937
59937
59901
65605
59901
59937
59405
59901
59937
84102
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
73533
59901
59937
59937

Roanoke
IVORYTON
Whitefish
Whitefish
Addison
Whitefish
Houston
Whitefish
Whitefish
Rockford
Kalispell
Whitefish
Roanoke
Carbondale
Whitefish
Whitefish
Arlee
Kalispell
Kalispell
Whitefish
Whitefish

46783
6442
59937
59937
75001
59937
77057
59937
59937
61107
59901
59937
46783
81623
59937
59937
59831
59901
59901
59937
59937

IN
CT
MT
MT
TX
MT
TX
MT
MT
IL
MT
MT
IN
CO
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
MT
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Marisa Mikonis
Valerie Thrasher
Denise Reddick
Robin Buckman
Carol Leu
Erin Hamilton
Maureen Calder
Emily Turner
Robert Howard
bob roe
ruth truran
Cheri DuBeauCarlson
Heidi Allen
Kurt Schonewald
ingrid scharpf
JASON LEEP
Ali Leep
Paul Gordon
Tiffany Nitschke
Shane Mcmillen
Mary Pat Laushot
Melissa Gonser
Luke Domenico
Ashley Cramer
Talia Domenico
Gerry Wood
Tom Thomas
Andrew Moshier
ROGER J ACHEATEL, MD JD
Paul Abu-Taleb
Charlie Hall
JL Newark
Cole Minnis
Katie Grady
Thomas Bandy
Anna McKay
Michael Hunter
Peter Steele
Shay Gibson
Erin Rankin
KATHLEEN CUMMINS
Tom Allen
Kari Greenberg

Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Brooklyn
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Sun Crest Dr.,MT
Whitefish
San Marcos TX
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Seattle
WA
University place
WA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kennebunk ME
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Tacoma
WA
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Salt Lake CityUT
Kalispell
MT
Calgary
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Salt Lake CityUT
whitefish
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Pacific GroveCA
Aurora
CO
Big Sky
MT
Whitefish MT
Whititefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Mill Valley CA
Tallahassee FL
Whitefish MT
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59901
59937
11208
59937
59901
59937
59937
78666
59937
59901
59901
98118
98467
59937
59937
59937
59901
4043
59937
59937
98443
59937
59901
84124
59901
T3H
59901
59937
84106
59937
59937
59901
59937
93950
800016
59716
59937
59937
59937
59937
94941
32312
59937

Julie Currence
Jennifer Zetooney
Jen Dolan
Corey Botner
Julie Ponti
Jey Ponti
Fred Jones
Abbie Milisci
Max Milisci
Katie Callahan
Kellsey Perkins
Katie Lacey
LeiMomi Begay
Josie Milisci
Jack Mccabe
Eileen Seaman
Luke McCabe
Linda Bandy
Addy Riley
Frank Kearney
Grace Winfrey
Meg Ross
Kerry Eby
Stephanie Horseman
Madison Wilken
Jeffrey Beck
Adam Reed
Dar Johnston
Vincent Riddle
Benjamin Corum
Ned Owen
David Vanrobaeys
Timothy Atkinson
Katherine Schaffer
Tyrel Wermelskirchen
Kaycee Malone
Mamie Flinn
Carolyn Remmel
Brook-Lynn Brown
Heather Hamm
Chad Arterbury
Michael Bourque
Raymond Cummins

Bozeman
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Phoenix
AZ
Scottsdale AZ
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
North Pekin IL
Seattle
WA
Austin
TX
Austin
TX
Ridgewood NJ
Chapel Hill NC
West GlacierMT
Austin
TX
Whitefish MT
Austin
TX
Missoula
MT
Whitefish MT
Salisbury
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Columbia fallsMT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Lethbridge
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Havre De Grace
Poquoson VA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Mill Valley CA
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59718
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
85016
85260
59937
59937
61554
98117
78731
78704
7450
27514
59936
78745
59937
78703
59801
59937
21801
59937
59937
59937
59912
59912
59901
59901
T1J
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
21078
23662
59937
59937
94939

Joshua Lozman
Kristen Sramek
Karen Vesely
Todd Lengacher
Gregg Esakoff
Caleb Vesely
Kim Sharpe
Jeffrey Remmel
Michael Cummins
Kathryn Noller
Mary Pat Love
Kelly Curtis
Ashley Carson
Frank Pet
Peter OMalley
Jonathan Ferree
christina mcclure
Bryan Tarrolly
Thomas McClure
Joan Schmidt
Nicole Albee
tim baumann
Nancy Suiter
Katie Wood
mark phinisee
Eric Lacey
Sarah Contreras
Tom Holty
Calli Hilanthom
Peter Hilanthom
Rhona Meislik
Jeff Carlson
Alexandra Wallace
Jerry Meislik
Star Johnson
Gail Jorgensen
Christi Waugh
Kristen Landry
Sarah Podlogar
Michelle Barthuly
Christian Wallace
Paul Vigneau
Kenna A

Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish Lake
MT
Kalispell
MT
Yuma
AZ
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Charlotte
NC
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Minneapolis MN
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Eden Prairie MN
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Milwaukee WI
Waukesha WI
Fayetteville NC
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
WHITEFISH MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Fayetteville NC
Medicine Hat
Austin
TX
South Milwaukee
WI
Whitefish MT
Reno
NV
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
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59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
59901
85365
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
28210
59937
59937
59937
59937
55406
59937
59901
59937
55347
59937
59937
53208
53188
28314
59937
59901
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
28314
T1B
78750
53172
59937
89507
59937
59937
59901

Joe Gavic
Steven Noller
Kathy O'Rourke
Tony Marino
Diana Talcott
Christopher Neibauer
Stephanie Shank
John Eaton
Kathy Eaton
Tina Corbett
Brayden Cain
Saundra Alessi
Mary Witbrod
William Haeuser
Justin Murray
John Lentz
Andrea Bryant
Shelley Lentz
Shauna Pollard
Brittany Kinler
Rissa Cloud
Carson Roma
Lori Adams
Matt Sadler
Marianne Rozar
Christine Desjarlais
Rick Sadler
Richard Hildner
Julie Sanderude
Nan Mundell
John Wagner
Alicia Harmon
Effie Roma
Hannah Plumb
Barbara Lentz
Kim Summerlot
Donna Berglund
Ron Gerson
Karen Crittenden
Kyra Weaver
Kallin Lenz
Barron Lenz
Corydon Albrecht

Allen
TX
Whitefish MT
Viroqua
WI
Scottsdale
Portland
OR
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Harrison City
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Madison
WI
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
COLUMBIA FALLS
MT
Austin
MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Phoenix
AZ
Whitefish MT
Great Falls
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Reno
NV
Carlisle
PA
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Minocqua WI
Minocqua WI
Columbia Falls
MT
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75013
59937
54665
85260
97202
59901
59901
59937
59937
59937
15644
59937
59901
53703
59901
59901
59937
59937
59912
78758
59912
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
85042
59937
59404
59937
59937
89523
17013
59937
59901
59937
59912
54548
54548
59912

Danielle Esakoff
Aleisa Stevens
Chadrick Scott
Rebecca Fredenberg
Hailey Moore
Julissa Fonseca
David Blumhardt
Mary Kelly
Ryan Kelly
Isacc Santos
Heather Marquand
Erin Munson
Debbie Jackson
Lindsay Foley
Linda Hobbs
Cory Kohm
Jeri Lincoln
Caroline Lawhead
Tracy Mower
Ben Forman
Lexi Winchester
Joy Hawley
Teri Balaska
Frannie Becker
Scott Blackketter
Sarah Marbarger
Elizabeth Cox
David Trousdale
Holly Robins
Nick Bertrand
Paul Faganel
jeannine trousdale
Dan Chapman
Linda Kauffman
Jennifer Nash
Rhonda Woody
Angie Fegely
Scott Olson
Jk Olson
Karie LaPerle
natalia mata
Harlan Mumma
Carla Foley

Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Morrison
CO
Seattle
WA
Kalispell
MT
Central Islip
Whitefish MT
Polson
MT
Boulder
CO
Sacramento
Kalispell
MT
Milan
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Hyannis
MA
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Millersville MD
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Cle Elum
WA
Lakeside
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Lake Ariel PA
Dallas
TX
Whitefish MT
East Greenville
PA
Whitefish MT
Jefferson CityMO
Whitefish MT
dalton
Whitefish MT
BENTON
WI
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59937
59937
80465
98111
59901
11722
59937
59860
80310
95815
59912
61264
59901
59937
59937
59937
59901
59901
59901
59912
2601
59901
59937
59937
21108
59937
59937
59937
98922
59922
59937
59937
59937
18436
75205
59937
18041
59937
65109
59937
30720
59937
53803-0263

Nancy Hyde
Alexandra Grounds
Kristin Lenz
K. Tseng
Anita Tseng
David Tseng
Jen Crutchfield
Mark Cahill
Dave Radatti
Fred Desjarlais
Jenica Kelly
William Johnson
Linda Blair
Sean McShane
Jana Montiel
Sergio Montiel
Olga Simms
Timot Simms
Donnie Simms
Atreyu Allen
Austin Zeplowitz
Harrison Valner
Doug Marbarger
brendan buls
Sandra Vasquez
Randall Vasquez
Christopher Woywod
Karen Morrell
Luke Greene
Jerome Burns
Alberto Valner
Jimmy Reed
Jerry Sotomayor
claire francoeur
Glenn Morrell
Scott Pinckney
Jennifer Higgins
Craig Willis
Carol Cunningham
Peter Brucato
Doug Stokes
Jessica Saxten
Tim Davis

Whitefish MT
New York NY
Minocqua WI
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish,
Whitefish MT
Swissvale PA
Missoula
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Los Angeles CA
Los Angeles CA
Los Angeles CA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Santa MonicaCA
Kalispell
MT
Kew Gardens
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
New Orleans LA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
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59937
10019
54548
59937
59901
59901
59937
59901
59901
59937
59937
15218
59801
59937
59937
59937
59937
58837
90019
90011
90007
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
90402
59901
11415
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
70115
59937
59937

Harriet Rogers
Paula Johnson-Gilchrist
Mitchell White
Ernie Moore
alyssa ortiz
Robert Cox
David Wagner
Peri Burns
Adam Knox
Patrick Torosian
Stewart C
Sophia Najafi
Regan Hunt
lyric king
Sally Roy
Corby Whitaker
Trevor Gonser
Sam Rad
Katherine Thomas
Ella Kerr
Dave Long
Cj Frank
Mark Wissell
Tony Loiacono
Allison Foyles
Scott Alexander
Jenn Giles
Sylvia Fryling
Janie Frazar
Margi Riso
Brooke Bohannon
Janice Lamparelli
Shelley Mack
Jonni Pekus
Chance Cooke
David Grant
Jerry Whealon
Julia Esakoff
Cynthia Winters
Zachary Black
Kylan Frazer
Melissa Brown
Franklin Brown

Schaumburg IL
Whitefish MT
Gainsville
Whitefish MT
Long Beach
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Dallas
TX
Brooklyn
NY
Missoula
MT

60193
59937
30501
59937
90806
59937
59912
59937
59937
59901
75225
11249
59806

Whitefish MT
Millbury
MA
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Lake Jackson TX
Spokane
WA
Kalispell
MT
Minneapolis
Longmont CO
Whitefish MT
Yorktown
VA
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Seattle
WA
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Polson
MT
Pullman
WA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Missoula
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT

59937
1527
59937
59901
77566
99208
59901
55426
80503
59937
23693
59912
59937
59937
59937
98105
59937
59901
59901
59937
59937
59937
59860
99163
59837
59937
59808
59937
59937
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Elliot Welder
Lanessa Hunter
Emily Dawson
Laurie Cripe
Dylan Tougas
Joe Brennan
Jeanne Tallman
Lara Vidaurri
Jim Ryan
Adam Meckel
David Wilson
Kirsten Core
Jennifer Finch
Becky Woywod
Le Sara
Nichole Perisho
Cheryl Callahan
Nick Chickering
Sean Lukens
Michelle Moore
Russell Woody
Kim Goodwine
Joan Farrell
Tim & Linda Babiak
William Jones
Dustin Gage
Weston Curtis
Samantha Woodruff
Greg Ordway
Andrew Cripe
Jami Phillips
Cathy Watkins
Alan Hartslief
Kelsie Gripentrog
Alan & Lisa Stinson
Marc Blackwell
Ana Maria Keough
Melissa Kempke
Hugh Black
Steven Briceland
Sara Finch
Dennis Kossak
Cynthia Blackwell

Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Bellingham WA
Key Largo FL
Kalispell
MT
Los Angeles CA
Missoula
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Bozeman
MT
Covington KY
Kalispell
MT
Fremont
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Seattle
WA
Willow Grove
Rancho Cucamonga
CA
Whitefish MT
Livingston MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Bigfork
MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
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59901
59937
59937
59937
98225
33037
59901
90046
59808
59937
59937
59715
41011
59901
94536
59937
59937
98111
19090
91730
59937
59047
59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937
59901
59911
59912
30188
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59901
59937

Maggie Kossak
Olivia Blackwell
Audrey Kossak
Heather Blackwell
Dori Moshier
Nathan Sekera
Jon Baum
Anna Gervacio
Izzy Yost
Sarah Black
Greg K
Karen Hinman
Richard Hinman
Kenneth Cajet
Rhonda Fitzgerald
Ryan Kennedy
Andrew Santiago
Tessa Coxen
Kimberly Stufflebeam
Karen Noack Chickering
Jon Kofal
Susan Haugen
Jennifer Kennedy
Thomas Frickle
Sandy Stash
Pam Sbar
Hannah Perno
Neil Thomas
Lisa Stephenson
Hugh D Steger
Lena Holmquist
Krista Ruonavaara
Justin Holley
Dianne Dotter
B Watt Jorck
Natalie Gutierrez
Joseph Thompson
Katherine Holley
Rachel Grant
Kristen Wonder
Mike McKee
Natalie Archer
Jane Peranteau

Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Eureka
MT
Kalispell
MT
Morgan Hill CA
La Center
Missoula
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Mt. Prospect
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Trego
MT
Whitefish MT
Libby
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Missoula
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Indianapolis
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Aurora
CO
San Diego
Taylor
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Citrus HeightsCA
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
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59901
59937
59901
59912
59937
59917
59901
95037
98629
59801
33122
59937
59937
60056
59901
59937
59934
59716
59923
59937
59937
59912
59937
59802
59937
59937
59937
46219
59937
59937
59901
59937
59901-2164
80010
92115
48180
59937
59901
95621
59912
59937
59937-2213

Eliza clayton
susan truett
Heather Mull
Anita Welch
Lois Marshall
Kiara Millett
Johnny Neal
Desiree Arriola
Sherry Stuurman
Barbara Klein
Anastasia Follett
John Melin
Barbara Lee Smith Brant
laurie opatz
Kathy Sullivan
Joann Distler
Eileen Maneely
Mulu Berhe
Richard Kirksey
Andrew Krop
Payton Fisher
Courtney Stone
John Halligan
Kristi Macdonald
Cathy Pitts
Kayla Corpron
Shawna Moore
Jade Seefeldt
Karen Follett
Stephen Wendfeldt
Jill Carter-Jones
S Chipley
Tiffani Pimley
Sue Root
Louis Schmidt
zade boylan
Marylou Patterson
Jim Berkey
Amber Keeler
Rajal Cohen
Pam Fletcher
Ralph Simpson
Cameron Blake

whitefish
MT
missoula
MT
Kalispell
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Charlton
San FranciscoCA
San Antonio TX
San Marcos CA
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
whitefish
MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Yorktown
VA
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Winner
Columbia FAlls
MT
Seattle
WA
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
East Helena MT
Kalispell
MT
Bigfork
MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Scottsdale AZ
Bozeman
MT
Bozeman
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Bozeman
MT
Whitefish MT
Pasco
WA
Kalispell
MT
Moscow
ID
Whitefish MT
Seattle
WA
Whitefish MT
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59937
59803
59901
59901
59901
1507
94117
78228
92078
59901
59937
59937
59901
59912
59901
59901
59937
23693
59937
59937
57580
59912
98111
59937
59901
59635
59901
59911
59937
59912
85266
59718
59718
59937
59937
59718
59937
99301
59901
83843
59937
98111
59937

Angie Tafoya
Jamie Seddon
JUDY HEWSON
Jenanne Solberg
Shane Blackwell
Curran Edland
Charles Gailey
Julie Mcgough
Katrina Larsen
Sabine Brigette
Buzz Welch
Deborah Minor
Alma Dubon
Victor Fryling
Tracy Anderson
Alan Anderson
Cristin Fitzgerald
Louise Bannigan
fern hoolan
Mary Hertrich
Kenadee Lucker
Jack Nimmo
JANE KLEINSCHMIDT
Kerrie Cardon
Ann Payne
Meghan Gubits
Ella Giesser
Jeff Levert
Robert Spitler
Clay Morrison
Liz Fesenmaier
David Fischlowitz
Dow Rocker
Kelly Anne Russell
Rebecca Strellnauer
Jenna Hyer
Diana Garcia
Jack Hyer
Garth McPhie
Petra Fortner
Romina Garcia
Claudia Christen
Megan Parsley

Denver
Eureka
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Rockford
IL
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Lees SummitMO
Whitefish MT
Ogden
UT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Bozeman
MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Downey
Whitefish MT
WHITEFISH MT
whitefish
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Watertown
Bozeman
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
whitefish
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Austin
TX
Whitefish MT
Honolulu
HI
Austin
TX
Prospect
KY
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
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80236
95501
59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
61108
59937
59937
64086
59937
84405
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59715
59912
90241
92065
59937
59937
59937
59937
2472
59718
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
78744
59937
96817
78744
40059
59937
59937
59937
59901

Jessie Knapp
Lisa Steiner
Stephen Stone
Barbara Stone
Kathleen Marshall
James Clark
Owen Hatcher
Angela Thurman
Mark Thurman
Mike Anderson
Michelle Butts
Megan Thurman
Karen Carter
isabelle anderson
Marion Mccleary
Shelby Reilly
Abigail Gibson
Tyler Holstrom
Robert Berney
Jennifer ArchibaId
Linda Pilote
Cadence Bitterman
Marcy I Ugstad
Haley Thurman
James Gordon
Kiyha V
Tom Sloan
Stephen Preston Stone
Frankie Rawls
Mark Logsdon
Nora French
David Butts
Jane Hyman
Chere Hobbs
Marc Burnham
Bill Porter
Heidi Faessel
Lisa Glass
Charles Howell
Whitney England
Sara Downer
Laura Zentmire
Christina Hale

Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Chicago
IL
Wilmington
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Fort Worth TX
Grapevine TX
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Billings
MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Ketchikan AK

59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
60602
28412
59937
59937
59937
59912
76107
76051
59937
59901
59937
59901
59937
59937
59102
59901
59901
99901

Kalispell
MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
2435 Dillon rdMT
Columbia Falls
Whitefish MT
Centreville
Columbia Falls
MT
COLUMBIA FALLS
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Bellevue
WA
Whitefish MT
Minneapolis
Kalispell
MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Pflugerville TX
Kalispell
MT
Wellsville UT

59901
59912
59937
59937
59912
59937
20120
59912
59912
59937
59937
98007
59901
55429
59901
59912
78660
59901
84339
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Gerda Reeb
Jeff Bryce
Peter Valov
Parkin Costain
Jim routzahn
Teddy Spencer
Ryan Wade
Annabelle Stimmel
Lynn Amoroso
Cassandra Mikita
Jessica Polan
Ashley Elder
Lucia Rutkowski
Hilary Trujillo
John keppeler
Nancy OBannon
Allen Tays
Helen Gardiner
Kelly Davidson
Jo Rosas
Diane Carter
Tod Lonergan
Diane Smith
Rob Herring
Jilian Reese
Riana Nelson
Lora Funk
Ryan Giesy
Tuff Lapier
Samuel Neff
John Neff
Valerie Stewart
Sarah Webb
Kim Fredericks
Cynthia Neff
Kevin Eichhorn
Liana West
Jared Richardson
Ryan Seguine
Eli Lanning
donna davis
Payton Kastella
Victoria Krause

Kalispell
MT
Seattle
WA
Whitefish MT
Sandy
UT
Whitefish MT
East Wenatchee
WA
Iowa City
IA
Omaha
NE
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Anaconda MT
Whitefish MT
Saint Louis
Sahuarita
AZ
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Calgary
Whitefish MT
Eureka
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Seattle
WA
Kalispell
MT
Queen Creek AZ
Whitefish MT
Fishers
IN
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
WHITEFISH MT
Richmond
Kalispell
Missoula
MT
Antioch
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59901
98199
59937
84092
59937
98802
52246
68106
59901
59918
59711
59937
63103
85629
59937
59937
59937
T2V
59937
59917
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
98101
59901
85142
59937
46038
59937
59937
59937
59937
40475
59901
59801
94509

Victor Chornenky
dogsnd cats
Jack McLaughlin
ozar jano
Emma Olanna
Scott Johnson
Jessica Riehle
Scott Frank
Brittney Crest
Madeleine Clements
Ashley McLeod
Kyle McLeod
Emma Brown
Tamara Murphy
Aiden Eisenbarth
Parker Wrye
Ritika Guda
Julie Smith
Richard Smith
Emma Binstein
Jayden Hardnett
Amy Noel
Elijah Buckwalter
Connor Brown
Joella Bailey
Cory Boguslofski
Kendal Boguslofski
Sally Urie
Jackie Bailey
David Fernandez
Kevin Klepper
Elliot Phillips
Angie Spring
Handy Blocker
Colin Brown
Benjiman Holecek
Sally Dowaliby
Bodhi Samson
Meghan McElrone
Alainie Hersh
Ryan Driscoll
Monica St Peter
Hanna Amergian

Minnetonka MN

55345

Seattle
Edmonds
Shishmaref
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Noblesville IN
Columbia Falls
MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Fort Lauderdale
Los Angeles CA
Whitefish MT
Champlain
Irving
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Mandeville
Whitefish MT
Trenton
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
New York
Kalispell
MT
Council Bluffs
Kalispell
MT
Highland
Kalispell
MT
Whitefiah MT
Whitefish MT
Washington
Martin City MT
Kalispell
MT
Nashville
TN
Whitefish MT
Portland

98199
98026
97530
59901
59937
59912
59937
46062
59912
59912
33330
90009
59937
12919
75063
59937
59937
59937
70471
59937
8628
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
10013
59901
51503
59901
92346
33133
59937
59937
20003
59926
59901
37216
59937
4102
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Fat Dong
Donna Gans
Rusty Hill
Leslie Mefford
Maureen Connors
Deborah Hoch
Daniel Glines
Nancy Morrison
Tim Carolin
Michele Boguslofski
Joshua Glass
Dastin Tapia
No Name
Kelsey Lint
Betty Monzingo
Tricia Miller
Samantha Gaylord
Marian Bassett
Laura Hutton
Paul Coats
Cathy Kraft
Danielle Conkling
Alyssa Ross
kevin jose
Christa A Louissaint
Ross Doty
Vera Talaga
Quang Tran-Dinh
Carrie McPherson
Samuel Hicks
Kaia Van Natta
Robyn Mace
Glenda Smith
Lisa Davis
Brienne Stekly
Chase Hanson
Mary Gold
Jessica Akers
Crystal Jessop
Tiffany Holte
David Scott
Jason Mace
Sheila Akers

Farmingdale
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Anderson
SC
Whitefish MT
Tustin
Miami
Whitefish MT
Whitefishv MT
Whitefish MT
Jacksonville
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Bozeman
MT
Springfield
Queens
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Durham
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Kalispell
MT
Fort Worth TX
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Hamilton
MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Corvallis
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
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7727
59901
59937
59901
59937
59912
59937
59937
59937
29621
59937
92780
33111
59937
59937
59937
32208
59937
59901
59937
59901
59937
59718
1118
11377
59901
59937
27713
59937
59901
59937
59912
59901
76107
59901
59901
59840
59912
59828
59937
59937
59937
59901

Francy Moseley
Ralph Marshall Sr
Jaylan Stabler-Jackson
Anne Heslop
Ben Heslop
James Heslop
Shirley Niles
Dee Dee Heslop
Kelly Swartz
Brian Loop
Jennifer Cale
Shannon Bowen
Michelle Brown
David Shearon
Gregg Hill
Ellie Johnson
Salma Cortez
Banns Kid
Christina Hokanson
Kariem Parker
Richard bennett
Amy Shores
Kristi Lynn
Amber Crayne
Cayla Erslev
Allison Szilagye
Noah Lewis
Aericka Butler
William Traeger
Louise Baxter
Mary Glave
Logan Foy
Carol Treadwell
Candice Nuts Fit In Your Mouth
Tawni McGinness
deerick smith
Ed Nissen
Jenna Hanson
Susan Richardson
Linda Crayne
Juan Soto
RONALD BASSETT
Karen Rice

Rapid City SD
Decatur
East Cleveland
Whitefish MT

57701
35603
44112
59937

Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Santa MonicaCA
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Canton
Los Angeles
Kalispell
MT
Washington
Kalispell
MT
Lockesburg
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
Spokane
WA
Brooklyn
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Los Angeles
Whitefish MT
Houston
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
San Diego
Whitefish MT
Nampa
ID
Whitefish MT
Calgary

59937
59937
59937
90403
59937
59901
59901
59901
59901
59901
59937
48187
8333
59901
20020
59901
71846
59937
59937
59937-3014
59937
59937
59912
59901
99201
11212
59937
59901
90047
59937
77088
59937
59901
92128
59937
83686
59937
T2Y
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Makenna Duffy
Danielle Headley
Shay Kindopp
Frank Leftwich
Amanda Martynowicz
Spencer Alsup
NICOLE METCALF-SMITH
Pamela Williamson
A Larrua
Carlos Sandoval
Michael Paulson
Theresa Stephenson
Hailey Love
Chris Fairless
Jay Hunston
Scott Senger
Mike Jenson
Melinda Carlson
Barbara Jenson
JIm Coles
patricia Hayes
Cindy McMackin
Yolanda Cooper
Elizabeth Bayne
Stephani Conner
Clay LaChance
ben schwartz
Robert Hayes
Rochelle Harris
Linda Thurlow
greg smith
Aiden McNamara
Art Johnson
Katja Brewer
sharon Baltzell
Aidan Henss
Brian Lambrecht
Kari Obma
Alison Mccarthy
Robyn Allen
Morgan Winchester
Angela Carbonatto
Brett Allen

Kalispell
MT
Hingham
MA
Kalispell
MT
Richardson TX
Kalispell
MT
Kalispell
MT
BYRON
Jacksonville
Kailua Kona HI
San Francisco
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Lyndon
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Kailua Kona HI
Knightdale NC
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
columbia fallsMT
Whitefish MT
Kansas City
Bigfork
MT
Milk River
Willoughby
Philadelphia
Whitefish MT
San ClementeCA
Los Angeles
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Seattle
WA
Whitefish MT
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59901
2043
59901
75081
59901
59901
31008
32244
96740
94132
59937
59937
59937
61261
59937
59901
59937
59901
59937
59937
59901
96745
27545
59937
59937
59937
84075
59937
64119
59911
T0K
44094
19141
59937
92672
90002
59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
98106
59937

Jennifer Avery
Alison Ferber
jose rubal
Aynslie Price
Ron Behrendt
Zayan Masud
Teresa Evers
Ashley Dawkins
Caroline Davies
Katie Davies
Burt Boessneck
Diego Lucero
Lysbeth Lam
Paul Gillman
Sharon Osler
Amy May
Dan Maronick
Daniel Maronick
Thomas Armbruster
Carolyn Snyder
Barry Anspach
Omar Santos
becky laruffa
Big Shnaccs
Theodore Roosendahl
chris hayes
Katie Clark
Danny Keltner
Nelson Roosendahl
Erica Terrell
Amy Biesel
Bob Boyd
William Hull
Patsy Casteel
Lizzie Kozar
Chris Logan
Marina Peyton
Seth Henry Roberts
Roger Doney
Andrew Jackson
Michael Whitaker
Kasey Nadjadi
Lauren Christman

Taylors
Delray BeachFL
Mesa
Calgary
Whitefish MT
Grayslake
Whitefish MT
Pembroke Pines
The Villages FL
Edmonton
Whitefish MT
Fresno
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Missoula
MT
Missoula
MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT

29687
33444
85204
T2T
59937
60030
59937
33024
32162
T2S1R1
59937
93727
59901
59937
59937
59901
59801
59801
59937
59901
59937

Davidson
San Antonio
Whitefish MT
Sayreville
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Kalispell
MT
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT

28036
78229
59937
8872
59937
59901
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59901
59912
59937
59937

Whitefish
Boise
whitefish
Whitefish
Whitefish

59937
83705
59937
59937
59937

MT
ID
MT
MT
MT
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Melanie Eckhardt
Kathleen DeVall
Hailey Parker
Deborah Wood
Kt Hertfelder
Mike Hill
Makai Dearie
Erica Lengacher
Melissa Haigh
Cornell Phillips
John Kramer
Susan raymond
Paige Heinrich
Patricia Zanto
Lizangel Hernandez
Jesus Arciniega
Maria Erbes
Clay Erbes
Tara Woerner
Corey Lightning
Charlee Treweek
Michelle McLaughlin
Dakota Smith
Gage Boyert
Sue Moll
Daniel Baxter
Chad Sawyer
Essey tesfay
Lamecca Adams
Tara Anderson
David Ligon
Stephanie Combs
Suk Madeek
Christina Schmidt
Mike Massecar
Corey Wallis
Hayley Mirza
Carole Erickson
Pamela Hughes
Arthur Mayo
Elspeth Cooper
Clara Brown
Melissa Pollard

Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Gonzales
LA
Whitefish CA
Ballwin
Whitefish MT
Philadelphia
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Indian Trail
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Lexington KY
Whitefish MT
Orlando
East Chicago
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Atlanta
Kalispell
MT
Whitefish MT
Oswego
Basehor
Whitefish MT
Tacoma
NE
Tacoma
WA
Las Vegas NC
Passaic
Whitefish MT
Salinas
Winchester
Columbia Falls
MT
Whitefish MT
Calgary
Victor
Southlake TX
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
Whitefish MT
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59937
59937
70737
59937
63011
59937
19123
59937
59901
28079
59937
59937
40502
59937
32827
46312
59937
59937
59937
30310
59901
59907
67337
66007
59937
98563
98418
89147
7055
59937
93907
22602
59912
59937
T3H
59875
76092
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937
59937

Tuesday October 12, 2021
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple
properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for
commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270 highdensity units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
First and foremost, I request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain
Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has
not been done for a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water
quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be
considered at all the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency
evacuation.
I truly love the small town that Whitefish is. I absolutely understand that change happens and
accept that. That is not the problem at all for me. I understand that Whitefish is growing. It is
not the first town to have extreme growth in a short time. Don’t start from scratch. Use other
cities as an example. Fix the infrastructure, fix the roads, traffic. BEFORE moving forward with
any large development. Just yesterday I was stiff at the train track in Whitefish for over 45
minutes. Thankfully I was not in an emergency situation, because if I had been no emergency
help could get to me or the other 25 cars waiting nor could we get across as the train continued
to go back and forth the entire time. There is not a plan in place for these situations. If you
choose to just pass the problems down the line than there will a problem in the future. I do not
think Whitefish is in the position to say “well if only we had paused. If only that had not been
built there.” As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep
our community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity
of our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it.
Whitefish and the Flathead Valley deserves to have patience as we navigate huge decisions and
what is best for EVEERYONE. I do not wish the City of Whitefish to change the permanent
zoning of the southernmost parcel that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive
and Big Mountain Road
Thank you for your time.
Amy Weinberg
October 12, 2021

Whitefish
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Public comment: Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications
Monday, October 11, 2021 9:23:10 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
October 11, 2021
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members:
I am writing in strong opposition to the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. I encourage the Whitefish Planning Board and City
Council to do the responsible action of rejecting these applications and not letting this
project move forward.
Whitefish is dealing with housing issues, traffic issues and labor concerns. It is not
responsible to approve such a project that will increase these problems. As a
property owner in Whitefish and on Big Mountain, it does not take much interaction
with our community to see the challenges we are facing. Adding more rental units will
not solve our tourism challenges or address our labor and housing shortages. Adding
residential units and commercial space at the base of Big Mountain will increase the
flow of traffic through downtown and increase pressure on the already congested
intersection at the base of Big Mountain. I could continue to discuss environmental
concerns, planning policy, our full school system just to name additional issues with
this project.
I have called Whitefish home for two years, but have been visiting this community for
over twenty years. My family moved here from California seeking a community with a
more sustainable vision, respect for the surrounding environment and appreciation for
the quality of life that comes with living in such an amazing location. I have witnessed
first hand how development and greed can seep into the fabric of a community and
negatively impact the essence of an area. Areas like Lake Tahoe, Sonoma and Napa
catered to development at the expense of community and will be forever changed.
Over development was not good for these unique towns and will not be good for
Whitefish. I encourage you to stand by the words used in our growth policy: The
citizens of whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community
and will preserve those values as the community grows.
I appreciate your time and public service and encourage you to reject the proposed
applications.
Zac Weinberg
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Whitefish planning board and City Council Members regarding the proposed Mountain Gateway Project
Wednesday, October 6, 2021 1:55:39 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
My name is Adam Wesley and I'm the owner of
in the Iron Horse
community of Whitefish and I hope all of you are staying safe and healthy in these challenging
times. I'm contacting you in regards to the proposed Mountain Gateway project at the corner
of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. From the documents I have seen online of
the proposal, it is of my opinion that this development would not be beneficial to Whitefish for
many reasons but my main area of concern is environmental. I am a devout
conservationist who has traveled to all corners of the World and I believe western Montana is
the most beautiful and lovely place on Earth and should be protected at all costs from this big
city style of grotesque development of 100s of parking spaces and rental units. The entire
planet is covered in suburbia so Whitefish has a very unique and special opportunity to take a
different path and stay beautiful and charming. If Whitefish becomes Phoenix, Spokane,
Vegas, Mumbai, Toronto, or even Williston ND, I, and many others would have nowhere else
to go. Whitefish is our last refuge away from ugliness, asphalt, exhaust, parking lots, and light
pollution, and is currently the most beautiful and charming community in the United
States, and in my opinion, the World. Whitefish truly is especially beautiful and has been well
managed in relation to our Flathead valley neighbors in places like Kalispell. It pains me so
much to see all of the cookie cutter/ box home/ parking lot subdivisions being rammed
through in Kalispell. It reminds me of what I fled and what I don't want to see again. Flathead
is such a unique place from our massive towering Western Larch, douglas fir, and western red
cedar trees, to our millions of acres of wilderness, to our wide open spaces, clean air and
water, clear night sky, to our world class vistas. The work that has been done for over a 100
years to preserve federal, state, and private land is glorious but if just about everything
between the Whitefish range, the Salish mountains, and the Rockies is turned into a sprawling
mess of subdivisions like we in the Spokane valley or around Biosie for example, this would
be a disaster for us, our planet and for future generations. I believe that this Mountain Gateway
project, if allowed, will be a terrible scar on the land and will greatly diminish and violate the
wonderful things about our community and region I outlined above. Please vote against this
proposal and protect the beauty of Whitefish going forward. We can't destroy the last best
place!
Sincerely,
Adam Wesley
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
firm opposition to Mountain Gateway project
Monday, October 11, 2021 8:22:13 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I live at
Whitefish and I firmly oppose the inappropriate Mountain Gateway
project. That project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big
Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development and the
development of 318 residential units, including 270 high-density units. As proposed, the project is
inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and does not represent the community’s
vision for the area as referenced.
It would be a disaster. Traffic, congestion, unsightly mass development! It must not happen!

        https://calendly.com/sunstoneceo
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
OPPOSITION to Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications
Saturday, October 9, 2021 1:09:26 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
October 12, 2021
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members
My name is Kristin Whitaker and my home is just north of the intended apartment complex
proposed in the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications.
As you know, this proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at the
intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial
development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270 high-density units
and only a very small percentage of them will be considered “deed restricted.”  
As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and does
not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below. It will create a safety
issue as the existing infrastructure is simply not sufficient to support a development that will
house 8% of Whitefish residents in this one block area.
Therefore, we implore you to request that the planning board recommend DENIAL of the
Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due
diligence has not been done for a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic
implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is paramount that
traffic implications be considered at all the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade
separated route for emergency evacuation. In the event of a fire, the infrastructure is
woefully inadequate to support this population density and any potential evacuations
along this two lane road.
Further, this development is not in accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish as
embodied in the growth policy: “The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and
small town feel of the community and will preserve those values as the community grows. We
will preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional
neighborhoods that make our community special. We will make a special effort to keep our
air and water clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and
cultural center of our community, and we will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and
scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9. “As Whitefish grows, it will face many
challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our community safe for pedestrians and
cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of our community is threatened, and
we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and
services that support us all. And we will provide affordable housing so that our teachers,
police officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and others whose services we depend on,
can continue to be a part of this community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.
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Whitefish and the whole valley deserve thoughtful, community enriching development from
our developers. For this reason, we EMPHATICALLY OPPOSE THIS PROPOSAL and do not
wish to see the city permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is directly
at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If approved, this
commercial zone change will forever change the character of the area, we will lose so many
trees and natural habitat for wildlife all to ENRICH THE DEVELOPERS AT THE EXPENSE OF THE
CURRENT RESIDENTS. It is not consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous
precedent for commercial and high-density residential development.
SIncerely,
Kristin Whitaker, Esq.
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway - Please say no.
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 10:09:59 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear City of Whitefish Board and Council Members,
I’m writing to comment about the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map
Amendments application. This project regards the changing of zoning for multiple properties
at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial
development of 318 residential units, including 270 high density units. As proposed the
project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and does not represent the
community’s vision for the area.
I implore you not to approve the Mountain Gateway project or the zoning change of the area
in question. I believe the proposal to be absolutely irresponsible.
I've lived here for over 20 years and have many friends and family with roots that go back
even farther. I live here full-time. I work here. I have a daughter in our public school system. I
recreate here. I volunteer. I am proud to be in Whitefish and be part of this one-of-a-kind city
and community. I DO support smart and meaningful growth and development so that
Whitefish continues to thrive as an interesting, unique and healthy place to live and visit. This
project, however, and the sweeping and out-sized attributes therein, is not something we
should even entertain (and certainly not at this time).
Let's make a clear statement that Whitefish is not in the business of destroying itself and that
although meaningful, community positive projects are welcome, others need not apply. Let's
also take some time to get caught up so we can be certain we can remain a vibrant, unique and
healthy place.
The enormous influx of visitors in Whitefish (and the change in the type of visitation) over the
past 1-2 years is already in need of assessment. The pace of development and gaps in services
are already in need of adjustment. I believe our infrastructure, services, policies, amenities,
etc. are already out of date with our current "new normal".
Below are some of the reasons I do NOT support this project or the proposed zoning change
(ie negative impacts/concerns in these areas):
- Traffic, during construction and thereafter.
- Safety, emergency services
- Bottleneck & restricted access north of viaduct.
- Impact on city services
- Impact on roads, clean water, environment
- Wildlife management
- Housing affordability and availability
- Workforce shortage
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- Pedestrian access/lifestyle
I recommend the planning board deny the amendment application as submitted.
Thank you for all you do. It is an enormous job.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Ingrid Wick
Whitefish MT
59937
10/12/2021
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Big Mountain Road Development
Thursday, October 7, 2021 11:35:14 AM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Hi Wendy,
My wife and are owners at
on Whitefish Mountain.
We want to be sure you are aware of our objection to the proposed development at the bottom of the mountain. We
have been owners since 2006 and love the turning onto Big Mountain road , approaching our home, and enjoying
the beautiful and open environment . We believe this development will destroy our experience and create congestion
and an unsightly development in our irreplaceable neighborhood. We cannot imagine how frustrating it would be to
run into traffic , congestion , and a crowded development as we go to the mountain. Please do what you can to
prevent this proposal from being implemented.
Sincerely,
Dave and Sue Wickersham
Whitefish, MT 59937
Dave
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications.
Wednesday, October 6, 2021 7:47:08 AM
Whitefsh Zoning Letter.pages

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board &amp; City Council Members,
We are contacting you today to provide our input and concerns over the extremely high
density project Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications.
This project proposes involves alterations to the zoning for multiple properties at the
intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial
development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270 high-density units.
This project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and as a resident and
property tax payer, and not compatible with the surrounding residential nature or vision for
this area.
This intersection is extremely busy currently and has been effected by both recent
developments located in areas that were compatible zoning as well as increased resort traffic.
The congestion and traffic at the intersection has been increasing over the years as well as the
lower section of Big Mountain Road is currently dangerous for both vehicle, pedestrian and
cyclists accessing the resort, not to mention residents who have to negotiate this road.
This proposed change in current zoning will add to the current demise of what has been the
“growth policey” as Whitefish deals with the accelerated growth in the community. This
development is not at all within the character of the communities vision. Are we to be held
hostage to large developers who only look at profits over community and quality of life.
We urge you to deny this change in zoning and development. This would forever change the
landscape of Whitefish and the due diligence regarding long term impacts have not be look at
thoroughly. We urge you to act responsibly as our Whitefish Planning Board. Do the right
thing.
Sincerely,

Richard and Susan Williams
Whitefish, MT 59937

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 739 of 1405

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project - Please Vote NO!
Sunday, October 10, 2021 12:59:52 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Proposed Land Action for Arim Mountain Gateway
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 3:48:22 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members:
I'm writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project's PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to
allow for commercial development and development of 318 residential units, including 270
high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community's vision for the area as referenced below.
We own two units at Mountain Harbor at
and we request that the
planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for a
development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water,
and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered all the way
to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergencies.
This development is not in accordance with our community's vision for Whitefish as stated in
the growth policy. We value the scale, character and small town feel of our community and
work hard to preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat and traditional
neighborhoods that make our community special. We work hard to keep our air and water
clean and pick up garbage after ourselves. We also need to manage traffic and keep our
community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We cannot allow growth to out-pace the vital
facilities and services that support all of us. We have to make sure that affordable housing is
provided for our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and others
whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of this community as well.
Because we have seen such a huge increase in traffic and use of our Mountain Harbor property
in the last year, the impact of another development so close would be huge.
There is simply not enough infrastructure to accommodate the amount of units and people that
would be on property. We have seen the impact in Mountain Harbor and all over our lovely
town, even without our Canadian owners being present.
In closing, we want the City to not allow changes to the zoning of the parcel that is located at
the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. This commercial zone
change would forever change the character of this area and would affect the entire valley and
also sets a dangerous precedent.
Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,
Steve & Tracy Williamson, October 12, 2021
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Re: Opposition to Moutain Gateway Project
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 9:37:21 AM

Wendy, I am sorry you could not open our PDF it was signed by my husband Bruce Lieffring
and myself. Can you accept this email?
Atten: Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner & Michelle Howke, City Clerk
Email – wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org
                    Cc: mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members
We’re writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow
for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270
high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent our vision for our community.
1.

2.

First and foremost – we request that the planning board recommend denial of the
Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The
due diligence has not been done for a development of this magnitude in regards to
traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is
paramount that traffic implications be considered at all the way to the viaduct as this is
the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation and the current traffic
already exceeds design.

This Development is not in accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish as
embodied in the growth policy:

a.

“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the
community and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will
preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and
traditional neighborhoods that make our community special. We will make a
special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will keep downtown
Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our
community, and we will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.”
Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.

b.
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“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic
and keep our community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the
social and economic diversity of our community is threatened, and we will
strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital
facilities and services that support us all. And we will provide affordable
housing so that our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and service
people, and others whose services we depend on, can continue to be a
part of this community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.
3.
Whitefish and the whole valley deserve thoughtful, community enriching development
from our developers.  
4.
We value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and want these
preserved as our community grows. Currently our community north of the viaduct is
growing at an alarming rate and our infrastructure can’t handle what we already have.
Wisconsin can be gridlocked for miles on a busy day causing people to race through the
residential areas.
5.
We do not wish to see the city permanently change the zoning of the southernmost
parcel that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road.
If approved, this commercial zone change will forever change the character of the
area. It is not consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for
commercial and high-density residential development.
October 11, 2021
Brenda Winkler
Bruce Lieffring
Whitefish Montana 59937

On Tue, Oct 12, 2021 at 8:02 AM Brenda Winkler
wrote:
Thank you for letting me know. I’m traveling all day (husband is driving) but will try to
send you an email with the text.
On Tue, Oct 12, 2021 at 8:00 AM Wendy Compton-Ring <wcomptonring@cityofwhitefish.org> wrote:
Brenda – I’m unable to open your attachment. Can you resend it or send it in another
format? Thanks.
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From: Brenda Winkler
Sent: Monday, October 11, 2021 9:44 PM
To: Wendy Compton-Ring <wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org>
Cc: Michelle Howke <mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: Opposition to Moutain Gateway Project

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you
recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in
doubt.
Please accept this letter for consideration.

Sent from my iPad
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke
David Taylor; Wendy Compton-Ring; Tara Osendorf
FW: Mountain Gateway Development
Thursday, September 9, 2021 10:17:56 AM

From: Ben Davis <bdavis@cityofwhitefish.org>
Sent: Thursday, September 9, 2021 10:14 AM
To: Michelle Howke <mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: FW: Mountain Gateway Development

From: Mikey Winn
Sent: Thursday, September 9, 2021 9:00 AM
To: Building Department <buildingdept@cityofwhitefish.org>; Andy Feury
<afeury@cityofwhitefish.org>; Ben Davis <bdavis@cityofwhitefish.org>; Ryan Hennen
<rhennen@cityofwhitefish.org>; John Muhlfeld <jmuhlfeld@cityofwhitefish.org>; Rebecca Norton
<rnorton@cityofwhitefish.org>; Steve Qunell <squnell@cityofwhitefish.org>; Frank Sweeney
<fsweeney@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: RE: Mountain Gateway Development
ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use
caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are
expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
To The Whitefish Planning Board and City Council,
My name is Mikey Winn, and I have been a Whitefish resident for ten years. I am a part of the
downtown service workforce, as well as a volunteer with local arts organizations, and currently sit on
the board of directors for The Whitefish Theatre Company. I am writing today to share my vehement
opposition to the proposed Mountain Gateway Development off of Lakeshore Drive.
Plain and simple, this is not what this town needs. Between our already strained infrastructure, over
visitation, worker shortage, and lack of action on affordable housing, the last thing that we need is a
development that will only cater to the wealthy few.
The approval of this development will send a clear message to the local workforce where their
wellbeing and longevity in this town lie on your list of priorities. I am urging you to make the best
decision for our town and focus efforts into affordable housing that benefits the community as a
whole instead of into more developments that only benefit the few.
Mikey Winn
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Importance:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project"s PUD & Zoning Map Amendment
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 5:10:13 PM
High

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use
caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are
expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members
It has been a special gift to be a part of the nature and magic of Whitefish and its surrounding
community this past some 40 years. So it is with great sense of care and concern for the
environment and for future generations that we write to give voice and input on the Mountain
Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications. Specifically those at the
intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive. And now we’ve heard of a
potential future hotel development in this area.
We ask that the planning board recommend denial of the applications as submitted. This
proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties for commercial
development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270 high-density units. As
proposed, the project does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced
below.
The citizens of Whitefish value the character and small town feel of our community and wish to
preserve the very special quality of this community, its water and the environment for its
people. It is our understanding that full due diligence has not been completed for a
development of this magnitude.
We are disappointed to see the city permanently changing the zoning of the southernmost
parcel that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If
approved, this commercial zone amendment will forever change the character of the area,
which we do not want. It is certainly not consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a
dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density residential development.
Regards,

Whitefish, MT 59937

Gerry Wood

President, Wood Automotive Group
Ph:
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway project
Sunday, October 10, 2021 1:34:13 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Oct 10, 2021
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
The purpose of this email is to formally request the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain
Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment application for the property at the intersection of Big Mountain
Rd and E. Lakeshore Drive. There are several reasons for our staunch objection to this development. They
are;
1. Adding 318 units to this location will absolutely cause massive traffic congestion. The area cannot
support 300-600 more cars on a daily basis. There has not been a true, independent traffic study other than
what the developers have stated. Also, doing a traffic study in late September is not reflective of the true
traffic congestion that exists during the peak times of the year. A study should be conducted during the
winter holiday season when traffic is the heaviest going to/from the ski hill. The summertime traffic
currently is quite unbearable. There are times where traffic on Wisconsin/E. Lakeshore is backed up from
Big Man Road to the via duct leading into town. Adding 318 more housing units will absolutely have a
major negative impact on the community. Big Mtn. Road is going to be a disaster during ski season.
2. Safety. In an emergency, there is one way in/out of town for those of us who live anywhere on
Wisconsin/E. Lakeshore/Big Man Road. If there were a natural disaster and all residents needed to
evacuate, the current situation is extremely dangerous and could cause casualties. Adding so many more
homes/people could be catastrophic. I do not believe the city council has thoughtfully considered this in
your willingness to consider this project. Wisconsin Rd cannot be widened into a four lane street. What’s
your plan for the safety and well being of the residence?
3. I do not believe this project meets the criteria of the “growth Policy Vision” for Whitefish. You, as city
council members have a responsibility to consider how we keep our small town feel against thoughtful,
responsible growth of our community. In no way does adding 318 multi/family units meet the threshold of
keeping with the guidelines of our community.
As a property owner and resident of a home off E. Lakeshore Drive, north of Big Mtn Road, We are very
concerned about the negative environmental, traffic and economic impacts this development will cause on
our community. Approving this will have a negative impact on the desirability to live anywhere around this
community for all of the reason stated above. The negative impacts on real estate value could be
generational. All for the greed and profit of a small few.
I challenge the board to reflect on if "The Quarry” delivered on all of the “promises” it made during the
application process. How has “ The Quarry" helped our community? Has it delivered on “affordable
housing” as promised? I believe the answer is a resounding NO. Why does the board think there would be
a different outcome this time?
I urge you all to listen to your community. You represent ALL of Whitefish, not just a few who will profit
from this project.
Respectfully submitted,
Mike & Callie Wray WF, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Andy Feury; Ben Davis; Ryan Hennen; John Muhlfeld; Rebecca Norton; Steve Qunell;
Frank Sweeney; Michelle Howke
Development at East Lakeshore and Big Mountain Rd
Monday, October 11, 2021 8:05:36 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members and the MayorThis letter to oppose any changes to the zoning at East Lakeshore Drive from residential to
commercial. I would hope that is a semi-sacred promise to the residents when they buy and build
into a neighborhood that they can expect that it remain the same zoning as when it was established.
We faced a similar threat to our neighborhood two or three years ago when Joe Gregory was trying
to create a high-density development on this property, which was comprised of seven lots on the
Whitefish Lake in addition to the 30 acres that is on both sides of Big Mountain Rd starting at East
Lakeshore Drive. That high-density proposal would have adversely affected our neighborhood, the
lake, and the beautiful nature corridor that East Lakeshore Drive passes through. So will the new
developments being proposed on these same parcels.
As I understand it, new groups of investors are targeting the same properties (currently owned by
Joe Gregory) to fundamentally change this same neighborhood, with one group hoping to place a
hotel on the lake property while another unrelated group hopes to build a high-density development
on the 30 acres straddling Big Mountain Road. It appears that both groups would look for a change
to the zoning.
I oppose both efforts for the following reasons:
The residential zoning that affects the current owners should be respected.
High-density housing (potentially 340 units!) will change the low-density neighborhood
significantly
The potential 5-star hotel that is being considered for the seven lots on Whitefish Lake
(adjacent to the 30 acres), although a different development from the housing development,
should be part of the discussion of long-term planning for this East Lakeshore / Big Mountain
Road area.
The lake prevents parallel paths to handle the traffic. This is compounded by the railroad. The
Wisconsin Ave/East Lakeshore Drive route (which feeds into the viaduct and downtown and
Highway 93) is the only way to and from the development, creating a funnel. It is already a
crowded route with the destination ski resort on Big Mountain Road, in addition to the
existing residential properties on the lake, on the mountain, and in-between. Missoula and
Kalispell have seeming unsurmountable traffic problems that could be foreseen. This route is
already suffering from consistent and predictable traffic problems because there are no
parallel paths out. There comes a point when it has to be addressed. It is a matter of time
before a medical emergency will be fatal because of choked traffic, in the most dramatic case.
The desirability of the area between Whitefish Lake and the Whitefish range will drive a
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demand for further development of this beautiful corridor, but the land can house more
people than the road can serve. The one-way-in and one-way-out reality of the area between
is the limiting factor for this area.
Additionally, accommodating the increasing demand for development in this area
fundamentally change what currently makes it so desirable to the Whitefish community and
its visitors (lake, trees, mountains, streams, wildlife, small town, and of course, NATURE)
Although it must be acknowledged that the zoning for the 30 acre parcel does allow a fairly
high density, the traffic and other issues should require a rethinking of what should be
permitted on this currently-undeveloped property.
Sometimes the best vision for the future is preserving the nature and natural beauty. National parks
are the best example of that. Whitefish isn’t a national park, but I hope the town of Whitefish and its
community leaders see the merits of protecting what makes Whitefish so special. It can never be
turned back once the vision to protect the natural beauty is forfeited.
I appreciate the efforts of those who have created a web presence to make this discussion available
to the public:
https://whitefishdevelopment.org/
For my neighbors that I have blind copied on this email, please know that comments must be
received by tomorrow (Oct 12, 2021). The email addresses listed are of the city planners, city
council, and mayor, for whose efforts on this ongoing process are appreciated. Thank you for
considering the opinions I have offered.
Blaine Wright
Whitefish, MT 59937
Whitefish resident since 1993
Fourth-generation Montanan
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project"s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications
Monday, October 11, 2021 8:24:15 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties
at the intersection of Big Mountain
Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development and the development of 318
residential units, including 270 high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the
existing land use of the properties
and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
As such, I urge the Planning Board to recommend denial of the applications as submitted. The
character and density of this proposed development is not consistent with the community vision
embodied in the City’s growth plans. In particular, it is a high density development, with potential
commercial buildings, in an area that is currently low density single-family residences and
townhomes. This will have a negative impact on traffic, water quality, the environment, and the
quiet enjoyment of this unique area, and these issues have not been adequately studied or
addressed. The Wisconsin Avenue corridor is already congested and in many cases difficult to access,
even with current levels of traffic.
In addition, there is no guaranteed provision for emergency services, which could put additional
pressure on the Wisconsin corridor and downtown fire station. The land grant does not provide
capital or ongoing funding for the potential additional fire station, making its actual opening highly
uncertain.
Please consider the potential short- and long-term impacts of this decision on this beautiful area,
and Whitefish in general, and deny these applications.
Thank you for your careful consideration of this issue.
Doug & Molly Wright
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Development
Tuesday, October 12, 2021 2:09:33 PM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
To whom it may concern.
I do not agree with the dramatic change in density and proposed development. This seems to be a 180 from what
Whitefish is all about. I agree some additions to the town are potentially needed but this is a huge project. I am a
developer and I couldn’t fathom getting something like this approved in a city that is attractive because it keeps a
small town feel with housing and amenities. This is a major shift to what I love about Whitefish and why I have a
home there. If this project gets approved I will find another place to spend my summers.
Thank you
Steve Zolman
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Mountain Gateway Development- Against Current Plans
Wednesday, October 20, 2021 6:58:30 PM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Dear Ms. Compton,
This email is being written in opposition of the current plans submitted for the Mountain Gateway Development.
Development will happen, but the current plans are not what the city of Whitefish needs or DESERVES. The
current plan has too many flaws and unanswered questions. How will these developers account for:
-traffic congestion on Wisconsin and over the viaduct to Baker Ave…..it is already a bottleneck.
-traffic traveling through the proposed development area (ingress and egress) with regards to the already heavy
traffic on Big Mountain road during summer and winter
-Can water and sewer adequately support this area, as well as the city of Whitefish?
-How is this development going to support our local schools instead of adding strain to a system that is already
nearing capacity?
-The developer’s have not stated entry costs for buying a housing unit. Will this development just add more out-ofstate second homes, or can LOCALS (who work and try to live here) afford the purchase cost?
This development is too large in scope. This development does nothing to add to the character of Whitefish. The
current zoning already allows the property owners and developers to build……have them build with the current
zoning. A handful of really expensive second homes is better than hundreds of second homes.
Respectfully submitted by a lifelong resident of the Flathead Valley,
Jeffrey Anderson
Whitefish, Mt.   59937
Sent from my iPad
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October 20, 2021

Dear City of Whitefish and Whitefish Planning Board,
We are writing to voice our opposition to the Mountain Gateway Project currently being
considered in Whitefish.
Whitefish finds itself at an extreme crossroad in its history. A decision to approve the
development of the Mountain Gateway Project would cause permanent disastrous
irreversible damage to this small mountain community. The location of this proposed
development is glaringly inappropriate. The land is surrounded by mountains on three
sides and the lake on the remaining side. The infrastructure cannot support this kind of
development and expanding the current infrastructure would permanently ruin the entire
area. The traffic in this area has currently reached its capacity. Many days cars are
backed up in either direction and there is no alternate route. It presents a danger should
anyone need to evacuate rapidly (such as because of fire) or have an extreme medical
emergency.
Many of the things that make Whitefish so special would be destroyed by this
development at this particular location. A spokesperson for the developer stated that they
just couldn't find another appropriate parcel of land in the valley to accommodate their
plan. Really? Seriously? Their promise of affordable housing at this location is nothing
more than a bribe that will probably disappear as soon as construction is completed, and
the actual rents are raised and then are no longer affordable. He also stated that if they
didn't develop the land, then someone else would. This is a scare tactic, and the City of
Whitefish needs to fight large developments on this land at each and every turn. There
are too many things that could go wrong in the years that it would take to complete this
project, and the end result most likely will be vastly different from this current
proposal. Then it is too late, and the safety of the area is ruined forever.
Whitefish and Whitefish Mountain Resort are magical places. But they have reached their
limit as far as how many developments can be crammed into the small town's
footprint. Let these developers find another tract of land that is more accessible and not
so geographically constricted. I am sure such land can be found and their development
could proceed.
We urgently plead with the Whitefish Planning Board and the Whitefish City Commission
to deny all requests from Arim Mountain Gateway LLC with regard to this PUD.

Fred and Kim Anderson
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke; Wendy Compton-Ring
Mounting gateway PUD application & Proposed Zoning amendment
Wednesday, October 20, 2021 5:19:41 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Good afternoon
I would like to submit my objection to both of these requests. I do not feel the city can
continue to expect residents to bear the burden for the city’s desired growth, nor do I feel the
growth is necessary or beneficial.
The existing infrastructure cannot support this development & construction cost estimates
rarely come in greater than the final cost, even with a contingency allocation.
The cost of living in the Flathead continues to rise & additional developments will only add
to the cost of living for citizens.
I urge the City not to approve these items.
Thank you for your time & consideration.
Lyle Azevedo

Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Mountain Gateway development.
Wednesday, October 20, 2021 2:08:07 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
As a resident of the Iron Horse Golf Club and a home owner in the Iron Horse community and in
Whitefish, I am greatly concerned about the proposed Mountain Gateway development.
The proposal as I understand it, would very negatively impact the traffic on Wisconsin and Lakeshore
Drives. It would make it much more difficult for my family to exit from our development onto Wisconsin.
I do not believe the current infrastructure could accommodate the increased traffic without major
expansion of Wisconsin Avenue, and that does not appear to be in the plans.
I strongly urge the City Planners to stop this plan at this time.
Dean Baltzell
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Mountain Gateway Development
Wednesday, October 20, 2021 12:41:31 PM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
My name is Cindy Bay and I am a resident of Whitefish, MT, living in the IronHorse development. I am very much
opposed to the Mountain Gateway Development and wanted to express my view with you and others. The
sustainability of such a development is not possible with the infrastructure that is currently in place and being
planned. Please take this into consideration when asked for your vote.
Thank you and please oppose this potential development.
Cindy Bay
Whitefish, MT
Sent from my iPad
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Say NO to the Mountain gateway project"s PUD and zoning map amendment application.
Wednesday, October 20, 2021 7:41:27 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and zoning map
Application. I am urging you to DENY the submitted application from the developers. This
development does not respect the character, scale, and/or qualities of the surrounding
neighborhoods. It definitely does not integrate with the existing neighborhoods and is a terrible
location for a development of this magnitude. It will exacerbate the already stressful traffic jams and
safety issues that exist in our community. The environmental impacts will be irreversible with
increased storm water problems, water quality and stress on an already limited water supply. Please
say NO to these zoning changes which are not consistent with our community vision and growth
policy. There is still time to stand up for the community and let them know that we don’t want this
deliberate money making scandal around town!
Thanks for keeping our community character and small town feel alive!
Durae and Ted Belcer
Whitefish

Sent from Mail for Windows
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Change is hard. Everyone who has lived more than a day in this valley know this. We know it
when we can’t make a left turn in Whitefish. We know it scrolling through Zillow, watching
home prices double by the day. We know because our classrooms have swelled, population
growth straining resources throughout the lifespan. We know it at trailheads, crowded in ways
reminiscent of a National Park in California, not a recreation site in Northwest Montana.
We also feel the benefits (though our minds, predisposed to focus on negatives in a vestige of
our evolutionary history, overlook their significance). Airport flights have increased. Our ability
to travel to sunshine in the winter has improved dramatically from the days of a flight stopping
in Great Falls to drop off passengers and refuel (you remember that?). We have increased
access to public services, the Great Fish Challenge a nod to the proliferation of helpful
community agencies wrapping their services around our needs. The food options are more
diverse, the medical care improving, and our WIFI is way better than the dial up I first used
when job hunting in the early 2000’s.
We love the familiar; in known spaces, we feel comfortable. And of course, with change comes
discomfort and reluctance if not downright resistance. We are experiencing a period of change
and have been for many years. Our community is different from the place to which every one of
us moved. We have more neighbors, more resources, and lots more traffic. That said, while we
can’t control the tides of change, we can shape that change.
The developers behind the Mountain Gateway Project have done something the rest of us are
still struggling to do: they have accepted that growth is happening, that change is upon us, and
have come to terms with the reality that there are hundreds of people who need affordable
rental homes in the region. And from that place of acceptance, they have been able to create a
solution that does so in a way that preserves the integrity of the Wisconsin Corridor Plan,
supports the folks who run our lifts and pour our beers, and offers up a way to grow Whitefish
without changing Whitefish. The alternative, of course, is a neighborhood of multi-milliondollar (second) homes that, while it won’t add much traffic, pulls us further and further from
our identity as a rugged mountain town where the people work hard, ski hard, and take care of
each other.
I came here in the early 2000’s with a few hundred dollars to my name. I rented a room I found
in the Mountain Trader that I paid $350 / month for. Ten years and a doctoral degree later, I
was able to buy a home. I now run a business that employs twenty locals and provides mental
services for nearly a thousand Montanans every year. I didn’t get my start building a multimillion-dollar home. I rented for a decade while I built my equity, established myself
professionally, and grew into and with this community. I can’t wait to see what the residents of
the Mountain Gateway rental apartments bring to our community in the next decade.
Sara Boilen, PsyD
Whitefish, MT
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke;
Re: Mountain Gateway Projet - Recommend Denial
Thursday, October 21, 2021 9:03:40 AM

Hi. Sorry you were not able to open. I’ve simply copied/pasted letter content below in this email. Thx. Franklin
October 20, 2021
Franklin & Melissa Brown
Whitefish, MT 59937
To: Wendy Compton/ Michelle Howke
City of Whitefish
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members
I am writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big
Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development and the development of 318
residential units, including 270 high- density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land
use of the properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
Most importantly, I am requesting that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for a development of this
magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is paramount
that traffic implications be considered at all the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for
emergency evacuation.
In addition, I do not believe this development is in accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish as
embodied in the growth policy below:
i. “The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and will preserve
those values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas,
and traditional neighborhoods that make our community special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and
water clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our
community, and we will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
ii. “As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our community safe for
pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of our community is threatened, and we will
strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And we
will provide affordable housing so that our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and others
whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of this community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 910.
I hope the Council will honor our growth policy’s vision statement “The citizens of Whitefish value the scale,
character, and small town feel of the community and will preserve those values as the community grows.” I also do
not wish to see the city permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is directly at the intersection
of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If approved, this commercial zone change will forever change the
character of the area. It is not consistent with our Growth Policy. It also sets a dangerous precedent for commercial
and high-density residential development.
Thanks for your thoughtful consideration and work on behalf of our community.
Franklin & Melissa Brown
Sent via email on October 20, 2021
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Sent from my iPad
> On Oct 21, 2021, at 10:40 AM, Wendy Compton-Ring <wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org> wrote:
>
> I'm unable to open this document. Can you send it in another format?
>
> -----Original Message----> From: A Franklin Brown
> Sent: Wednesday, October 20, 2021 8:20 PM
> To: Wendy Compton-Ring <wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org>; Michelle Howke
<mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>
> Cc: Franklin Brown
Melissa Brown
> Subject: Mountain Gateway Projet - Recommend Denial
>
>        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution
when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact
the IT Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
>
> Dear Ms. Compton and Ms. Howke…Pls see attached letter on the proposed Mountain Gateway Project. Thanks.
Franklin Brown
>
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project"s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications
Thursday, October 21, 2021 9:18:06 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members:
I write to request that the Planning Board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. I believe that due diligence has not yet been done for
a development of this magnitude (270 high density units in a development of 318 residential units),
particularly in regards to the traffic implications of such a development. In addition, this project is
inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and does not reflect the communities vision of a
small town feel.
As a long time homeowner at Whitefish Mountain resort, my major concern is for the health and safety
of the citizens and guests of Whitefish. This high density project will significantly stress an already
congested road system. I am very concerned that we could not safely deploy a rapid emergency
evacuation in the case of a medical or other emergency such as a wildfire which unfortunately is much
more likely to happen in the future. Big Mountain Road is the sole exit route from Big Mountain for
automobiles and would likely face a dangerous bottleneck at the intersection of Wisconsin Avenue, if not
before. Traffic currently is at a standstill on Wisconsin Avenue during some seasons of the year. This
project's subsequent influx of people and automobiles will greatly exacerbate this congestion. Likewise,
flow along Wisconsin Avenue will likely be even more adversely congested, exacerbating the situation
and leaving more people at risk.
I believe that a plan to address safe traffic patterns is a standard planning requirement that has not
been met at this point. Included in Article 11-2S-6 of the WPUD Planned Unit Development District
Zoning Regulations, (Community Benefit) is the statement that deviations from adopted standards must
be of "clear community benefit". At present, I believe that the current plan needs to further address this
traffic/circulation issue to ensure that this development will be of clear benefit to the health and safety of
the Whitefish community.
I also believe that the plan is inconsistent with the City's Growth Policy Vision: "The citizens of

Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and will preserve
those values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife
habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our community special. We
will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean."
This high density plan will most certainly degrade the scale, character, and small town feel that make
Whitefish so special.
Thank you so much for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,
Peter Brucato
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway
Wednesday, October 20, 2021 12:40:03 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Hi - as a part time and full time (during pandemic) resident of Whitefish - I would like to take
the time to provide a few concerns about the development. Primarily they center around
increased traffic flows around the entrance of Big Mountain as well as the already massive
congestion on the mountain side of town going into/through town. I see a very bad situation
today getting much worse. I believe we should continue development of Whitefish in a
thoughtful way in and around the city but until the downtown corridor traffic can be addressed
- anything else today is not in our best interests. We as a family already today choose not to go
into town for goods and services in many situations.
Thank you!
Ryan Burke
Partner
EY Private Global Leader
Any tax advice in this e-mail should be considered in the context of the tax services we are
providing to you. Preliminary tax advice should not be relied upon and may be insufficient for
penalty protection.
________________________________________________________________________
The information contained in this message may be privileged and confidential and protected
from disclosure. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or an employee or
agent responsible for delivering this message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified
that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If
you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by replying to
the message and deleting it from your computer.
Notice required by law: This e-mail may constitute an advertisement or solicitation under U.S.
law, if its primary purpose is to advertise or promote a commercial product or service. You
may choose not to receive advertising and promotional messages from Ernst & Young LLP
(except for My EY, which tracks e-mail preferences through a separate process) at this e-mail
address by opting out of emails through EY’s Email Preference Center. Our principal postal
address is One Manhattan West, New York, NY 10001. Thank you. Ernst & Young LLP
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Oct 20,2021
City of Whitefish
Attention Wendy Compton-Ring
418 E. 2nd Street
Whitefish, MT 59937
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I am writing to provide feedback and comments regarding the potential development know as Mountain
Gateway Project. I spend approximately 6 months per year in Whitefish and have for over 15 years. I learned
about the possible development late this summer while on a walk with friends on the Danny On trail up to
Big Mountain.
Upon further research of the project, I understand the scope of the project to involve both commercial
development and 318 residential units of which includes a 270 high-density unit structure. The project is
inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and does not represent the “Whitefish” we all know
and love.
I do not feel that the city has not communicated the information of this development with homeowners in
the city, especially those living in the area of the potential development. My family and I own three cabins at
Iron Horse and have seen the challenges of getting into town over the past couple of years with the
development of the Quarry and homes over off Texas by the Preserve. The backup of traffic at the viaduct is
often backed up near Jalisco and Bonsai…. I cannot imagine what it will be like if a development of this nature
is approved??!! The real concern is not only daily delays, but the impact in an emergency evacuation if
necessary.
I recommend that the planning board not approve the Mountain Gateway Project as it has been submitted
because due diligence has not been done for a development of this size and scope. Consideration has not
been given to traffic implications and mitigation plans, storm water, water quality and the overall
environmental impact…. Wildlife, vegetation, and noise pollution.
The size of the development and the concept of the project is not within accordance of the Whitefish
Community vision as embodied in the growth policy. The citizens of Whitefish as their place to call home for
a reason, mainly because of its character and small-town appeal. As a result of the small-town community,
fellow citizens come together to support each other. One example of this is demonstrated by Whitefish
Community Foundation which is dedicated to fostering philanthropy, building endowments, and helping
donors and nonprofits benefit from the community. The growth policy is meant to protect against
developments that will stop the preservation of open space, wildlife habitat, scenic views and traditional
inviting neighborhoods that make Whitefish so special.
I do not want to see the city permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is directly at the
intersection of East Lakeshore Dr. and Big Mountain Rd. If approved the area will never be the same, the
beauty of our area will not be consistent with the planning and growth of Whitefish.
Sincerely,
Eileen Bocci Campbell
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Opposed to Zoning Changes
Sunday, October 17, 2021 4:51:20 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members
I’m writing to provide input on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment applications. I am extremely concerned that you might hastily allow
zoning changes for the properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East
Lakeshore Drive that do not align with our community’s vision for the area and would
result in a degradation of what it is Whitefish has to offer to its current residents and
future visitors. I am not opposed to development. I know it is necessary for our
economic health. But I also believe that growth needs to happen in a way that
preserves the character and livability of the area. Otherwise, we lose what it is we are
offering.
I shudder to think about how the Quarry development has downgraded the corridor
leading to one of our biggest tourists draws…the Mountain Resort. It is a blight on
one’s eyes and completely out of character with the rest of the area. It makes me
think of an old song by Malvina Reynolds that bemoans the development of suburbs
after the war. The lyrics go:
Little boxes on the hillside
Little boxes made of ticky tacky
Little boxes on the hillside
Little boxes all the same
There's a pink one and a green one
And a blue one and a yellow one
And they're all made out of ticky tacky
And they all look just the same
And the people in the houses
All went to the university
Where they were put in boxes
And they came out all the same
And there's doctors and lawyers
And business executives
And they're all made out of ticky tacky
And they all look just the same
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And they all play on the golf course
And drink their martinis dry
And they all have pretty children
And the children go to school
And the children go to summer camp
And then to the university
Where they are put in boxes
And they come out all the same
And the boys go into business
And marry and raise a family
In boxes made of ticky tacky
And they all look just the same
There's a pink one and a green one
And a blue one and a yellow one
And they're all made out of ticky tacky
And they all look the same
Is more of this what we want or need? No! What we need instead is due diligence.
The impacts of the proposed high-density development on our traffic, water quality,
and environmental would be immense. The traffic and emergency egress impact
especially frighten me, as does the safety impacts to pedestrians and cyclists. Let’s
take our time and give this proper scrutiny.
Our community’s vision for Whitefish (as embodied in the growth policy) states that
we value the scale, character, and small town feel of the town. We must fight to
preserve those values as the community grows. We must think about the open
spaces, scenic vistas, and neighborhoods that make our community special. That
corner at Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive is a gateway to one of
Whitefish’s highlights. It has long been ignored and really should be enhanced as a
natural space that announces and welcomes the public to the mountain and the
views that ensue. Natural beauty….that is the kind of that draws people to Whitefish.
Let’s not muck it up. To grant the Avril’s special privilege via zone changes so they
can make even more money at the community’s expense sends the wrong message.
I don’t want to see the city change the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is
directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. It would
permanently change the character of the area, is not consistent with our Growth
Policy, and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density residential
development.
At the very least I am requesting that the planning board recommend denial of the
Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. Due
diligence has not been done for a development of this magnitude. We deserve better.
Ideally, I think the Avril’s should donate the land to the city and build their complex
where the impacts to area’s character and infrastructure would not be as great. This
proposal from them is actually shameful.
Angela Carbonatto & Albert Liston
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From:
To:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Wendy Compton-Ring
Thursday, October 21, 2021 8:56:03 AM

RE: I live in Iron Horse and I am opposed to the complex being proposed and the zone change . my primary concern
is the traffic problems it will create we certainly do need more apartments but we need to improve Wisconsin
-----Original Message----From: TOM CARSON
Sent: Wednesday, October 20, 2021 12:45 PM
To: Wendy Compton-Ring <wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: I live in Iron Horse and I am opposed to the complex being proposed and the zone change . my primary
concern is the traffic problems it will create we certainly do need more apartments but we need to improve
Wisconsin
        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Stop the Madness
Wednesday, October 20, 2021 8:41:47 PM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Please consider halting these/all zoning changes until Whitefish comes up with a plan on how to keep Whitefish the
Resort Town it is. We are not a city like Kalispell, which is extremely close to accommodate everyone’s needs.
Many live there and commute daily for work, shopping, eating… There should be no “affordable housing” in a high
rent district. We spent 40 years working and saving to live here. If we can’t afford to live here, we go to neighboring
towns/ cities that we can afford. The amount of property taxes collected from ever increasing property values
should be adequate to meet the needs of Whitefish, such as additional fire stations and increased police support. Just
because developers want to make money is no reason to ruin the community. Whitefish should have adequate
money for a fire station if needed/desired. The community would also support a fundraiser. If ruined, there will be
no way to go back. Developers can move on to Kalispell or elsewhere to pad their pockets. If this outrageous request
is not defeated, then the community will know you do not have its best interest in mind. Traffic already is a problem.
A roundabout will not solve this congestion all down E Lakeshore, Wisconsin Ave, and Baker. We do not want 3 or
4 lane roads. Destroying the corridor to Big Mtn Road, ruining its quaint natural entrance to congestion will alter the
feel of our local ski mountain. Iron Horse community contributes a lot to the community financially and
aesthetically and its boundaries will be negatively altered by the proposed buildings. Traffic in and out of Iron Horse
onto E Lakeshore will be impossible. And the most important concern is safety. God forbid a need for emergency
evacuation. No zoning should be changed that would endanger lives. When Big Mtn Road is fully developed, which
is happening very quickly, there will be even more lives to protect. Also, all property values need to be protected,
and all should build within zoning regulations. Good intentions by the developers is not a reason to sell out
Whitefish. The Quarry is overly congested and still a mystery how it got approved. Please save our quaint
Whitefish, protect our property values, keep traffic congestion down, and mostly protect lives in emergency
evacuations. Let your legacy be that you preserved Whitefish in spite of pressure from friends and acquaintances
pressuring you for negative impact changes. Thank you for your consideration.
Carol Carter
Big Mtn and Iron Horse property owner
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org
Thursday, October 21, 2021 8:41:10 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
    I'm writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project's PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at
the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development
and the development of 318 residential units, including 270 high density. As proposed, the project is
inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and does not represent the community's vision for
the area as referenced before.
I would request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for the development of
this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is
paramount the traffic implications be considered at all the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade
separated route for emergency evacuation.
This development doesn't follow the spirit and values that many of us have come to love about the
safety and charm of Whitefish. I don't believe allowing growth to out pace vital facilities and services is in
Whitefish's best interest. We live in a special place and I believe we should honor our growth policy's
vision statement " The citizens of Whitefish value scale, character, and small town feel of the community,
and will preserve those values as the community grows".
Please do not change permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is directly at the
intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If approved, this commercial zone change
will forever change the character of the area. It will be a dangerous precedent for commercial and highdensity residential that doesn't serve Whitefish or the Valley's best interests.
Braydon Coburn
Oct. 20 2021
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

mhowke@whitefishcitycouncil.org; Wendy Compton-Ring
Public comment re Mountain Gateway project
Monday, October 18, 2021 10:44:21 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Our entire family lives in WHITEFISH kids , grandkids , gma and gpa.
Raised in Coeur d'Alene, which like whitefish was a beautiful small town ,
until planning and zoning made some serious errors on what they permitted!
We can't stop people from wanting to move to our wonderful area but development has to be
regulated, and you folks are on the seat right now to have a positive or negative impact on our
town forever.
If you make certain changes now it will change the face and the values of our town for the
residents , especially our children and the visitors who love the area.
Reasons are because mtn gateway is
*inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties
*does not represent the community’s vision for the area
*traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental impact need to be studied
diligently.
It is up to you to honor our statement that...."citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character,
and small town feel of the community and will preserve those values as the community grows.
We will preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional
neighborhoods that make our community special.”
Please realize that you are in the office you are in because voters trust you to take care of the
things we value. Please honor your existing residents more than anything else involved and
recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications
as submitted.
The commercial zone ALONE will forever change the character of the area. It is not consistent
with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density
residential development.
Things that really don't make sense to me
*why this expansion when we have not solved our downtown parking, traffic flow
*if we are upholding the walking and biking town, just picture families riding the bike trail
from WHITEFISH to Les Mason or a big mountain ....cars right and left turning In front of
them, over them? at the proposed development!
________________________________
___________anne marie Couser
__________________amc___
________________________________
11/18/21
________________________________ Address
59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway
Tuesday, October 19, 2021 8:26:48 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to
allow for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including
270 high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of
the properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
I request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for a
development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water,
and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered at all the
way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
Furthermore, this development is not in accordance with our community’s vision for
Whitefish as embodied in the growth policy: As stated, “The citizens of Whitefish value the
scale, character, and small town feel of the community and will preserve those values as the
community grows. We will preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic
vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our community special. We will make a
special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish the
commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we will maintain its
friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” The Growth Policy Vision Statement also states on pg.
9. ii. “As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our
community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of
our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to
out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And we will provide affordable
housing so that our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and others
whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of this community.” Growth Policy
Vision Statement, pg. 9-10. c. Whitefish and the whole valley deserve thoughtful, community
enriching development from our developers. I do not wish to see the city permanently change
the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore
Drive and Big Mountain Road. If approved, this commercial zone change will forever change
the character of the area. It is not consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous
precedent for commercial and high-density residential development.
Sincerely,
Jen Croskrey
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Moutnain Gateway
Tuesday, October 19, 2021 8:28:28 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow
for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270
high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
I request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for a
development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water,
and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered at all the
way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
Furthermore, this development is not in accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish
as embodied in the growth policy: As stated, “The citizens of Whitefish value the scale,
character, and small town feel of the community and will preserve those values as the
community grows. We will preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic
vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our community special. We will make a
special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish the
commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we will maintain its
friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” The Growth Policy Vision Statement also states on pg. 9.
ii. “As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our
community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of
our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to
out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And we will provide affordable
housing so that our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and others
whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of this community.” Growth Policy
Vision Statement, pg. 9-10. c. Whitefish and the whole valley deserve thoughtful, community
enriching development from our developers. I do not wish to see the city permanently change
the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore
Drive and Big Mountain Road. If approved, this commercial zone change will forever change
the character of the area. It is not consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous
precedent for commercial and high-density residential development.
Sincerely, Jerry Croskrey
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway
Wednesday, October 20, 2021 12:45:47 PM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Good afternoon,
I am writing in opposition of the planned Mountain Gateway development at the corner of Big Mountain Road and
East Lakeshore Avenue.
I believe this development would significantly deter from the quality of life in Whitefish resulting from increased
traffic and other logistical challenges associated with a development of this size.
I appreciate your support in opposing this development.
Thank you
Lucas Cutler
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Proposed Mountain Gateway PUD Application and Proposed Zoning Amendment Application
Wednesday, October 20, 2021 1:19:34 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Gentlemen,
Please accept this email in opposition to both the proposed Mountain Gateway PUD and the related
proposed Zoning Amendment Application.
The traffic constraints that such a development would entail, particularly along East Lakeshore Drive,
would not be worth the additional tax revenue to the city.
The feel and ambiance of Whitefish should be protected and not taken for granted or allowed to be
unturned by profit seeking developers. There is a higher and better use for this property which will
no doubt emerge, if the city does the right thing and disallow the two applications in question.
Thank you for your service and for your courtesy and consideration of this matter.
Sincerely yours,
Larry Dale
Whitefish
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project
Sunday, October 17, 2021 5:22:57 PM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
My wife and I are vehemently opposed to this invasive project. It would add too much traffic to the already
overburdened Wisconsin Avenue corridor. Before a massive project of this size can be considered, a concrete plan
to address the traffic congestion must be approved. Also, the continuing water and sewer issues will be
compounded. Whitefish is not ready to approve this project.
Randy Decker
Cell Email -
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project
Wednesday, October 20, 2021 2:51:12 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
We have a lot in Iron Horse and plan on moving there and oppose this new project, please conder
our voice as we cannot be at the meeting. Thanks

MICHAELDEE

President and Publisher c.
AZ Foothills // Media Kit // Specs
InMexico // Media Kit // Specs
Cake // Media Kit
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Michelle Howke
Wendy Compton-Ring
FW: Please add to Public Comment for Mountain Gateway Development
Wednesday, October 20, 2021 11:44:36 AM
Whitefish Deserves Better Housing Options.pdf

Thank you Nathan. Your comments will be forwarded to the Planning Board and City Council for their
consideration.

Michelle Howke

Administrative Services Director/City Clerk
PO Box 158/418 E. 2nd Street
Whitefish, MT 59937
mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org
406-863-2402
STAY CLEAN, CAREFUL AND CONNECTED
From: Nathan Dugan
Sent: Wednesday, October 20, 2021 11:02 AM
To: Michelle Howke <mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: Please add to Public Comment for Mountain Gateway Development
ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use
caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are
expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Hi Michelle, please add my comments to the public comment regarding this development, and
forward them to the City Council as well. I've attached my article from today's Whitefish Pilot and
will share a few additional thoughts below.
There is a recent precedent for a development of this nature being made worse for our local
workforce due to loud public opposition. It is now long past time to do what is right by our local
workers despite the very loud naysaying from some of my fellow homeowners.
This is a lesson that we have learned recently through a development on Second Street, please
review the following article as a refresher: https://flatheadbeacon.com/2014/06/17/whitefishsecond-street-project-unanimously-approved/. In summary, apartments were proposed here as well
and were eventually removed from the project entirely due to the neighbors' opposition to them.
Now, many of these homes sell for very high prices that are out of reach for many.  
We can be assured that history will repeat itself at the Mountain Gateway Development if we do not
allow rental apartments and commercial space to be built there. If the developers are not allowed to
build in the manner that they have proposed, they will almost certainly fill the space with expensive
homes as they already have much of the zoning in place to do. If this happens, traffic will be much
worse than the alternative, and our workforce will continue to have few options for housing and will
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continue to be pushed out of Whitefish.
My Whitefish Pilot article: https://whitefishpilot.com/news/2021/oct/20/whitefish-deserves-betterhousing-options/
Sincerely,
Nathan Dugan

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 784 of 1405

Whitefish Deserves Better Housing Options
Flathead Families for Responsible Growth (FFRG) has a simple refrain: Whitefish deserves
better. But what exactly does this mean, and better for who exactly? The group organized
remarkably fast to oppose the proposed Mountain Gateway development, and given the extent
of their organization, any future attempts to provide high-density housing for our local workforce.
A glance at the organization’s website reveals myriad complaints, but no solutions. In an FAQ
reading, “if not this, then what?” the group fails to provide any plan, providing only a vague idea
that alternatives should be discussed and “that takes time.” Time that the workforce in Whitefish
does not have.
The development will contain 270 rental units. Our workforce by and large consists of renters
who currently have minimal, if any, easy options for housing. Thirty-two (32) of these rental units
will be deed-restricted affordable for renters making between 60 and 80% of area median
income. These rental units will not be segregated within the building. Twenty-four (24)
townhomes will also be built, which will hopefully provide access to homeownership to people
who are currently priced out of the market. Unfortunately, it will also contain 24 high-end condo
units. None of these units will be available for short-term rentals, even after the proposed WB-1
zoning change to allow for mixed-use commercial spaces.
For a bit more context, 32 deed-restricted units is not a trivial number, especially considering
that these units can no longer be mandated in the State of Montana. The Whitefish Housing
Authority’s Alpenglow Apartments on Edgewood consist of 36 rental units, so the Mountain
Gateway represents nearly an entirely new affordable apartment complex based on past
affordable developments. Between 2016 and June 2020, only 55 affordable units were
constructed in Whitefish.
The proposed commercial space in the development will alleviate traffic concerns. Not only will
people living inside Mountain Gateway not need to go into town to run every errand, but the
ever-increasing number of people living on Big Mountain and Lakeshore Drive will be able to
utilize these spaces, decreasing their own need to drive into town.
From a public transit perspective, there is no other location quite as suitable for a development
of this nature. Existing and future transit lines can easily stop along this popular intersection to
further decrease traffic demand. There is an existing bicycle path from this location into the
downtown, further reducing the need for vehicle use.
Could the developers do better? Absolutely. They can and should ensure that the people
displaced by this development are housed immediately. They should give first priority for
townhome purchases to locals who cannot complete easy cash deals. They should scrap the
idea of building “high-end” condo units, as we do not need more of these in Whitefish. Providing
additional affordable units would go a long way to easing the approval process and would
ensure that this community remains strong for years to come.
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FFRG gives the game away on their published “talking points” document which states, “[the
development] could very likely cause a devaluation of real estate north of the viaduct.” This
organized opposition reeks of a Not in My Backyard campaign by its leaders meant not to
protect Whitefish workers, but to protect the property values of wealthy homeowners in Iron
Horse and on the lakeshore, and Whitefish certainly deserves better than that.
Nathan Dugan is a Whitefish homeowner who advocates for integrated affordable housing
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke
Maria Butts; Wendy Compton-Ring
FW: recycling / Mountain Gateway / Riverbend Condo path
Saturday, October 16, 2021 10:59:56 AM

From: Jessie Farnes
Sent: Friday, October 15, 2021 3:53 PM
To: Michelle Howke <mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: recycling / Mountain Gateway / Riverbend Condo path
ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use
caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are
expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear City Council and Planning Board
I am writing about a few subjects.
1. I am in support of an ordinance to create a residential curbside recycling program. In
continuing our community goal to lead in sustainability efforts this is an important and
necessary step. I've lived in places with mandatory recycling and composting before. There
are challenges, but it is worth the effort.
2. I ask the planning board to recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. I know there is a lot of community
uproar over this project, but it is for good reason. Whitefish is fighting a battle for its
character and livability. Within the battle are a plethora of issues including traffic flow,
infrastructure and resources, sustainability, culture, and affordable housing. None of the
proposed "gifts" in the Mountain Gateway plan come anywhere close to addressing these
issues and the plan will, quite frankly, make all of them worse.
3. As I wrote to the park board: I am writing to request that the bike / pedestrian path be
extended in front of the Riverbend Condominiums. While I recognize the condo owners
would prefer not to have a path there, the easement was put in place to ensure this path
extension could happen and it is a crucial component to connect the accessibility of the
path from one side of HWY 93 to the other. I have two small children who are still learning
how to be comfortable on their bikes. We live near the 7th street end of the path and often
use it to get to City Beach, but either have to walk bikes up the staircase, which our kids
can't do, or have to risk darting across traffic. Either way we end up on a road before
reconnecting to the path. Like many people I've talked to, I assumed the plans to extend
the path were in the works, but I recently heard that the City was considering not pursuing
the easement. I do not understand the logic of that potential decision since continuing the
path matches the design and values of our community and builds on the accessibility of
walking and biking to everyone. Please make the decision to connect the path, use the
easement, and continue making Whitefish the example of how to strive for a walkable /
bikeable community for all.  
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I'd like to thank you all for your continued efforts to make Whitefish the community we all know and
love. In these divisive times I am regularly comforted by the work every volunteer and employee in
this town does to make it what it is.
Thank you,
Jessie Farnes
--

Jessie Farnes
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment Application
Tuesday, October 19, 2021 8:28:58 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.

City of Whitefish
Attn: Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner
418 E 2nd Street
Whitefish, MT 59937

Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,

I am writing in opposition to the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
application. The denial of this proposal for the Whitefish Planning Board is clear if the Board
simply reviews the City of Whitefish Zoning Regulations and the Whitefish Growth Policy.
The owners of the property knew the zoning when they bought it. The proposal completely
ignores the community vision spelled out in the Whitefish Growth Policy. There are numerous
zoning regulations related to approval of a PUD. One states “new developments respect the
character, scale and qualities of the surrounding neighborhood.” Certainly this development
does not match that criteria. The City of Whitefish has zoning regulations and a growth policy
for a reason, so please use them to guide your decisions related to proposed developments like
this. There are numerous other related issues that can be debated regarding a proposal of this
magnitude including but not limited to the impact on traffic, safety, design, storm water,
sewer,etc. However, these issues should not even be debated if the Planning Board and
Whitefish City Council simply use the zoning guidelines that are in place to guide decisions
like this that will grossly affect the residents of the City of Whitefish.

Thank you,
Courtney Feldt
22 year Whitefish Resident
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke
Wendy Compton-Ring
RE: Meeting tomorrow
Thursday, October 21, 2021 8:26:25 AM

Lindsey,
Thank you for your comment. Your letter will be forwarded to the Planning Board and City Council
for their consideration.

Michelle Howke

Administrative Services Director/City Clerk
PO Box 158/418 E. 2nd Street
Whitefish, MT 59937
mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org
406-863-2402
STAY CLEAN, CAREFUL AND CONNECTED
From: Lindsey Gardner
Sent: Wednesday, October 20, 2021 9:14 PM
To: Michelle Howke <mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: Meeting tomorrow
ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use
caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are
expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project"s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment Applications
Thursday, October 21, 2021 1:44:20 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members
Our names are Greg & Kathy Garrison, and we are residents of Whitefish. We are writing to
provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment applications. For a number of reasons (summarized below) we believe the
Whitefish Planning Board should recommend denial of the Mountain GatewayPUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications. Our rationale for suggesting denial is as follows:
1. For a project of this scope and size the developers have not completed adequate due
diligence on the impact of the proposed development (traffic implications, water quality,
storm water and environmental). Most importantly, it does not appear that the proposal
has even considered how the development will negatively impact emergency evacuation
on an already overcrowded Wisconsin Ave and viaduct route.
2. The development is not consistent with the vision for our community as stated in our
Growth Policy. Whitefish is “special” because of the foresight of our ancestors, longtime residents and community leaders - this Council should carry that tradition forward.
3. Due to the development’s immense size and density, it will overwhelm our local roads,
schools and other city services.
4. Finally, the “incentives” the developers have included in their proposal (1.5 acres for a
possible firehouse and the “promise” of a relatively small number of affordable housing
units) are simply not persuasive considering the negative impact the development will
have on Whitefish and it’s residents. Should the proposal be passed however, the
developers will certainly have won an enormous increase in the profitability of their
project.
We appreciate all the Whitefish Planning Board and City Council has done for our
community…..over the years past and continuing to today. We hope that you will continue to
support the vision of your predecessors and ensure that Whitefish remains the truly special
place it has always been.
Greg & Kathy Garrison
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway and zoning amendment
Wednesday, October 20, 2021 8:36:57 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
The proposal for this development seems like it is creating a huge bottleneck on Big Mountain
rd. For those of us who live on the mountain, it is already backed up during ski season and in
the event of a fire in the summer, could be a disaster in the making
Robert Gjullin
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Opposition to Mountain Gateway
Thursday, October 21, 2021 12:51:28 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear City Council membersWe are writing to you to oppose the Mountain Gateway Development. We live at 2312
Houston Circle, just past the proposed development site. We moved here in May of 2021,
fulfilling a dream that has been in place for over 20 years to move to Whitefish. We are not
people who moved here on a whim or due to the pandemic. We love and are committed to this
city. We understand that like us, there are people who want to move here because Whitefish is
so special and recognize that there are serious housing issues, especially affordable housing.
However, this development is not the solution. The developers say that it will bring jobs to
the area. There are many, many open jobs in Whitefish. Just walking down the streets, every
store and business has help wanted signs in place. Rather than bring in services that already
exist in Whitefish, like a market, let's continue to support the ones that are already here. In
addition, the development will increase traffic, noise, and pollution. It will significantly
impact the city resources like sewer and water. It will likely increase accidents and contribute
to crime in the area. The traffic in the city is already very challenging. Increasing the
population by 2% will most certainly add to that burden. Speeding on Lakeshore Dr. is a huge
issue, despite the hard work by our police officers. We can only imagine that this
development will make this problem worse. The city already stretched so thin in the summer.
It is impossible to go out to eat without making a reservation days to weeks in advance. The
bike path travels right through this area. It is unlikely that this development will do anything
but negatively impact that resource.
Please protect Whitefish and the citizens who live in the area. When we bought our home, we
had absolutely no idea that this development proposition even existed. We were stunned and
devastated to learn about it. We realize that Whitefish needs to continue to grow and develop,
but believe that this proposed development does not embody our city Growth Policy.
Mountain Gateway is not the solution to our affordable housing problems either. We need to
allow our Whitefish Housing Committee time to work on this issue. Let's work as a city to
raise funds for land for a new fire station. We live here because it's rural, peaceful, beautiful,
and unique. Help us keep it that way.
Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to be heard and for your service to the City of
Whitefish.
Most Sincerely,
Daphne Hall
Stephen Kelly

-This message and any attachments are intended for the sole use of the individual or entity to
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whom it is addressed. The information contained herein is confidential, proprietary or
privileged and may be subject to protection under law. You are notified that unauthorized use,
distribution, review or reproduction of such information is strictly prohibited and may subject
you to criminal or civil penalties. If you have received this transmission in error, please
promptly notify the sender by e-mail and destroy all copies of this message and any
attachments.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Big Mountain Development
Thursday, October 21, 2021 4:19:21 AM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Good morning. I want you to know that my husband and I oppose the Big Mountain development that is proposed.
We oppose it for many reasons including the incredible traffic problems. Also we are worried about the crowded ski
mountain and lift lines. Our hospital and emergency system will be overwhelmed with the scope of this
development.
Please don’t let us lose our small town of Whitefish. We don’t have the infrastructure to accommodate all of these
people.
Sincerely,
Margo Harrod
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke
Wendy Compton-Ring
RE: Vote for NO on Averill Hospitality Big Mountain development
Tuesday, October 19, 2021 12:23:46 PM

Thank you for your comment. Your letter will be forwarded to the Planning Board and City Council
for their consideration.

Michelle Howke

Administrative Services Director/City Clerk
PO Box 158/418 E. 2nd Street
Whitefish, MT 59937
mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org
406-863-2402
STAY CLEAN, CAREFUL AND CONNECTED
From:
Sent: Tuesday, October 19, 2021 11:29 AM
To: Michelle Howke <mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: Vote for NO on Averill Hospitality Big Mountain development
ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use
caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are
expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Hi Michelle,
Just a quick not to express my opinion of a strong NO on Averill Hospitality’s Big Mountain
development, for all the same reasons Jake How outlined in Sunday, October, 16, 2021 Daily Inter
Lake Opinion article; couldn’t have summed it up any better.
If possible, within legal means, I’d like to see the city be granted time to evaluate the POST COVID-19
exponential growth as it appears the Growth Plan as well as any traffic impact assessments
conducted prior to Fall of 2020 understate the situation we are facing; the unprecedented growth in
residency and tourism has far exceeded our “plan” expectations. If we’ve exceeded in two years,
what we’ve “planned” for in five, we need to step back, slow the ship, and reevaluate the growth
plan, traffic impacts, and zoning corridors.
Thank you,
Maureen Hein
WF
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Building Department
Wendy Compton-Ring
FW: A vote for NO on Mountain Gateway project (WPUD 21-03 and WZC21-03),
Thursday, October 21, 2021 8:08:48 AM

From:
Sent: Wednesday, October 20, 2021 5:22 PM
To: Building Department <buildingdept@cityofwhitefish.org>
Cc:
Subject: A vote for NO on Mountain Gateway project (WPUD 21-03 and WZC21-03),
ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use
caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are
expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
To whom it may concern:
Yesterday, I directed my disapproval for the Mountain Gateway project to Michelle, however after
reading today’s Daily Inter Lake article, I will expand on my concerns before the public meeting
tomorrow.
The current zoning for the 32.7 acre parcels of land requested to be re-zoned and developed, three
parcels of which are owned by the county, is two-family residential and low density multi-family
residential (including the lots owned by the county). This zoning is in keeping with the character,
growth, and intention of the original zoning plan that deemed it two-family residential and lowdensity multi-family residential. When this zoning was adopted, it was approved by the forwardthinking residents of Whitefish; forward-thinking residents of Whitefish still believe it was zoned
properly and should remain two-family residential and low-density multi-family residential, not only
for aesthetics reasons but for population density. This proposal is the epitome of urban sprawl; the
difference in citizen volume between the two zoning options is tremendous. The road traffic and
maintenance, the restaurants, and retail stores are already overwhelmed as it is, this is not the time
to consider such a proposal. The town infrastructure is not equipped to consider such a change in
zoning and it’s not in keeping with the vision the citizens of Whitefish foresee in its future. I vote NO
on approving any change to the current zoning of these parcels.
Thank you for what you do for Whitefish,
Maureen Hein
WF
PS: I’m uncertain why the Planning Board at the 10/21 meeting is discussing WPUD 21-02
(development), before discussing WZC 21-03 (zoning); isn’t that like putting the cart before the
horse? If I’m missing something, could someone please explain during the meeting, I am unable to
attend in person but will be watching through Webex.
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From:
Sent: Tuesday, October 19, 2021 11:29 AM
To: 'mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org' <mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: Vote for NO on Averill Hospitality Big Mountain development
Hi Michelle,
Just a quick not to express my opinion of a strong NO on Averill Hospitality’s Big Mountain
development, for all the same reasons Jake How outlined in Sunday, October, 16, 2021 Daily Inter
Lake Opinion article; couldn’t have summed it up any better.
If possible, within legal means, I’d like to see the city be granted time to evaluate the POST COVID-19
exponential growth as it appears the Growth Plan as well as any traffic impact assessments
conducted prior to Fall of 2020 understate the situation we are facing; the unprecedented growth in
residency and tourism has far exceeded our “plan” expectations. If we’ve exceeded in two years,
what we’ve “planned” for in five, we need to step back, slow the ship, and reevaluate the growth
plan, traffic impacts, and zoning corridors.
Thank you,
Maureen Hein
WF
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke
Wendy Compton-Ring
RE: Mountain Gateway Development Comments
Thursday, October 21, 2021 8:30:47 AM

Mike,
Thank you for your comments. Your letter will be forwarded to the Planning Board and City Council
for their consideration.

Michelle Howke

Administrative Services Director/City Clerk
PO Box 158/418 E. 2nd Street
Whitefish, MT 59937
mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org
406-863-2402
STAY CLEAN, CAREFUL AND CONNECTED
From: Mike Henson
Sent: Wednesday, October 20, 2021 7:04 PM
To: Michelle Howke <mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: Mountain Gateway Development Comments
ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use
caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are
expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
To mayor and council,
My name is Michael Henson of

Whitefish, MT since 2004.

Let me start by saying I am not opposed to developement at the base of Big Mountain road.
However, I am deeply concerned about the increased traffic on Wisconsin Ave.
Currentlly the traffic during peak season can add 15-20 minutes to commute time. I would like to
hear more about the proposed round about. How many lanes will it include? What will be the
impact on travel from the north during peak traffic? Will it allow for snow plow and full size tractor
trailor passage? Will there be a pedestrian bridge or tunnel? Or will we establish a second
dangerous pedestrian crossing like that at the Lake Lodge?
I would like to see traffic and pedestrian improvements prior to adding traffic to the Wisconsin
corridor. Please consider adding a turn lane to Wisconsin, bike path and opposite side sidewalk, and
opening the Lake Lodge Bridge to pedestrian traffic or some other safer pedestrian crossing. I
understand Wisconsin ave is under MT Dept of Transportation. I would ask that the City of Whitefish
work with Mountain Gateway Development to get the DOT onboard. Use the the added jobs and
housing as leverage with our political representatives and the the DOT.
thank you
Michael Henson
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke;
Petition re: Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications.
Sunday, October 17, 2021 8:32:40 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board &amp; City Council Members,
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow
for commercial development and the
development of 318 residential units, including 270 high-density units. As proposed, the
project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and does not represent
the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
First and foremost – We request that the planning board recommend denial of the
Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due
diligence has not been done for a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic
implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is paramount that
traffic implications be considered at all the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade
separated route for emergency evacuation.
b. This development is not in accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish as
embodied in the growth policy:
i. “The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community
and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our
open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our
community special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will keep
downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and
cultural center of our community, and we will maintain its friendliness,accessibility, and scale.”
Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
ii. “As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will
manage traffic and keep our community safe for pedestrians and
cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of our
community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We
will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services
that supports us all. And we will provide affordable housing so that our teachers, police
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officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and others whose services we depend on, can
continue to be a part of this community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.
c. As a Whitefish resident for nearly 50 years we believe that Whitefish and the whole valley
deserve thoughtful, community enriching development from our developers.
d. Please honor our growth policy’s vision statement
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community
and will preserve those values as the community grows.”
e. We have lived nearly fifty years 2.5 miles north of this proposed intersection changes.
We do not want to see the city permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel
that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If
approved, this commercial zone change will forever change the character of the area. It is not
consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and highdensity
residential development.
Connie J. Johnson and George A Losleben, Whitefish, Mt
October 12, 2021
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Zoning
Tuesday, October 19, 2021 7:14:15 AM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big
Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development and the development of 318
residential units, including 270 high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use
of the properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
First and foremost – request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for a development of this
magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is paramount
that traffic implications be considered at all the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for
emergency evacuation.
Whitefish as embodied in the growth policy:
i. “The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and will preserve
those values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas,
and traditional neighborhoods that make our community special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and
water clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our
community, and we will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
ii. “As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our community safe for
pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of our community is threatened, and we will
strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And we
will provide affordable housing so that our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and others
whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of this community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 910.
I do not wish to see the city permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is directly at the
intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If approved, this commercial zone change will forever
change the character of the area. It is not consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for
commercial and high-density residential development.
________________Carrie Johnson________________ Print Name
__Carrie Johnson ______________________________ Sign Name
____________________10/19/2021____________ Date
________________________________
Sent from my iPad
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway PUD Application/Zoning Amendment Application
Wednesday, October 20, 2021 10:21:36 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Gentleman,
As a full time resident who travels and lives off of Big Mountain Road, I am opposed to the
Mountain Gateway PUD request and Zoning Amendment at this time. As of Tuesday, the city
council of Whitefish, under the mayor's direction, scrapped any plans thus far presented by the
DOT to address traffic issues.  
The city and our community needs time to plan, agree to infrastructure changes and have them
in place, before any requests or zoning changes are awarded at this location.
I look forward to and open and healthy exchange of ideas tomorrow night
Respectfully
Jay Johnston
Whitefish MT 59937
WSI employee
5 year Board Member of Elk Highlands HOA
7 year Board Member of Big Mountain Fire District
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project"s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications
Wednesday, October 20, 2021 6:55:45 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members:
I write to request that the Planning Board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. I believe that due diligence has not yet been done for
a development of this magnitude (270 high density units in a development of 318 residential units),
particularly in regards to the traffic implications of such a development.
My major concern is for the health and safety of the citizens and guests of Whitefish. This high density
project will significantly stress an already congested road system. Traffic currently is at a standstill on
Wisconsin Avenue during some seasons of the year. This project's subsequent influx of people and
automobiles will greatly exacerbate this congestion. I am very concerned that we could not safely deploy
a rapid emergency evacuation in the case of a medical or other emergency (i.e. wildfire). Big Mountain
Road is the sole exit route from Whitefish Mountain for automobiles and would likely face a dangerous
bottleneck at the intersection of Wisconsin Avenue, if not before. Likewise, flow along Wisconsin Avenue
will likely be even more adversely congested, exacerbating the situation and leaving more people at risk.
I believe that a plan to address safe traffic patterns is a standard planning requirement that has not
been met at this point. Included in Article 11-2S-6 of the WPUD Planned Unit Development District
Zoning Regulations, (Community Benefit) is the statement that deviations from adopted standards must
be of "clear community benefit". At present, I believe that the current plan needs to further address this
traffic/circulation issue to ensure that this development will be of clear benefit to the health and safety of
the Whitefish community.
Thank you so much for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

Patricia Jolie,

property owner,
Whitefish Mountain
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project
Thursday, October 21, 2021 12:59:26 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Board and City Planning Council Members

I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway
Project’s PUD
and Zoning Map Amendment applications. I am requesting that the
board deny this project for a number of reasons. I believe that the
proposed project will have a detrimental effects not only on the
traffic in the area, but storm water, water quality , environmental
concerns as well as emergency evacuation.
l do not wish to see the city permanently change the zoning of
the southernmost parcel that is directly at the intersection of East
Lakeshore
Drive and Big Mountain Road. If approved, this commercial zone
change will
forever change the character of the area. This will set a dangerous
precedent for commercial and high-density residential development.
As a citizen of Whitefish I value the scale, character, and small town
feel
of the community and wish to preserve those values as the
community
grows. I would like to preserve and enhance our open spaces,
wildlife habitat,
scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our
community
special. l wish to maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.
Jas Joll
Oct 21/2021
Whitefish,Montana 59937
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October 21, 2021
To: Whitefish Planning Board
Re: Proposed PUD and Housing Project at Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore
Drive
Please vote no on this project. The citizens of Whitefish are getting fed up with
the unfettered development which is quickly changing the quality of life we have
appreciated for years. Many of us have lived here for decades and have chosen to
stay because we love the area and all that it has to offer. It’s time for you to
thoughtfully consider the direction of our community, our citizens and the wildlife
that populates this area. I only hope it’s not too late. Do the developers of this
proposed project really care about our community? They ought to. There are
fewer and fewer areas where people can enjoy the serenity and beauty of our
natural environment in the Flathead Valley.
The proposed benefits offered to the city in exchange for the zoning variances are
not worth it. Volunteer participation in the Legacy Homes Program is not a fair
exchange for height variances and zoning changes to increase the residential
density on this particular site. Adding density in this area of town has impacts we
cannot begin to imagine. It is very difficult to protect what we cannot see such as
animal migration patterns and foraging movements through the area. Do we
really need to build on every undeveloped plot of ground surrounding the
community? Isn’t there a more future forward way to utilize what this 32 acre
parcel has to offer? How about sticking to the current zoning? Perhaps the
developers could limit the acreage devoted to housing and create a land trust for
the rest, protecting this area and receiving tax benefits going forward. Can’t we
look past the dollars that will line the developers’ pockets and the city coffers no
matter the cost to nature and the quality of life enjoyed by the community’s
citizens? Can’t we be much more informed and thoughtful about what we
envision for the future here? If we can’t do this, then you might as well admit, as
a board, that you are consciously choosing to interrupt the lives of the abundant
wildlife and the existing human population. You might as well declare that you are
in favor of unfettered development and you don’t care if Whitefish becomes
another Vail, a place where only the wealthy thrive and play.
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I hope my faith in your ability to rationally and carefully consider all proposals is
not unfounded. Please do not approve the current project plans and wait for
plans that are more considerate of wildlife and the current residents. Yes, we do
need affordable housing, but we also need housing for the middle class families of
our town. Developments such as this one, add more housing, yes, but is it
affordable for everyone? Are $800,000 townhomes really going be affordable? Are
there any guarantees that the housing prices will not inflate to the point where
only upper middle class and wealthy people from other areas will be able to own
homes here? Whitefish is a resort community and we do not need to add a
second resort community within our city limits. The proposed development is
nothing more than a mini resort area masquerading as a housing project for local
citizens. As such we need to thoughtfully consider how to accommodate the
needs of our growing community without destroying what makes Whitefish a
stellar place to live.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke; Wendy Compton-Ring
Public comment regarding Mountain Gateway
Thursday, October 21, 2021 10:46:16 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted.
It is not consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and
high-density residential development. Please honor our growth policy’s vision statement “The
citizens of whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and will
preserve those values as the community grows.”
Thank you for your service to our community.
Sincerely,
Rachel Kelton
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke;
Opposition to Mountain Gateway Project PUD
Wednesday, October 20, 2021 10:22:42 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
I am writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties
at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial
development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270 high-density units. As
proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and does not
represent the community’s vision for the area.
I am a multi-generational Montanan and I feel the proposed PUD works exactly in the opposite
direction of what I sense Montana was, is and should continue to be. I feel this project very much
works against the reason many folks continue to live in or move to Whitefish. We tend to value the
character and scale of a rural mountain town along with the open space and wildlife habitat, scenic
views and established traditional neighborhoods.   I also feel the positioning of this density is
misplaced regarding the already established neighborhoods and would overwhelm them and the
roads and services tucked into this tight little corner of Whitefish. Traffic in this area is already
becoming problematic and there is little room for future road development.
Growth may be inevitable, but I do not think the density proposed in this development is fitting in
this immediate area and I strongly oppose this commercial zone change that will totally change the
character of the area and overtax the roadways and other services. It is not consistent with our
Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density residential
development here. There are other areas around Whitefish much more capable of morphing with
future development with the room to support growing roads and services as required.

Please recognize my opposition to the Mountain Gateway Project and any changes in zoning in this
area that would overtax the current neighborhoods and the roads and services that are available.
Sincerely,
Roy Loman
Whitefish, Montana
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Public Comment on the proposed Gateway LLC Development Project
Wednesday, October 20, 2021 1:38:08 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to
allow for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including
270 high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of
the properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
I, Lauren Macdonald, a born citizen of Whitefish request that the planning board
recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications
as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for a development of this magnitude in
regards to traffic implications, water quality, stormwater, and environmental impact. It is
paramount that traffic implications be considered all the way to the viaduct as this is the only
grade-separated route for emergency evacuation. As a soon to be Bachelors of Science
Community Planning graduate, I can uniquely speak to how this development is not in
accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish as embodied in Whitefish’s growth
policy:
1.
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small-town feel of the
community and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will
preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and
traditional neighborhoods that make our community special. We will make a
special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish
the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we
will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision
Statement, pg. 9.
2.
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“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and
keep our community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and
economic diversity of our community is threatened, and we will strive to
maintain it. We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services
that support us all. And we will provide the affordable housing so that our
teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and others whose
services we depend on, can continue to be a part of this community.” Growth
Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.
Whitefish is a place that I once called my beautiful and unique home. Back in 2000, I
was born in the old hospital next to the Duck Lodge Inn. I was lovingly raised by my parents,
Kristi and Lindsay Macdonald, who are local natives that have worked and owned businesses
in Whitefish. When I went off to college out of state I realized just how unique Whitefish is.
My university peers did not have the same education, social, and community experiences I had
living in Whitefish. Growing up in rural Whitefish I learned how to greet strangers, I learned
how to grow sustainable food for our school system and I learned the importance of
community.
It is sad to say that Whitefish, the beautiful town that I grew up in, is currently
unrecognizable. For the past 10 to 5 years the city of Whitefish has been heading in the
direction of a megaresort. I believe that the decision on this development project will be
the final line drawn in the sand that will dictate if we, Whitefish, will stay rural or if we
will become the next megaresort. In university community planning classes we learn that the
most important concepts in city planning are:
1.
Sense of Place
a.
Aesthetic appeal.
2.
Sense of Community
a.
Accessible public land for recreation and free community events.
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3.
Social and Economic Equity
a.
Accessible and affordable employee housing.
4.
Environmental Protection
a.
Natural habitat protection and safe resources such as water and air quality.
The Mountain Gateway PUD development project goes against each of these community
planning principles. I plead to the planning board and city council members to deny the
Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted.
Thank you for your time and consideration,
Lauren Macdonald
Whitefish Citizen
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway PUD
Sunday, October 17, 2021 9:25:38 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish City Council Members and Planning Board,
We are writing in regards to the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and zoning map amendment applications. This
proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and
East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including
270 high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and does
not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
We request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for a development of this magnitude in regards to
traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications
be considered at all the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
This developement certainly does notalign with our community’s vision for Whitefish as stated in the growth policy:
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and will preserve those
values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and
traditional neighborhoods that make our community special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water
clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our community, and
we will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our community safe for
pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of our community is threatened, and we will
strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And we
will provide affordable housing so that our teachers, police officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and others
whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of this community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 910.
As a Whitefish business owner, I can tell you with 100% authenticity that NONE of my employees live in Whitefish
due to the cost of living. We are already failing our work force by not providing affordable housing, and only
catering to the influx of extremely wealthy residents and part time residents. Please don’t let our town become
another Crested Butte, CO where shops, restaurants and business can’t operate normal hours because the megawealthy have priced the work force out of town. A travesty. We have to do better to protect our special community.
Please remember and honor our growth policy’s vision statement “The citizens of whitefish value the scale,
character, and small town feel of the community and will preserve those values as the community grows.”
We are urgently requesting the city to not permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is directly
at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If approved, this commercial zone change will
forever change the character of the area. It is not consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent
for commercial and high-density residential development.
Our town is special, because we have fought to protect the small town vibe. If we allow this kind of development,
it’s setting a dangerous precedent that will no doubt harm the future of our community vision.
Sincerely,
Kate and Andy Maetzold
Owner, Buffalo Cafe Inc.
Radiologic Technologist at North Valley Hospital
10-17-21
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Support for Mountain Gateway Development
Thursday, October 21, 2021 12:24:57 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Hi Wendy,
I am writing to support the new Mountain Gateway housing development for local workers
and employers who are struggling with the Whitefish housing shortage. Additionally, as a
resident who lives north of town, my support for a new manned fire/EMS station also follows.
This will create more traffic along Wisconsin avenue for me personally, but I am 100%
willing to put the local community first. Having spent nearly a decade in Colorado resort
destination towns, I have seen the unfortunate consequences of what happens when locals
can't find affordable housing. We chose Whitefish because it has such a strong sense of locally
owned business and community. With the influx of traffic to the town and surrounding
attractions, it only seems logical that we should have reasonably priced options for local
workers, or individuals/families who aren't bringing in outside wages.
Please have my comments added to the official record.
Thank you,
Dustin McMillen
Whitefish, MT 59937
-Dustin McMillen
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project- Save Whitefish!
Saturday, October 16, 2021 8:30:31 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to
allow for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including
270 high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of
the properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
The planning board should deny the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for a development of this
magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental
impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered at all the way to the viaduct as
this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
This development is not in accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish as
embodied in the growth policy:
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community
and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our
open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our
community special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will
keep downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our
community, and we will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy
Vision Statement, pg. 9.
“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our
community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of
our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to
out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And we will provide affordable
housing so that our teachers (my wife), police officers, firefighters, sales and service people,
and others whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of this community.”
Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.
As a Flathead Valley local and a resident of Whitefish for the last ten years, Whitefish and the
whole valley deserve thoughtful, community enriching development from our developers. We
deserve better!
We, the citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community
and those values need to be preserved as the community grows. That is why I have chosen to
raise my family here.
I urge you not to permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is directly at
the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If approved, this commercial
zone change will forever change the character of the area. It is not consistent with our Growth
Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density residential
development.
Save Whitefish!! Jesse Miller, Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke; Wendy Compton-Ring
Mountain Gateway Project- Save Whitefish!
Saturday, October 16, 2021 9:46:08 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to
allow for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including
270 high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of
the properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced
below.
The planning board should deny the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for a development of this
magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental
impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered at all the way to the viaduct as
this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
This development is not in accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish as
embodied in the growth policy:
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community
and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our
open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our
community special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will
keep downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our
community, and we will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy
Vision Statement, pg. 9.
“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our
community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity
of our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth
to out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And we will provide
affordable housing so that our teachers (myself included), police officers, firefighters, sales
and service people, and others whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of
this community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.
As a Flathead Valley local and a resident of Whitefish for the last ten years, Whitefish and
the whole valley deserve thoughtful, community enriching development from our
developers. We deserve better!
We, the citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the
community and those values need to be preserved as the community grows. That is why I
have chosen to raise my family here.
I urge you not to permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is directly
at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If approved, this
commercial zone change will forever change the character of the area. It is not consistent
with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density
esidential development. Save Whitefish!!
Sara Miller
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
mhowke@cityofwhitefish.com
Mountain Gateway Project
Sunday, October 17, 2021 5:27:57 PM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
> My husband and I are vehemently opposed to this invasive project. It would add too much traffic to the already
overburdened Wisconsin Avenue corridor. Before a massive project of this size can be considered, a concrete plan
to address the traffic congestion must be approved. Also, the continuing water and sewer issues will be
compounded. Whitefish is not ready to approve this project. Please say a resounding “NO”!!
>
> Lee Minton
>
> Email -
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke; Wendy Compton-Ring
Development at the base of Big Mountain Road
Monday, October 18, 2021 1:19:47 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
City of Whitefish,
We are writing in opposition of the development planned for the base of Big Mountain
Roadway. We have lived and worked in Whitefish since 1979 and resided in Houston Point
since 1992. We love Whitefish and our neighborhood. This development will bring a
considerable amount of more traffic, chase away wild animals and their habitat, add
congestion to an already very busy Wisconsin Ave., increase safety issues with cars, walkers,
bikers, etc. We don’t think this should be rushed through. Please give consideration to the
quality of life in the Whitefish we all share and want to enjoy for years to come.
Kindly,
Tim & Joyce Murphy
Whitefish, MT 59937

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 824 of 1405

October 20, 2021
To:

City of Whitefish
Email: wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org
Cc:

Mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org

Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members
I am writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple
properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for
commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270 highdensity units. As proposed, this project does not meet Whitefish’s Growth Policy and in
particular its Vision Statement.
We have owned our home on Houston Drive for 10 years. We have noticed over the past two
years a significant increase in traffic, a lack of restaurant capacity and many other reduced
services due to lack of employees. In particular, the traffic over the viaduct into downtown has
been increasingly restricted as a result of increased residential development along Wisconsin
Avenue. In addition, the closed land borders meant many of the seasonal Canadian homeowners
weren’t able to visit Whitefish the past two years, which will add even more congestion as the
borders are reopened.
All that to say that Whitefish is going through significant growing pains which will take years to
sort out. We were gobsmacked then to learn of the proposed development of 318 residential units
at the corner of Big Mountain Road and Lakeshore Drive. There is no way Whitefish has the
infrastructure to support this development in addition to all the current development already
being undertaken.
The City’s own Growth Policy provides the rationale for denying this project. It states:
“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our
community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of our
community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to outpace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And we will provide affordable
housing so that our teachers, police officers, fire fighters, sales and service people, and others
whose services we depend on, can continue to be a part of this community.”
Our strenuous objection to approval of this project is aligned with the Whitefish Growth Policy:
1) The proposed development will outpace the vital facilities that support us all – the
viaduct across the railroad tracks into downtown Whitefish cannot support the proposed
development. If approved, the development poses a significant egress threat to evacuation
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in case of emergency, in addition to posing a nuisance for everyday traffic into Whitefish
from Wisconsin Avenue.
2) The proposed development will outpace the vital services that support us all – Whitefish
is already struggling with current population levels – approving a development on the
proposed scale would only exacerbate this issue.
In summary, we vehemently oppose the proposed development and urge council to deny this
application.
Yours truly,
Rutger and Laura Niers
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Proposed Development - Big Mountain Road
Monday, October 18, 2021 11:29:51 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to
allow for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including
270 high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of
the properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
I grew up in Whitefish, just around the corner of this proposed development in Houston
Circle, and seeing those beautiful woods that is home to so many deer and other creatures
changed in such a stark way would be absolutely heartbreaking for me and many others. It
would forever change the character of the area and small town feel of the community. Please
consider declining this proposed development.
I request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and
Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for a
development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water,
and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered at all the
way to the viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community
and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our
open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our
community special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will
keep downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our
community, and we will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy
Vision Statement , pg. 9.
“As Whitefish grows, it will face many challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our
community safe for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and economic diversity of
our community is threatened, and we will strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to
out-pace the vital facilities and services that support us all. And we will provide affordable
housing so that our teachers,
police officers, firefighters, sales and service people, and others whose services we depend on,
can continue to be a part of this community.” Growth Policy Vision Statement , pg. 9-10.
I do not wish to see the city permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is
directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If approved, this
commercial zone change will forever change the character of the area. It is not consistent with
our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density residential
development.
Sincerely,
Hayley Murphy Ohlrich, Whitefish, MT 59937
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Dear Whitefish Planning Board,
I am writing in support of the Mountain Gateway Development. I strongly believe that this
development, with its 270 apartments and 24 townhomes, could have a very significant impact
on housing those important community members that are currently being forced to live in their
vehicles, pack into housing like sardines, or being forced to leave Whitefish all together. These
housing options have the potential to house folks from restaurant workers, teachers, firefighters,
police officers, and other important members of our community. I do not support the 24 luxury
condo units, and believe that there should be an effort by the developers to ensure that those
who currently live on the property are given the opportunity to move into the housing units at
Mountain Gateway.
My decision to support this large housing development did not happen overnight. I am from a
family who has lived in Whitefish for over a century, and I feel deep grief and anger about a lot
of the changes that I have seen over my lifetime. The change that brings me the most grief
though is seeing friends, family members, folks I grew up with, and long-time locals being forced
out of the community that they love and have roots in. I grew up with folks from all
socioeconomic backgrounds and I think that it is very important that Whitefish does not lose
even more of its economic diversity than it already has. You should not have to be rich in order
to live in Whitefish, and having diverse housing options all around town, within city limits is
extremely important to maintaining a strong community.
It is clear we have been down this development road before. When the development on East
2nd Street was initially proposed, there was going to be 174 units. 164 of the unit would have
been apartments. Because of the density, the developers would have had to include affordable
housing in this development. When the proposal was brought to the public’s attention, the
neighborhood was loudly against the idea. I grew up on 2nd street and I was one of the
community members that were extremely opposed to development in that beautiful open field. I
understand now that I was wrong in my opinion, and that when the neighbors came out against
the development, it couldn’t stop the development, but instead, it turned it into a significantly
smaller, mostly single-family home development (54 single-family homes and 8 townhomes).
This reduction in size then eliminated the affordable housing units. Not only did opposing the
development stop affordable housing units from being built, but it also created a development
full of houses that are priced much more than the majority of Whitefish workers can afford. The
initially proposed 2nd street development would have created equitable housing opportunities in
a zone that is close to the schools, downtown, and recreation areas. We could have provided
opportunities for all walks of life to have a high quality of life in Whitefish, but instead, we chose
to react with fear of change and kicked the can further down the road. We do not have to do that
with the Mountain Gateway Development. I think it is important to push for even more affordable
and reasonably priced housing units and work with developers to create the best development
possible for our community.
I ask you today to vote in favor of the Mountain Gateway Development so that we can continue
to work towards a Whitefish built for everyone, not just the rich.
Mallory Phillips
Whitefish
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Opposition
Monday, October 18, 2021 2:29:00 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner
Michelle Howke, City Clerk
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org
mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment Application
My name is Anand Rahim and I have been a frequent visitor of Whitefish for over a decade, with family
owned property in Iron Horse for over 25 years.
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at
the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development
and the development of 318 residential units, including 270 high-density units. As proposed, the project is
inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and does not represent the community’s vision for
the area as referenced below.
I strongly request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications as submitted. Virtually zero due diligence has been done for a
development of this magnitude in regard to traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and
environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered specifically from all the way
to the viaduct as this is the only route for daily use and emergency evacuation. As you know, the traffic on
Wisconsin is now unbearable during peak tourist seasons which is currently the majority of the calendar
year. THIS MUST BE ADDRESSED PRIOR TO ANY FURTHER MAJOR DEVELOPMENT NORTH OF
THE VIADUCT!
This development is not in accordance with and is as a matter of fact contrary to our community’s vision
for Whitefish as embodied in the growth policy:
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and
will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our open
spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our community
special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will keep downtown
Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we will
maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
                                                  i.“As Whitefish grows, it will face many
challenges. We will manage traffic and keep our community safe
for pedestrians and cyclists. We see that the social and
economic diversity of our community is threatened, and we will
strive to maintain it. We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital
facilities and services that support us all. And we will provide
affordable housing so that our teachers, police officers,
firefighters, sales and service people, and others whose services
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we depend on, can continue to be a part of this community.”
Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9-10.

  
As a long-term patron of Whitefish I urge you to honor our growth policy’s vision statement “The citizens
of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and will preserve those
values as the community grows.”
I strongly oppose the City of Whitefish permanently changing the zoning of the southernmost parcel that
is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If approved, this
commercial zone change will forever change the character of the area. It is not consistent with our
Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density residential development.

Anand and Whitney Rahim

  

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 830 of 1405

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications
Wednesday, October 20, 2021 8:58:46 PM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
My name is Kristin Ramsey and I am a resident of Whitefish. I’m writing to provide public comment on the
Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves
changing the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to
allow for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270 high-density units.
As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the properties and does not represent the
community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
As so many of Whitefish’s concerned residents have expressed, I too am requesting that the planning board
recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted. The due
diligence has not been done for a development of this magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality,
storm water, and environmental impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered at all the way to the
viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
I am strongly opposed to this project.
Our community is balanced and thriving without the overwhelming, short-sighted building project proposed. Why
compromise so much that makes Whitefish a wonderful, safe community to raise our families and enjoy quality of
life. I, and my family urge the board to honor our town’s growth policy vision statement:
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community and will preserve those
values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and
traditional neighborhoods that make our community special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water
clean. We will keep downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our community, and
we will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement, pg. 9.
Preserving these qualities, as our town has committed to, will ensure that our children and our children’s children
will have the future and quality of life that we value and want to perpetuate.
My family does not wish to see the city permanently change the zoning of the southernmost parcel that is directly at
the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. If approved, this commercial zone change will
forever change the character of the area. It is not consistent with our Growth Policy and sets a dangerous precedent
for commercial and high-density residential development.
Thank you for considering the opinions of your residents and their wishes for a safe, healthy and responsible
Whitefish town.
With very kind regards,
Kristin Ramsey
October 20, 2021

Whitefish MT 59937

Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
stop mountain gateway
Thursday, October 21, 2021 4:27:46 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
My name is Mitch Ramsey and as so many of Whitefish’s residents have
expressed, I too am requesting that the planning board recommend denial of the
Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted.
The due diligence has not been done for a development of this magnitude in
regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental
impact. It is paramount that traffic implications be considered at all the way to the
viaduct as this is the only grade separated route for emergency evacuation.
I am a resident of Whitefish. I’m writing to provide public comment on the
Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications.
This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at the
intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for
commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including
270 high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing
land use of the properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the
area as referenced below.
I am strongly opposed to this project.
Our community is balanced and thriving without the overwhelming, short-sighted
building project proposed. Why compromise so much that makes Whitefish a
wonderful, safe community to raise our families and enjoy quality of life. I, and
my family urge the board to honor our town’s growth policy vision statement:
Whitefish has a scale, character, and small town feel that is appealing, this
appauling development is not in line with what the citizens want. We need to
preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and
traditional neighborhoods that make our community special. Preserving these
qualities, as our town has committed to, will ensure that our children and our
children’s children will have the future and quality of life that we value and want
to perpetuate.
My family does not wish to see the city permanently change the zoning of the
southernmost parcel that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive
and Big Mountain Road. If approved, this commercial zone change will forever
change the character of the area. It is not consistent with our Growth Policy and
sets a dangerous precedent for commercial and high-density residential
development.
Please make the right decision and deny this development.
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October 20, 2021
Heather and Scott Tucker
Whitefish, MT 59937
City of Whitefish
418 E 2nd Street, PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
We are writing regarding the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
applications. As you know, this project is requesting approval to change the zoning for the
properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive, for the
development of commercial properties and 318 residential units. The devastating effect a
development of this magnitude would have on this immediate area and our community as a
whole is overwhelming, and I hope the planning board and City Council Members will deny this
application.
The traffic on East Lakeshore Drive is already quite heavy, and it is clear this single route to
town from this residential area would be dangerously crowded and dramatically change the
quality of living for all residents. Emergency evacuation, fire protection, access to recreation;
would all be significantly compromised.
But mostly, the heart and character of Whitefish would be changed forever. In our Growth
Policy Vision Statement, it states, “The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and
small town feel of the community and will preserve those values as the community grows. We
will preserve and enhance our open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional
neighborhoods that make our community special. … We will keep downtown Whitefish the
commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our community, and we will maintain its
friendliness, accessibility, and scale. … We will not allow growth to out-pace the vital facilities
and services that support us all.”
We moved to Whitefish for the qualities described above, absolutely love the community, and
hope we can work together to ensure these hugely valuable characteristic which define our
town are always maintained.
Thank you for your consideration and your good work on behalf of all of the citizens of
Whitefish.
Best,
Heather and Scott Tucker
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Opposition to Mountain Greenway Project PUD
Monday, October 18, 2021 2:28:08 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Whitefish City Planning Commission
Whitefish City Council
Please be advised that I object to any type of approval to the Mountain Greenway Project PUD and
associated projects
The hypocrisy of the Whitefish City Council and Planning Commission is so blatant that I am at a loss
for words.
As a citizen of Whitefish it is already nearly impossible to live in my community. With Explore
Whitefish working year-round to create a massive overwhelming influx of visitors to Whitefish, I can
not get into restaurants for weeks at a time, I can’t find a parking place to conduct routine business
and errands in town, and I can’t even walk the streets downtown without encountering large groups
of groups walking together forcing us off the sidewalks. The Alta development behind the hospital
and the two recently approved hotels for Whitefish will further already overwhelm us. What
happened to the limited number of utility connections +/- 600 utility connections that “remained?”.
All the while the virtue signaling members of the city council trumpet their Climate Action Plan. The
hypocrisy is undeniable.
Who benefits from such overdevelopment? Not the citizens of Whitefish who permanently reside
here. The catering to the business and developer community makes me wonder how far the
benefits spread and who really benefits.
Perhaps the Whitefish City motto should actually be “Money Talks, shit walks”
T. Valentiner
Whitefish, MT
Sent from Mail for Windows
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Arim Mountain Gateway PUD Opposition Comments
Thursday, October 21, 2021 4:55:20 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Hello Wendy,
I would like to comment on the Arim Mountain Gateway PUD.
I would first like to be sure that all of the Apartments , townhouses and condominiums are not allowed to
have nightly rentals, but long term leases only ( minimum 6 months) with 20% percent of the units
provided for low-income housing.
We must demand that developers have a conscience for the needs of the community.
WHITEFISH IS FULL.
Wisconsin Avenue can not handle the pressure of this development, nor can the turnoff to Big Mountain
Road without significant improvements. Folks living on Texas, Colorado, etc, will never be able to get out
onto Wisconsin Ave.
The development must pay for improvements to the road, and accommodations for affordable housing.
I would also like to propose that they include a significant parking area for a shuttle bus to Whitefish
Mountain Resort and to Downtown.
Bike paths must be connect to existing paths.
Please ask for a NEW PLAN as this is TOO MUCH.
Thank you for your time and consideration,
Joan

Joan Vetter Ehrenberg
Whitefish, Montana 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
STANCE AGAINST MOUNTAIN GATEWAY PROJECT
Tuesday, October 19, 2021 4:25:14 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
To ALL Whitefish City Council Members and Whitefish Planning Board:
I am reaching out regarding the proposed Mountain Gateway Project that is being
proposed at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive. I
understand this proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at
this intersection which would allow for commercial and residential units, including 270
high-density units.
AS this project is proposed, the project is TOTALLY inconsistent with the existing land
use of the properties and DOES NOT represent the community’s vision for this area.
We need the Whitefish Planning Board AND City Council members to deny the
Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted.
Whomever is behind this project has not studied the effects this project will have on the
community of Whitefish. TRAFFIC, WATER QUALITY, HOW WILL THIS IMPACT
the ENVIORNMENT, VISUAL IMPACT, etc… IS THIS REALLY HOW AND
WHERE WE WANT GROWTH TO OCCUR IN WHITEFISH? Is this the best use of
that land, there must be a developer with better visions on how this property can be
developed IF it has to be developed!!
The proposed project will have a huge impact on what type of projects the Planning
Board and City Council Members will be proposed in the future.
Does this project embody the goals and long term thoughts for growth in Whitefish? We
will NO LONGER have a small town feel!!! I KNOW that the proposed project is not
aligned with the GROWTH POLICY VISION STATEMENT!   You Planning Board
Members and City Council Members know that too - SO WHY not DENY the Project
due to its scope and Wait for a Developer who wants to preserve Whitefish and keep it
great with that “small town” feel and make the right decision for the COMMUNITY you
all represent!!!
Maintain the rules/guidelines you have now for Whitefish and DO NOT approve or let
developers take away from the character of our little community. Do NOT change the
intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road with the proposed project.
YOU WILL NEVER GET THE LAND BACK or GET THE CHANCE to approve a
project that enhances our beautiful, charming and well planned Community!!!
Jill & Gene Walsh
Oct 19, 2021
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Gateway Project
Tuesday, October 19, 2021 3:02:58 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.

Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council members,
First, thank you very much for serving on the Planning
Board and undertaking this task. I appreciate all the
work and service of the City Council members as well.
My name is Lisa Weber and I am a resident of Whitefish.

I am writing to urge the Planning Board to reject the
Mountain Gateway project. It is too big in scale and I
do not think the full impact on Whitefish, the
surrounding community, wildlife movement, traffic and
resources have been fully considered.
If the project were to move forward I think it will
permanently alter and negatively change Whitefish
forever. Whitefish will no longer possess the charming,
small town feel it has today.
It is my sincere hope that this project is rejected by
one and all. We need to think about doing the right
thing for the Whitefish community and not just think
about unnecessary overdevelopment, greed and money.
Thank you for your consideration and diligence in this
matter of great importance. Once again, I appreciate
your hard work and time.
Sincerely,
Lisa Weber
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Opposition to the Mountain Gateway development at the corner of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore
Avenues...
Wednesday, October 20, 2021 8:17:43 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members I am writing to provide public comments to the proposed Mountain Gateway development. I
would like to voice my family's opposition to the proposed Mountain Gateway development
PUD application and zoning amendment. Zoning rules are in place for a reason and granting
an exception to these rules should only be granted when there is a shared benefit to the
surrounding community.
This development will only accrue value to the few individuals building the development and
cost our community in terms of reduced availability to emergency services and the lifestyle
that so many of us in the Whitefish community invested in through taxes and compliance with
zoning and other regulations. This development is contrary to what is outlined in the City of
Whitefish's growth policy.
I only need to point to the Quarry development that was approved as a single-family housing
and is now a group time share apartments listed for rent across the Internet. This cheapens
the allure of our beautiful Whitefish and only accrues a quick profit to a few selfish
individuals.
Are the developers paying for the additional resources required in terms of safety services?
How are they going to accommodate the tax paying full time residents for the additional
traffic and loss of natural beautify.
Please vote NO on the proposed Mountain Gateway development PUD and zoning
amendment.

Best,
Shaun Wiley
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Comments on Mountain Gateway Project
Tuesday, October 19, 2021 10:29:46 PM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for multiple properties at the intersection of Big
Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow for commercial development and the development of 318
residential units, including 270 high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use
of the properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
I urge you to deny the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications.
The proposal is inconsistent with area development plan and ill conceived. The resultant traffic congestion will
significantly increase the risk of accidents, delay emergency vehicles and slow existing resident progress along East
Lakeshore Drive.
I am disgusted that you would consider enriching developers at the risk of driving away existing tourism dollars and
harming residents. This proposal is short sighted and inconsistent with the Growth Policy Vision Statement. I hope
you will wholeheartedly reject it.
Sincerely,
Dr. Michael Wilkins
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke; Wendy Compton-Ring
Recommending denial of the Mountain Gateway Project as submitted
Thursday, October 21, 2021 4:26:49 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members:
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications that are necessary to proceed with the project at the intersection
of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive.
As I understand it, the project would develop 318 residential units with the majority of them
being high density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area.
My husband and I have owned property off of East Lakeshore Drive for 9 1/2 years. In that
time, we have welcomed the growth of Whitefish and appreciated the additional amenities that
it has afforded our community. In large part, I believe there has been a thoughtful, considered
approach given to managed growth here. As we all know, you cannot control growth, you can
only manage it. I know it is the sincere effort on behalf of our city leaders to manage it well.
That is the crux of my issue with proceeding with this development. In a year where we have
not had the wonderful opportunity to welcome our Canadian friends and visitors that we value
so much (and their contributions to our community over many years), we still had record
volumes on Whitefish Mountain, on our roads, in our restaurants and our on services. As as
result, traffic patterns have changed, congestion is real, planning ahead to get access to our
favorite activities is essential and issues of chaotic growth are upon us. This is not unique to
our community and there are countless communities that have managed the same issues well,
and many that have not. We are at a defining moment right now about the direction we are
headed. The decisions that are being made specifically related to this project will have
everlasting impacts on the viability of livability here and will define Whitefish as one of the
great places that did it right or not.
Balancing our interest in retaining the character of our beautiful community and welcoming
visitors and new residents is paramount. One of the great benefits of Whitefish is we have the
larger Flathead Valley to offer housing, recreation and services. We owned in a
ski/recreational community in Idaho for about a decade and it was totally landlocked really.
Whitefish is different in that it gives people who work and play in our community many
choices of housing options that are within a very reasonable distance and consistent with most
communities across the country where people commute to work and play.
I’m urging you to honor the growth policy’s vision statement “the citizens of Whitefish value
the scale, character and small town feel of the community and will preserve those values as the
community grows”.
I have seen the presentation by the developer. He appears to be a very thoughtful, sincere and
well intentioned individual. And, he knows this region well having grown up and built his
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career here. He readily acknowledges the current and potentially future traffic issues should
his development proceed. The obstacles he’s dealing with in his planning are many and one
outcome we’ve learned is that there is no plan at the state or federal level to address traffic
issues on Wisconsin Avenue.
The round about is a clever and helpful step to partially address some of the congestion. But,
in considering traffic downstream, (or upstream) going in and out of Houston Drive, Murdock
Lane and other roads with active residents attempting to turn on or off of East Lakeshore and
Wisconsin will not be addressed with that approach. The infrastructure just simply does not
and will not support this development in the proposed location.
Again, I’m writing to ask the city NOT TO APPROVE permanently changing the zoning of
the southernmost parcel that is directly at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big
Mountain Road. If approved, this commercial zone change will forever change the character
of the area. It is not consistent with our growth policy and sets a dangerous precedent for
commercial and high density residential development.
Sincerely,
DJ Wilson
Whitefish, MT. 59937
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Flathead Families for Responsible Growth
Sunday, October 17, 2021 2:43:39 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
To whom it may concern,
My wife and I own a home in Elk Highlands (
).
We have become aware of the activity of Flathead Families for Responsible Growth.
As we are aligned with its mission, we would like to know how to become a member and to
contribute towards the cause.
Thank you and sincerely,
Steven K Winegar.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Importance:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
The proposed Mountain Gateway PUD application and The proposed Zoning Amendment application
Wednesday, October 20, 2021 2:27:18 PM
High

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
My wife and I are property owners of
in the Iron Horse Community. We
are against the proposed “Mountain Gateway PUD Application” and the proposed “Zoning
Amendment Application.” The rezoning & PUD would have a detrimental effect on traffic, noise,
scenic views, and our property value. Additionally, the current infrastructure cannot support the
increased traffic and volumes.
Please deny the “Mountain Gateway PUD Application” and the “Zoning Amendment Application”.
Sincerely,
Wirt and Linda Yerger
Wirt and Linda Yerger
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Mountain Gateway Project
Wednesday, October 27, 2021 4:07:22 PM

        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
We are writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Projects PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
applications. We are long term residents of Whitefish and own a home here.
We are adamantly requesting that you recommend denial of the applications as submitted. We believe that this
project is not in accordance with our community’s vision for Whitefish as embodied in the growth policy.
We won’t belabor you with talking points that we know you have heard reiterated numerous times, but we concur
with the views of Flathead Families for Responsible Growth, have signed their petition, have urged our friends and
neighbors to sign as well and will make continuous financial donations to this organization because it supports our
viewpoints, values and beliefs.
Please do not continue developers to undermine the character of Whitefish that so many of us value, to continue to
stress our resources and services, and put our community’s safety at risk for profit.
Thank you for your community service and for taking our comments into consideration.
Sincerely,
Katherine and Ronald Bachrach
Whitefish, MT 59937
Sent from my iPhone
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Mountain Gateway Traffic Impact Study: Expert Review
City of Whitefish, Montana

Report Prepared by:

Professor Ahmed Al-Kaisy, PhD, PE

Specialist Field:

Traffic and Highway Engineering

Date:

October 20, 2021
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INTRODUCTION
This report presents the results of the review of the Mountain Gateway Development Traffic
Impact Study (TIS). The study was prepared by the WGM group and dated August 24, 2021 (1).
I have been asked by Mrs. Michelle Tafoya Weinberg, of the Weinberg & Hromadka, PLLC, to
conduct a technical review of the TIS for the proposed development. The focus of this review
has been on the underlying principles, assumptions, and approaches used in estimating future
traffic impacts as well as on potential safety impacts of the proposed development on the
surrounding roadway network.
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BACKGROUND
The proposed Mountain Gateway development is a mixed-use development located in the
northeast and northwest corners of the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain
Road in Whitefish, Montana. The proposed development is anticipated to consist of 318
multifamily residential units (270 apartments, 24 multi-family high-end owner-occupied
residential units, and 24 townhomes), and approximately 40,000 square feet of mixed-use
commercial space. The general location of the proposed development and the surrounding
roadways are shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Location of the Mountain Gateway Development in Whitefish, MT (1)
The TIS estimated future traffic impacts of the proposed development using sample traffic
counts that were collected in July and December of the year 2020. Specifically, the study
collected traffic counts at major intersections in the study area during the morning (7:00-9:00
AM) and afternoon (4:00-6:00 PM) of two working days in July and December of that year Wednesday, July 7th, Thursday, July 8th, Tuesday, December 29th, and Wednesday, December
30th. All these days fell during the work week and none of these days are state or federal
observed holidays. The December traffic counts were used throughout the analysis as they were
greater than the July traffic counts. The study used a design year of 2025 when the full buildout
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of the proposed development will take place. To forecast the amount of traffic in the design year,
the study used a growth rate of 3% for the 5-year time span which was estimated using historical
traffic data.

REVIEW FINDINGS
The review identified a number of limitations/flaws that would affect the validity of the
Mountain Gateway TIS findings. These limitations are discussed in the following sections.

Estimating Baseline Traffic for Analysis
In establishing baseline traffic, the review identified three major limitations which could
seriously affect the TIS findings. These limitations are discussed below.
Selection of Peak Traffic Periods: The TIS used the morning and afternoon peak periods during
two working days in December in the analysis. Specifically, the study collected traffic counts at
major intersection sites for the morning and afternoon peak periods for two days in July and two
days in December in 2020. As traffic volumes in December were higher than those in July, the
study used the December vehicle counts as baseline traffic for the study.
By considering peak periods during working days only, the study treated the Big Mountain
Road and the East Lakeshore Road (surrounding roadways) as commuter routes. This is a major
limitation in the analysis which could have serious implications on study findings. Specifically,
the Big Mountain Road provides the only general access to the Whitefish Mountain Resort (2)
which is the most important trip generator during the winter season. Consequently, recreational
trips to the ski resort during the winter ski season are expected to constitute the majority of trips
using this road. Therefore, the peak traffic on the Big Mountain Road should be observed during
the time when peak trips to the Ski Resort takes place. Those trips usually peak during weekends
and holidays, and not necessarily during the typical commute peak periods on working days.
The use of peak traffic on weekends and holidays is consistent with state of practice in
conducting traffic impact analyses when recreational routes are part of the study area. For
example, guidelines published by California Department of Transportation states: “Seasonal and
weekend variations in traffic should also be considered where appropriate (i.e., recreational
routes, tourist attractions, harvest season, etc.). In general, the TIS should include a morning
(a.m.) and an evening (p.m.) peak hour analyses. Other peak hours (e.g., 11:30 a.m. to 1:30 p.m.,
weekend, holidays, etc.) may also be required to determine the significance of the traffic impacts
generated by a project.” (3).
The rationale is that recreational areas such as ski resorts, National parks, etc. tend to
generate traffic that is likely to peak outside the typical weekday peak periods. Further, the
peaking characteristics for recreational routes are different from those on urban commuter routes.
For example, the 30th highest hour on a recreational route is estimated to be around 22% of the
Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) while its counterpart on commuter routes is estimated to
be around 10.5% (4). In another document published by the Oregon Department of
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Transportation, 9%-12% were recommended for the 30th highest hour on an urban commuter
route versus 11%-25% on recreational routes (5).
Based on what is presented above, it is my opinion that, besides weekday traffic counts, the
study should have collected data during weekends when the ski trips are expected to reach its
peak, such as 8-11 AM and 3-6 PM on a couple of Saturdays during the winter ski season.
Adjusting Traffic Volumes for Peak Season: Variations in traffic use and seasonal effects should
be taken into account when compiling traffic volumes from manual counts (5). The traffic
volumes for the analysis hours should be adjusted for the peak season using seasonal adjustment
factors. Specifically, the manual counts collected on two weekdays in December should be
adjusted to represent the peak month of the year, as the report provides no evidence or assurance
that December is the peak month of the year (the Whitefish ski resort may generate more traffic
during other months in the winter season). There is enough guidance in practice on how to do
this adjustment of manual counts. Even in the absence of relevant seasonal adjustment factors or
traffic patterns for the study area, assumptions could have been made to come up with
conservative baseline traffic volumes.
Impacts of COVID 19 on Travel in 2020: The year 2020 may not be representative of the amount
of traffic occurring during a “normal” year. This is consistent with the fact that the amount of
travel in the state declined by 6.2% overall, despite the fact that the amount of travel by truck
traffic increased by 2.7% (6). Further, many of the Canadian visitors who come to Whitefish
during peak season were not able to visit Whitefish in 2020 due to COVID-19 travel restrictions.
Therefore, a reasonable adjustment should have been made to account for the decline in travel
during the year 2020.

Inaccurate Conclusions in Traffic Analysis
The study concluded that all the intersections in the study area would operate at an
acceptable level of service (LOS) upon the buildout of the proposed development. This is
incorrect, at least for one of the future intersections that provides access to the proposed
development. Specifically, Table 10 on page 28 of the TIS report shows that the southbound
traffic would operate at LOS E at the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and site access (East)
upon the buildout of the development. Then the study states that “The analysis summarized in
Table 10 shows that the intersection will operate at a generally acceptable level of delay for a
driveway approach. No capacity improvements are required to accommodate the site-generated
traffic.” In capacity analyses, it is well-known that LOS E represent very poor operating
condition, and therefore all highways and intersections are never planned or designed to operate
at LOS E, even for highways with the lowest functional class. This poor operation is found
despite the fact that baseline traffic used in capacity analysis is likely to result in an overly
optimistic level of service for the intersections in the study area.
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Overlooking Potential Safety Impacts of Proposed Development
Safety impacts of the proposed development were not discussed in the Mountain Gateway
TIS. The section titled “Traffic Crash Analysis” on page 31 of the TIS does not provide any
information or discussion related to the proposed development (1). Instead, it only provides the
number and type of crashes at two intersections within the study area.
The main concern is related to the safety on the surrounding roadways, Big Mountain Road
and East Lakeshore Road, upon the buildout of the proposed development. The proposed
development layout/design includes six unrestricted access locations on the two roadways, four
on the Big Mountain Road and two on the East Lakeshore Road. This creates many conflict
points on the two roadways, and may compromise the safety of motorists, bicyclists, and
pedestrians using the two surrounding roadways. Specifically, the number of conflicts (a function
of access points and allowed movements) should be kept to a minimum as developments with
several designated access locations have the potential for broader safety impacts (5). The
elevated level of risk due to increased number of conflicts, while inconsistent with the basic
safety principles, contradicts the recent Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan goals and objectives.
Specifically, a primary goal of the plan is for the corridor to “have a connected, efficient, safe,
accessible and attractive transportation system to accommodate all modes of travel.” (2).
Therefore, the proposed design should be revised to provide fewer access points and restrict
turning movements whenever deemed necessary for maintaining safety on surrounding roadways.
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REVIEW SUMMARY
This report discussed the results of the technical review of the traffic impact study for the
proposed Mountain Gateway Development in Whitefish, Montana. The major review findings
are summarized below:
I.

A major flaw in estimating baseline traffic is that the TIS failed to consider the
peaking characteristics of recreational trips on the surrounding roadways, Big
Mountain Road, and East Lakeshore Road. These roads are likely to peak outside
of the typical weekday peak periods. Besides weekday traffic counts, the study
should have collected data during weekends when the ski trips are expected to
reach its peak.

II.

Another limitation in the estimation of baseline traffic is that the study directly used
manual traffic counts during weekday peak periods in December without adjusting
for the peak season using seasonal adjustment factors. Even in the absence of
relevant seasonal adjustment factors, the manual counts should be adjusted using
reasonable assumptions and engineering judgement.

III.

The baseline traffic estimation for the TIS should have considered the fact that the
year 2020 is not quite “normal” as the amount of travel decreased due to the
pandemic. The MDT statistics confirm this decline in travel during the period of
data collection used in the study (July and December 2020).

IV.

The provision of six unrestricted access points for the proposed development on the
surrounding roadways raise serious safety concerns about the proposed
development layout. This is inconsistent with the best practices in managing and
controlling access to maintain reasonable level of safety on the surrounding
roadways of proposed developments.
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Nov 9, 2021
City of Whitefish
Planning and Building Department
Attn: Wendy Compton-Ring
418 E 2nd Street
Whitefish, MT 59937
E-Mail: wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org
Re:

Proposed Land Use Action: Arim Mountain Gateway PUD & Zoning Map
Amendment/Conditional Zone Change Applications (File Nos. WPUD 21-03 and
WZC 21-03) – Supplemental Public Comments

Ms. Compton-Ring and Honorable Members of the Whitefish Planning Board,
As you know, this firm, along with Lindsey Hromadka and Michelle Weinberg of Weinberg
& Hromadka, PLLC, represent Flathead Families for Responsible Growth (“Flathead Families” or
“FFRG”) in connection with the above referenced WPUD and WZC applications (collectively, the
“Applications”) submitted by Arim Mountain Gateway (“Mountain Gateway”).
Flathead Families offers the following supplemental public comment and legal position
regarding the Applications. In support of Flathead Families’ position, we will be submitting an
expert report by Rick Nys, the Principal Traffic Engineer for Greenlight Engineering who has
reviewed the Traffic Impact Study (“TIS”) and Dr. Ahmed Al-Kaisy’s report on FFRG’s behalf,
which will offer a more detailed look into the development’s related traffic issues. We will provide
Mr. Nys’ report to the Planning Board prior to its November 18, 2021 hearing.
Flathead Families believes that not only does the Board have the authority and discretion to
recommend denial of these applications, we believe it has an obligation under the law. The
following issues should inform the Planning Board’s upcoming decision on these Applications.
1. Mountain Gateway fails to meet Whitefish City Code requirements for PUDs.
The Whitefish City Code (“WCC”) defines a PUD as follows:
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PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD): A tract of land developed or
proposed to be developed as an integrated unit. A PUD may be a planned residential
development, a mix of residential uses and commercial uses, or it may consist of
strictly commercial or industrial uses. This option is limited to the allowable density
of the underlying use district and the predominant uses within the PUD must be
that of the underlying zone.
WCC 11-9-2 (emphasis added.)
Further, WCC 11-2S-2 explicitly states that a Residential PUD is available “depending on the
underlying zoning and intended use” and “where the proposed product type, density, scale, and
character are appropriate and complement adjacent development.”
Flathead Families pointed out in its first letter that the Growth Policy’s land use designation
for the area was Suburban Residential, and that the current zoning for the area, WR-2 and WR-3, are
inconsistent with, and in violation of the Growth Policy. Despite the property’s suburban residential
character and land use designation in the 2007 Growth Policy, the property is inconsistently zoned
urban and multi-family residential as WR-2, WR-3, and County R-4. According to the Wisconsin
Avenue Corridor Plan, the zoning for the property is “in sharp contrast to the WLR zoning that is
located to the west and south, the low-density residential development to the north, and the resort
residential zoning (the Iron Horse Golf Club practice range) to the east.” Corridor Plan at 4-9. But
this development would not even be consistent with this existing, or “underlying”, zoning.
The WR-2 designation is intended for “residential purposes to provide for one-family and
two-family homes.” W.C.C. § 11-2G-1. The permitted residential dwellings allowed by right in the
WR-3 zoning district include one-family, two-family, and triplex dwellings. W.C.C. § 11-2H-2. By
contrast, the “predominate use” under the PUD would be the two large, four story apartment
buildings constituting 270 rental units (out of 318 for the entire proposal.), six fourplex buildings,
and a mixed-use commercial building. The predominate use propsed here is not allowed in the
underlying zoning. Thus, allowing this development as a PUD would be in violation of the
Whitefish Code’s PUD requirements.
In addition, because of the failure of the development to meet the PUD requirements, as
well as its inconsistency with actual uses in the surrounding area, this development would likely
constitute “spot zoning.” In looking at the relationship between PUD zoning and underlying
zoning, a Washington Court explained that:
Spot zoning emphasizes why the planned unit development does not trump
underlying zoning; if a planned unit development can be placed at any location
within a city regardless of the underlying or surrounding zoning, . . ., it might
raise issues of spot zoning and it might undermine the overall zoning plan. Planned
unit developments allow for flexibility in planning, in design, or in density. They do
not permit ad hoc land use decisions merely because a developer has decided
to employ the PUD process.
Citizens for Mount Vernon v. City of Mount Vernon, 133 Wash. 2d 861, 876, 947 P.2d 1208, 1216
(1997)
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As noted above, the development does not meet the City’s underlying PUD requirements.
Moreover, in looking at spot zoning, the Montana Supreme Court has focused on the uses in
the surrounding area. In the seminal case of Little v. Flathead County, the Court stated:
Undoubtedly, the county commissioners were engaged in spot zoning here. First, the
requested use of Cameron Tract for the commercial development of a regional shopping
center is significantly different from the prevailing residential use in the surrounding
area. The land is surrounded on three sides by the City boundaries, and this entire area is, by
the trial court's findings, almost 99 percent residential.
Little v. County Comm’rs, 193 Mont. 334, 347, 631 P.2d 1282, 1290 (1981), emphasis added.
In short, this development does not meet the City’s own requirements for a PUD, and its
approval would likely constitute spot zoning.

2. The Development does not offer a community benefit.
The applicant must also demonstrate that the project provides a clear community benefit
and justify why there is proper justification for any proposed deviations from standards of the
underlying zoning district and the Public Works Design Manual. W.C.C. § 11-2S-6. However, the
applicant has failed to provide a clear community benefit to justify approval of the PUD. As noted
in our prior letter, the developer’s offer of land for a fire station does not constitute the PUD
requirement for public facilities, without any plan to construct the station or showing that one at this
location would be a benefit. Similarly, there is no showing that the proposed SNOW bus stop at
this location would be any benefit given its location as what would be the last stop before the
mountain, when the buses at this point are usually full, and would presumably only be able to
include people from the development, not the general public. We incorporate by reference our prior
letter and the additional points made therein concerning community benefit.

3. The Proposed PUD is not consistent with the Growth Policy.
As discussed in detail in Flathead Families’ prior letter, the Mountain Gateway project is also
not consistent with the Growth Policy. However, it bears repeating that the law is clear on this
point – zoning decisions must be made “in accordance with the Growth Policy”. § 76-2-304 (1)(a),
MCA; Heffernan v. City of Missoula, 2011 MT 91, 360 Mont. 207, 255 P.3d 80. In the last planning
board meeting, it was also notable how many members of the public raised this issue in their public
comments.

4. The proposed PUD will not secure safety from fire, or promote public health, safety and welfare.
Among the basic requirements of zoning is that it will secure safety from fire and other
dangers, and will promote public health, safety and welfare. § 76-2-304 (1) (b)(I & ii), MCA. We
discussed this in detail in our prior letter, but would further note that the additional traffic findings
by P.E. Rick Nys, retained by Flathead Families, highlight significant issues questioning the viability
of the proposed transportation plan here. Among Mr. Nys’ findings are:
-

the trip generation presented in the TIS is not based on industry standards and
significantly underestimates trips generated by this development;
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-

several intersections near the site were omitted from the TIS although they are expected
to experience failure;
at least one intersection fails to meet City of Whitefish level of service (LOS) standards
with no mitigation proposed.
traffic counts used in the TIS are unreliable;
impacts to and facilitation of pedestrian traffic (which the development purportedly
encourages) have been largely ignored.
the proposed roundabout has numerous issues, including driveways and access roads
intersecting the roadway at the “splitter”, and a pedestrian crossing that appears to
intersect a driveway.

Given the already congested state of traffic in this area, and the potential impacts should a
wildfire or other natural disaster require evacuation, these issues all need to be addressed in greater
detail before this project can be approved.
Finally, it is important to note that both WPUD 21-03 and WZC 21-03 are legislative
matters. While outdated provisions in the Whitefish City Code often leads to confusion on how
such matters are characterized in the City, the law is clear. In Greens at Fort Missoula, LLC v. City of
Missoula, 897 P.2d 1078, 1082 (1995), the Montana Supreme Court held that both zoning and
rezoning decisions are legislative acts, not administrative or quasi-judicial acts, such that zoning
decisions are subject to the referendum vote to repeal the ordinance. See also Plains Grains L.P. v.
Bd. of Co. Commr’s. of Cascade Cnty., 2010 MT 155, ¶ 21, 357 Mont. 61, 238 P.3d 332 ("zoning
designations are legislative acts"); North 93 Neighbors, Inc. v. Bd. of Co. Commr’s. of Flathead Co., 2006
MT 132, ¶ 18, 332 Mont. 327, 137 P.3d 557 (“amending a growth policy or a zoning designation
constitutes a legislative act.”)
Conclusion
Thank you for your consideration and volunteer time. Flathead Families for Responsible
Growth ask that you consider these important factors as you evaluate this proposal. We urge the
Planning Board to recommend denial to the City Council, and for the City Council to deny the
Applications.
Sincerely,

MORRISON SHERWOOD WILSON & DEOLA PLLP
_________________________________
David K.W. Wilson, Jr.
////
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WEINBERG & HROMADKA, PLLC
____________________________
Michelle T. Weinberg

___________________________
Lindsey W. Hromadka
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke
Wendy Compton-Ring
FW: Mountain Gateway Project
Thursday, November 4, 2021 7:50:33 AM

From:
Sent: Thursday, November 4, 2021 7:02 AM
To: Michelle Howke <mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: Mountain Gateway Project
ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use
caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are
expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.

November 4, 2021
Michelle,
If the City is going to approve the Mountain Gateway project, does it
have to be ugly? Why can’t the design reflect the traditional architecture
in Whitefish instead of the cheap looking, shed roof design that has
been proposed? As the City rushes head long into growth at any cost
whether for so called worker housing or to accommodate the growing
number of tourists, does anyone consider what is happening to the look
and character of the City? Do we want to sacrifice the historical
character and charm of the City for these dubious ends? I think not! Is it
too much to ask this developer to design something that lifts our spirits
and maintains the character of Whitefish rather than saves him a few
dollars in construction costs?
The idea that the City should spend funds to have a consultant say that
the City will expand by some number of new residents in the next ten
years or that the City will experience a twenty-five percent increase in
tourism to justify building new or expanding existing infrastructure is
short sighted and wrong. The first question that needs to be answered is
do the people that live here already want these changes. I submit that
most do not.
Now please don’t tell me, “oh, you can’t stop growth”. Yes you can; you
just need the political will. In order to conserve our water supply, simply
limit the number of permits for water meters or quit spending funds to
expand the wastewater plant and spend the funds on other projects in
order to limit sewer hookups. Oh yes, growth can be slowed or even
stopped. I’ve seen it happen in Santa Barbara in the 1970’s.
Thank you.
Ken Fraser
Whitefish
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke
Wendy Compton-Ring
FW: Housing development proposal base of Big Montana
Monday, October 25, 2021 9:18:02 AM

From: Katie Gibson
>
Sent: Thursday, October 21, 2021 5:53 PM
To: Michelle Howke <mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: Housing development proposal base of Big Montana
ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use
caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are
expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
I am deeply disturbed at the thought of this hideous and completely inappropriate development
going in at the base of Big mountain! Please, please, please do not give this approval! I could see
possibly a single home development in half and maybe a park (tax write off for developer) on the
other half!
I’m sure you guys will all agree this is NOT Whitefish!
Sincerely,
Kathryn Gibson
Whitefish
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Building Department
Wendy Compton-Ring
FW: Gateway development project
Friday, October 22, 2021 8:23:52 AM

From: Karen Hinman <klhinman@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 21, 2021 5:16 PM
To: Building Department <buildingdept@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: Gateway development project
ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use
caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are
expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Planning Board,
Like many Whitefish residents I am seriously opposed to this new project. The impact of over 300
new dwellings in addition to all the building that has taken place on the north side of the viaduct will
have an enormous negative impact on the city’s quality of life.
Whitefish does not have unlimited resources be they environmental or human resources. Water and
sewer treatment will once again be over stressed. Air quality will be damaged by the huge increase
in traffic.
With 300 dwellings there will be a considerable increase in school age children to educate. The high
school is near capacity and will need an addition or new building to support increased enrollment.
And this is forever, as is the need for teachers who are in short supply.
And throwing out the lure of a “possible” day care center is disingenuous in the extreme.
A money making commercial project is not entitled to a zoning change just because it benefits the
developers.
Thank you,
Karen L. Hinman
56 Crestwood Drive
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Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,

October 10, 2021

We write to you providing our comments on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment applications. The proposed zoning changes for multiple properties at the intersection of
Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive allowing commercial development and 318 residential
units, including 270 high-density units is inconsistent with existing land use and poses extremely
negative effects on our Whitefish Community.
We request a unanimous denial of this application as submitted. Due diligence must be completed
regarding traffic affects, water quality survival, environmental impact, municipal water/sewer supply
and storm water abatement before considering a project of this magnitude. It is imperative that traffic
implications be considered all the way to downtown since the viaduct is the only reasonable route off
the north end of town.
The Mountain Gateway Project and the Averills speak of a few amenities to hoodwink like they have
before with a round-a-bout to relieve a busy intersection, “affordable housing” and another fire station.
Nikki and I own a vacant lot across the street from the proposed project at Houston Point that we hoped
to build on someday. This potential zoning variance at Mountain Gateway is not what we bought into
many years ago. We’ve understood that WR-2 has always been a possibility, but not WR-3 and highdensity complexes. This drastically changes the area from what it is now and the community’s vision for
Whitefish as stated in the growth policy.
We’ve already seen what Wisconsin Avenue and the viaduct look like on busy days sometimes bumper
to bumper from the Wave up the Mountain on a powder day and from Alpine Village Market to 2nd
street in the summer. This proposal will only worsen the situation. This project benefits very, very few
and is detrimental to the rest of us. Whitefish is at a very fragile breaking point where longtime
residents are falling out of love with our beloved town. Our town deserves more thoughtful and
community benefiting projects than this. We urge you to deny the Mountain Gateway Project as
written.

Thank you for your volunteering,
Doug and Nikki Reed

and
Whitefish, MT 59937
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
RE: My testimony on proposed Gateway Development at Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive in
Whitefish
Friday, October 22, 2021 7:44:33 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
From: Kristi Van Pernis

>

Date: Thu, Oct 21, 2021 at 4:02 PM Atten: Wendy, please distribute my
testimony to council and all parties involved. Thank you.
My name is Kristi Van Pernis and I own a Townhouse at
and have paid taxes in Montana for over 27 years. My daughter grew up
skiing on Big Mountain and now works with the Health Department in
Livingston. During our time here, I have seen Whitefish grow
exponentially, particularly in the last 5 to 6 years to the point of it being
really uncomfortable.
This summer was ridiculous with the number of tourists, the parking and
traffic problems created and the problems created for workers desperately
looking for affordable housing. These workers are the ones who serve all
of us in the restaurants and stores and many are born and raised here.
There is no affordable housing anymore. Locals are priced out of
Whitefish and I don’t believe the Gateway development as proposed will
assist with local affordable long term rentals or purchase. In addition,
many of the properties currently being built around Whitefish are oversized
for their lots with NO enforcement or fines by the County or City for their
occupancy violations, parking, or wear and tear on infrastructure. Both
rental and building violations happen. I know most are not
enforced because we had two lawsuits on Big Mountain regarding
overbuilt units, one property alone that was sleeping 52 people has
destroyed the character of the neighborhood by creating huge parking
problems (I can only imagine the wear and tear on the sewer system). And
two other situations where owners got away with building two homes on
lots zoned for a single family home only. These types of situations happen
more often than people are aware and contribute to overuse, parking
problems, and traffic congestion....again there is no enforcement and it is
ruining the quality of life for people in Whitefish.

I realize that Gov.Gianforte did away with an affordable housing
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component requirement but this is short sighted. Where does he expect
people to live? It really places the job of affordable housing on the county.
I hope to leave my Big Mountain property to my daughter because I know
she is currently priced out of her local housing market (even though she is
making more money at her job than I was when I purchased our Big
Mountain townhome).
The proposed Mountain Gateway project is not appropriate for that area in
the size and scope they want, and involves zoning changes for multiple
properties. There is NO need for commercial development in that area!
We have Alpine Market one mile down the road from the intersection of
Big Mountain Rd. as well as Marcus Market, a world-class Safeway, 3rd
Street Market, Super 1 and other stores, and a whole town center; there is
no reason to create urban sprawl.
And the density of units is far too much at 340 units. The petition mentions
the density will house a min of 680 people, in my experience as a broker,
you could easily double that number and count that the car use would be
at least a minimum of 1500 cars. Yet, you have noted 500 parking spots.
The plan mentions 24 multi-family rental units plus 24 townhomes, plus
270 rental units the developer will own and lease, plus mixed use
commercial (developer will own and lease and an estimated 22 residential
units). There was some talk of 24 affordable housing units. What do you
mean by affordable housing? Can local residents workers buy them or will
you control how much they will rent for? And what will the rental cap be? If
these items aren’t planned in advance, it is not affordable housing.
If the developer is going to own and rent all these units (under his control), you’re
basically building a hotel..and I don't believe the “affordable units” will be affordable
for locals. Are the developers willing to sign an affidavit to that effect and then
incorporate affordable housing units, description and rates into the ordinance? They
have already said they don't want to build deed-restricted units because they lose
money on them, but in the meantime, they are making a huge profit off the rest of the
project in long term cash flow. Is it really too much for them to care about the local
workforce by building deed-restricted units? I mean they are doing this for a profit, but
they say they are for the community, if so, affordable housing must be a priority along
with their profit.
My understanding is that the density of this project could be as much as
8% of the population of Whitefish? At this point, Whitefish needs to decide
what type of town do you want to be?? Are you going to go the way of
urban sprawl and become just a tourist VRBO spot?
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In addition, the density will affect the existing private residences in this
area and their enjoyment, and there is wildlife in this area that would be
disturbed as well as near lake shore property. Also the described
roundabout traffic control unit will be a nightmare for trucks, wildlife and
snowplows. The bottom line is that this development as proposed should
not be allowed in this area.....this was not part of the original regional plan
or vision.
I am against this proposed Development until they build at least 25% of
the units (about 80 units) as affordable housing with set prices and
qualifications for workforce locals only. And build the fire station. If and
when they do that, then the project could be reconsidered at a lower
density without commercial use and without 4 story buildings. In the
meantime, I am against this project.

Kristi Van Pernis, R (B)

PS: A reminder of the vision plan for WF
1. Preserve and enhance the character, qualities, and small town feel and ambience of the
Whitefish community through an innovative, comprehensive growth management system.
2. Preserve, enhance, and manage environmentally sensitive areas such as river and stream
banks, steep slopes, wetlands, forested areas, and critical wildlife habitat.
3. Preserve and protect scenic vistas and view sheds. (Note: No work has been done to date to
specifically identify important or “image setting” view sheds.)
4. Protect and preserve the special character, scale, and qualities of existing neighborhoods
while supporting and encouraging attractive, well-designed, neighborhood compatible infill
development.”
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

David Taylor
Wendy Compton-Ring
FW: Mountain Gateway Project
Tuesday, October 26, 2021 2:12:39 PM

FYI
From: Craig Walters
Sent: Tuesday, October 26, 2021 1:30 PM
To: David Taylor <dtaylor@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: Mountain Gateway Project

>

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use
caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are
expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Hi Dave,
I am writing in regards to the proposed Mountain Gateway Project's PUD and Zoning application.
My family is in staunch opposition to the project. I am requesting the Whitefish Planning
Board deny the applications as submitted.
The project does not align with the town of Whitefish's vision as well as common sense sustainable
growth methods.
Thank you,
Craig Walters
Whitefish, MT
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke
Wendy Compton-Ring
FW: Tonights planning meeting
Thursday, November 18, 2021 2:06:23 PM

-----Original Message----From: Diane Carter
>
Sent: Thursday, November 18, 2021 12:13 PM
To: Michelle Howke <mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: Tonights planning meeting
        ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Greetings,
I just found out I will not be able to attend in person or virtually ! :-(
I would like to have my comments included in hopes I’m not too late to submit.
My name is Diane Carter and I live in the Whitefish downtown area.
Please deny the development of the Mountain Gateway WPUD and zoning map applications.
This development is not consistent with the vision for our community because of all the reasons listed with the
whitefish development organization AND the pressure this will put on the wildlife.
The wild life migratory pathways and shelter are being developed in town and the base of Big Mountain is the last
refuge from the development of Iron Horse in the early 2000’s.
We have already had fatal people/ animal interactions and because of this alone we need to stop any and all
development for the next 3-4 years. This time frame will allow the population increase of our valley to settle in and
truly see what has developed and in the process of developmening.
Then we can reevaluate our situation and hope we don’t discover that there is no more real estate available by then if
we continue at this rate!!
WE may also be creating water shortages downstream from us, that is another topic for another day. A population
explosion of this degree has many ripple effects, we want to stop and observe now to prevent regrets later.
Thank you for your consideration,
Diane
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Building Department
Wendy Compton-Ring
FW: Public Comment in Support of Mountain Gateway Project
Tuesday, November 16, 2021 8:12:34 AM

From: Sir R
>
Sent: Monday, November 15, 2021 9:14 PM
To: Building Department <buildingdept@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: Public Comment in Support of Mountain Gateway Project
ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use
caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are
expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Hello,
I'm a long time resident of Whitefish, and I am just writing to voice my support for the Mountain
Gateway project. And more pertinently, I'd also like to draw attention to the missguided opposition
to the project.
Why the public should support the project: Density, and mixed use development decreases vehicle
trips, and increases housing accessibility. Most importantly, in a mountain town, dense development
is crucial to avoid McMansions on huge lots blanketing our valley floor.
Why the opposition (Flathead Families) is completely misguided: "Flathead Families" says they
want sustainable growth, but in practice they are lobbying for local millionaires who want to make
Whitefish more exclusive, the next Jackson, or Aspen.
This small ultra-rich group of residents is whipping up our community that is frustrated with the pace
of growth in the valley. It has drawn support from residents that live nowhere near this proposed
development, and it's fear mongering is against the best interests of the community as a whole.
Clearly the millionaires and billionaires in the nearby neighborhoods would rather have other
millionaires and billionaires move in next to them rather than a diverse mixed use neighborhood.
This is a clear case of Not In My Backyard and should be treated that way.
If "Flathead Families" were to get their way, they would have this whole area developed out with
a few astronomically expensive single family homes. This is not a "sustainable" alternative to density.
And in the meantime, Whitefish gets more exclusive and much further, much faster from the livable
Whitefish we all miss from the past.
Ron Cunningham

, Whitefish Montana
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; David Taylor
Opposition concerning Mountain Gateway Development
Thursday, November 18, 2021 4:05:34 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
I, Holly Farver, am a full time resident, residing on Columbia Avenue in Whitefish. I am
writing in opposition to Mountain Gateway's PUD and Zoning Amendment applications. I
strongly feel that this proposal is economically, environmentally and socially wrong for
Whitefish.
I am overwhelmed with the rate of growth our town is experiencing. Rapid growth is
reshaping our community and the impact is irreversible. It needs to be slowed down and
managed responsibly in accordance with the 2007 Growth Policy. Whitefish Growth Policy is
in place to "protect the community qualities that we all value". This high density development
proposal will detract from the character of our small town. Growth is already out-pacing the
vital facilities, resources and services that support us all. A development of this magnitude is
not "good growth"; It threatens the essence of Whitefish and the quality of life it's residents
struggle to maintain.  
There are many real ramifications that need to be addressed regarding concept of the Mountain
Gateway Development. It is in conflict with the existing neighborhoods and dwellings in the
area. It will have a direct negative impact on water quality and air quality, both of which are to
be protected under the Whitefish Growth Policy. Drainage off of rooftops, parking and driving
surfaces will be allowed to drain into the lake unabated and unfiltered, directly threatening our
water quality. Air quality will be impacted by increased vehicle emissions. The volume of
traffic that will be added to the already congested roadway is staggering and is a real threat to
the safety of the community. This problem must be acknowledged.
If approved, this development will be a "catalyst project" for others like it. A very dangerous
precedent. I urge you to responsibly deny both of the applications submitted, staying
consistent with our Growth Policy. A lot is on the line, we have the opportunity to stand up to
big developers and show what we are really made of. We want to preserve the quality of
character and feel of our small town and the people that live in it.
Thank you for your consideration and time.
Respectfully,
Holly Farver
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11/14/21

Rick and Megan Foker
Whitefish, MT

Whitefish Planning Board
Whitefish City Council
Attn: Wendy Compton, Senior Planner
Michelle Howke, City Clerk
Re: Proposed Mountain Gateway Project
Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
We are alarmed at the proposed Mountain Gateway project and the proposed
zoning changes to allow commercial development at the intersection of Big Mountain Road
and East Lakeshore Drive. This would mark a dramatic change in the nature and character
of the gateway to the mountain and to our neighborhood communities. Therefore, we urge
the Planning Board to deny the application as submitted.
Whitefish is a very special community. Growth done carefully and conscientiously
can be very good for communities. We have a responsibility as stewards of this wonderful
town and this beautiful land. We have seen this over and over in other cities – big
developers move in and push projects that are out of character with the community and
that don’t meet the needs of the people living there. Trees come down, open space is lost,
and the negative impacts on the community are profound. The developers move on but the
community is left dealing with the aftermath. Has the Planning Board satisfied itself that
the traffic impacts of this project will be mitigated? The impact on the water supply
minimized? Can the Planning Board assure residents of their ability to safely evacuate in
the event of fire? Is this the best we can do for our community?
Whitefish deserves our protection. We ask the Planning Board to stay true to our
Growth Policy Vision Statement. We need to preserve and protect our open spaces, our
natural beauty, and our small-town community feel. Once it’s lost it’s gone forever.
Rick and Megan Foker
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Dear Whitefish Planning Board and City Council Members,
I am writing as a long-term community member and homeowner on the north side of the
viaduct to voice my strong opposition to the Mountain Gateway Project PUD and zoning amendments. I
have lived in Whitefish most of my life since 1977; my wife and I moved home permanently in 2013 to
raise our children in this vibrant, loving community and its amazing natural environment. Many of my
childhood friends have also moved back with their families, which speaks to the uniqueness of the place
we grew up. This project is, at best, misguided and, at worst, borders on negligence. It is a Trojan horse,
thinly disguised as affordable housing and land for a fire station, but, in fact, will irrevocably change the
landscape of Whitefish, set a dangerous precedent for future development, and degrade our safety and
quality of life.
First, the infrastructure is simply not in place for this immense development. This should have
been a hard stop for the developers and city staff. Quoting Scott Sorenson’s comment from the 2009
Whitefish Transportation Plan, “as a four-term (I was recently appointed to my fifth term) Whitefish
City-County Planning Board member, I think the two biggest needed major projects are 1) Wisconsin
Avenue from the viaduct to Whitefish Mountain Resort and 2) a car/truck 93 bypass on the west side of
town. Everything else is less needed”. Twelve years later and no meaningful progress has been made on
either issue. Perhaps with the recent passage of a major federal infrastructure bill we can finally obtain
funding to complete these projects, but this will be far in the future. It is reckless to consider this project
when the main egress for a mass evacuation will depend on an already overburdened road ending at a
choke point over the railroad tracks. It will also further degrade the ability to get to Whitefish Mountain
Resort and downtown. The developer’s argument that this plan will improve traffic flow is hard to
believe and, at the minimum, warrants an independent traffic analysis and recommendation.
Second, this project runs counter to several guiding principles listed in the 2018 Wisconsin
Corridor Plan including “preserving and enhancing the character, qualities, and small town feel and
ambience of Whitefish” and to “protect and preserve the special character, scale, and qualities of
existing neighborhoods while supporting and encouraging attractive, well-designed, neighborhood
compatible infill development”. This project will create a new, high-density, car-dependent community,
through significant zoning changes, that will be incongruous with existing neighborhoods in this area.
Are we truly committed to keeping Whitefish’s small town feel or will we capitulate to those with money
and influence who want growth at any cost? Are we dedicated to making Whitefish walkable and
bikeable as part of a comprehensive plan to improve quality of life and traffic flow? This project will set
those goals back significantly. Affordable housing is at a crisis point, but this is not the way to address
the issue. The Snow Lot affordable housing project is a win for our community, and other projects like
this will come to fruition without the need compromise with developers who have no long-term
investment, other than how much wealth they can extract, from our community.
I’m asking you to vote against this development. It is a problem disguised as a solution. The
approval of this project will place the financial gain of a small group of individuals above the thousands
of people who are the heart and soul of this town. You are our voice to shape the future of Whitefish
and to temper the influx of money, greed, and short-sighted progress with which we are all struggling. I
truly appreciate your time and effort to represent all of us.
Sincerely,
Aaron Pitman
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
The New Reality of Whitefish
Tuesday, November 16, 2021 5:47:25 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when
clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Dear Wendy,
Thank you so much for taking public comments regarding the the Mountain Gateway Project. I am unable to attend
Thursday’s meeting. I appreciate the opportunity to contribute to the discussion.
Whitefish, MT is no longer a small, beautiful town of 5,000 residents. All statistics (below - population growth, ski
resort attendance, Glacier National Park attendance, Concert venue) suggest that the needs of new residents, travel
guests to the area, the needed workforce, and disgruntled residents are creating a crisis for the City of Whitefsh.
Quality of Life issues must be rethought for our “more populous” city. Proper current planning must be updated to
reflect the facts on the grounds - traffic congestion, infrastructure needs including poor roads, bridges, emergency
services, etc., etc., etc., and the sheer number of visitors and new residents to our city.
Any Plans and Studies made before 2018 should be considered OBSOLETE and not appropriate or useful for our
present day 2021-2022 reality. These codes, studies, and plans should be reviewed for their relevancy and revised or
deleted. Fresh eyes and wise planning for the new reality of Whitefish are crucial.
Thank you for hearing my voice. It is much appreciated by me.
Teresa Quinn
Whitefish, MT

Whitefish Population
Current - 8,915 ( based on projections of latest census)
Growth has been exponential in the last few years.
2018 - 7,985 (US Census estimate)
2010 - 6,357 (last official recording)
Whitefish Mountain Ski Resort attendance
2020 - 2021 - 460,000 (even in face of Covid)
2019-2020 - 450,000 (resort closed for one month due to Covid)
2018-2019 - 384,800 skier visits
2017-2018 - 381,000
2017-2018 over 350,000
Under The Big Sky Festival
2021 - approximately 30,000 fans for 3-day concert
2020 - approximately 20,000
Glacier National Park Attendance
2021 2020 - 1.7 million (very restrictive entrance due to Covid in 2020). 6/8/20 park closed for a month.
2019 - 3.05 million
2018 - 2.97
2017 - 2.31
2016 - 3.01
2009 - 2015 - continues to grow toward 3 million 2008 - 1.8 million
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michelle Howke
Wendy Compton-Ring
FW: Online Form Submittal: Contact Us
Wednesday, November 17, 2021 1:19:10 PM

From: noreply@civicplus.com <noreply@civicplus.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 17, 2021 12:45 PM
To: Michelle Howke <mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: Online Form Submittal: Contact Us
ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use
caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are
expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.

Contact Us
Contact Us
First Name

Brian

Last Name

Szady

Address
City

Whitefish

State

MT

Zip Code

59937

Phone Number
Fax Number

Field not completed.

Email Address
Question, comment or
suggestion for the Website
- To report a crime, call the
Whitefish Police
Department at 406-8632420 to talk to the Dispatch

Do NOT approve the development on big mountain road and
Wisconsin
What a travesty and disaster in traffic, development. Whitefish
should NOT become a park city, Jackson, Tahoe, telluride or any
other mountain town which has been ruined by developers
this development would forever change whitefish and lead the
city into the throes of becoming just another terrible corporate
developer owned resort town
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

David Taylor
Wendy Compton-Ring
FW: Development at Wisconsin Ave. and Big Mountain Road
Thursday, November 18, 2021 4:47:40 PM

David Taylor, AICP
Director of Planning and Building
City of Whitefish
418 East Second Street
P.O. Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
406-863-2416

From: allen r tays
Sent: Thursday, November 18, 2021 4:47 PM
To: David Taylor <dtaylor@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: Development at Wisconsin Ave. and Big Mountain Road
ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use
caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are
expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
      My name is Allen Tays and I live at
. in Whitefish, I have lived here for 20 years,
39 in all in Whitefish. I am against the development at Big Mountain Road. In a town where all the
new influx and building has put a huge strain on infrastructure, this will only compound it. It will not
alleviate the housing crunch for people who work here, 32 units are a drop in the bucket, and in the
end, how many will actually be used for affordable housing. The monied interest have a long history
of talking a big game, but pull up short when push comes to shove. But the real concern is if this
passes, it will just continue, with bigger and more developments. Yes, progress is coming, but I was
at the last meeting, this progress is not good. This will just lead to more urban sprawl in an area that
is becoming inundated, and the monied interest look at this as the key. If you give in here, you wont
be able to stop it in the future. The people who have lived here for years and been the stewards of
this town are being run out, and you are helping point the way out the door. This town with all its
accolades has been earned by a population of people who value the area, are giving and take care of
each other, Whitefish is just not a geographical spot on the map, it is a congregation of regular
people who have made it what it is. The monied interest wants to sell what has been said about the
town and its people, and then to have us go away and turn it into a profit for them. Yes, progress is
coming…but this is not the way. Slow down, preserve what made Whitefish good, instead of Aspen
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north. There is a lot more to a town than houses and developments in a city limit. The quality of life
is not determined by the quanity of people. You have a chance to save it, you think you have time.
You don’t, if it don’t stop here, you can forever forget about affordable housing. It is in your hands…
think about it before you vote.
     Sincerely
      Allen R Tays
     
       Whitefish, Mt. 59937
Sent from Mail for Windows
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring; Michelle Howke
Please say no to the Mountain Gateway Project
Wednesday, January 5, 2022 10:29:56 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning
Map Amendment applications. This proposed project involves changing the zoning for
multiple properties at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive to allow
for commercial development and the development of 318 residential units, including 270
high-density units. As proposed, the project is inconsistent with the existing land use of the
properties and does not represent the community’s vision for the area as referenced below.
I would like to request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway
PUD and Zoning Map Amendment applications as submitted.
As owners of the Good Medicine Lodge Bed and Breakfast, we believe this major development
is not in line with our town's vision of Whitefish as outlined in the growth policy:
“The citizens of Whitefish value the scale, character, and small town feel of the community
and will preserve those values as the community grows. We will preserve and enhance our
open spaces, wildlife habitat, scenic vistas, and traditional neighborhoods that make our
community special. We will make a special effort to keep our air and water clean. We will keep
downtown Whitefish the commercial, governmental, and cultural center of our community,
and we will maintain its friendliness, accessibility, and scale.” Growth Policy Vision Statement,
pg. 9.
That particular section of Whitefish (the southernmost parcel located directly at the
intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road) is an incredibly important
location for this town as it is the main entrance to one of our town's largest assets, Big
Mountain, Big Mountain Trailhead, Whitefish Mountain Resort.  
On a personal level, before we purchased Good Medicine Lodge B&B, we were looking for a
B&B to operate in any town, USA. We looked at Steamboat Springs, CO because there was
one there for sale within our range. I loved the town for all the reasons I love Whitefish, but a
major and daunting turn off was the number of houses/condos and development that was
located at the base of Steamboat Resort as you drive up to the ski resort. It was
claustrophobic and so disappointing. I knew that the B&B would not be able to market

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 921 of 1405

enough to be able to drive reservations as it was located outside of all that development.
Guests would not want to figure out how to get themselves up to the ski resort through all
that mess. This is the same thing I fear would happen here. Our guests would experience
such a delay just getting to and from the resort back to our B&B.  
I have grown up living in ski towns the majority of my life and I know that growth is inevitable
where skiing is (particularly here with Glacier and the lake/mountain life after Covid), but
planning where large development takes place is crucial to the success of local businesses and
the overall happiness for the people living there. Another example of this same situation is in
Bend, OR. The ski resort is located only 30 miles away but it takes the locals about two hours
just to drive there with all the congestion that has quickly built in and around the major road
that takes you from the downtown to the resort. We don't want this to happen here.  
I have no doubt that by building such a large development in this exact location will be
detrimental to businesses such as our B&B. Our guests and those of the other B&B's in town
will no doubt be frustrated with the amount of traffic coming to and from the ski resort
particularly in that location of the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain
Road. One of my biggest selling points when driving tourism in the slower winter months is
that our resort still has that local feel, meaning that the lines are not long, parking isn't too
difficult and even getting our rental gear isn't a big to do. All that will change.
The East Lakeshore Drive is a beautiful quiet road that hikers, bikers and the like travel down
and often times will turn up Big Mountain Road. They can only continue to do this as long as
the traffic remains minimal, which even without this development can be really congested.
This development will not be a safe one for bicyclists especially.  
One major issue that our B&B faces is the difficulty pulling out of our driveway onto Wisconsin
Ave. In the busiest months (ski season around 8-9am and 4-5pm and Summer all day) we
cannot pull out into the road safely. I see cars/trucks slam on their breaks constantly with cars
slowing down to pull into Good Medicine Lodge, Jalisco Cantina and the road leading to
Bonsai. I have seen two accidents just in the last year and many people running across the
road to dodge getting hit. This development will no doubt put such a heavy burden on this
already intense issue.  
I also have concerns over the power outages we experience and whether or not this town has
the infrastructure needed to support such a large dwelling development. Will our small
business that requires power to survive have to get used to several power outages per year?
How is this being handled?  
Bottom line is it is too large a development for that area. We need to see plans in place for
traffic, parking, road safety for pedestrians/bikers, infrastructure plans, etc....all along
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Wisconsin Ave down to East Lakeshore Dr and up Big Mountain Road, well before we approve
any large development.  
Not to mention, our town will lose all the small-town charm that most all of us live here for.  
Sincerely,
Sara Grenier
Good Medicine Lodge
Whitefish, MT 59937
https://goodmedicinelodge.com
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Re: Mountain Gateway City Council Meeting: 1/18
Friday, December 31, 2021 8:17:53 AM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.
Hi Wendy
Thank you so much for letting me know.
Unfortunately I am unable to come to the meeting on the 18th.
My opinion about this proposal has not changed however.
In fact having coped with the traffic on Wisconsin especially near the Whitefish Mountain
Resort road turnoff over Christmas Season I am more convinced than ever that a project with
that density will make living along Wisconsin unbearable and it will ruin the quality of life for
those of us who live along here.
Please forward my letter that I provided to the Planning Council to the City Council stating my
objection.
Thanks so much Wendy.
Murph Hannon
On Dec 29, 2021, at 4:56 PM, Wendy Compton-Ring <wcomptonring@cityofwhitefish.org> wrote:
As you provided public comments on the Mountain Gateway, please be advised that
the public hearing before City Council is scheduled for Tuesday, January 18th. City
Council meetings are in the Council Chambers at 418 E 2nd Street and start at 7:10PM.
City Council meetings provide for participation in-person as well as on Webex.
Information for participating via Webex will be at the top of the City Council agenda
once posted (no later than January 14th):
https://www.cityofwhitefish.org/AgendaCenter/Mayor-City-Council-17
All public comments received for the Planning Board public hearings will be forwarded
to the City Council for their consideration.
Please let Michelle Howke, City Clerk, or me know if you have any questions.

Wendy Compton-Ring, AICP
Senior Planner
406-863-2410: Main Office | 406-863-2418: Direct Office
City of Whitefish
PO Box 158 | 418 E 2nd Street
Whitefish, MT 59937
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Honorable Mayor Muhlfeld and Council:
Attached you will find my field notes and rationale for Findings of Fact to support
denial of the Mountain Gateway WPUD-21-02 and WZTA 21-02.

You will hear or have heard many reasons for denial but my overriding concern is
for health and public safety. It is well documented that the wildfire season has

become longer, drier, more intense, and more destructive. Recent fire history is

replete with examples of loss and destruction from wildfire. All of the fire specialists
with whom I have spoken are in agreement; it is not a question of IF but WHEN the
Big Mountain face will burn.

Mountain Gateway is at the furthest reach of the Whitefish Fire Department.

Infrastructure, staffing and apparatus deficiencies are insufficient to adequately

address a fast-moving wildfire. Wisconsin/East Lakeshore is not up to the task of
handling a major evacuation effort now and will only become worse with the
addition of 6-800 more people from Mountain Gateway.

You will hear the argument that development of the Mountain Gateway parcel By

Right could be even denser with a PUD overlay. This may be true, but in this case the
City is being asked to approve putting more than 800 people in harms way. Every
person and structure, including the Big Mountain power substation and the City
water treatment plant will be in jeopardy from this additional risk.

I also wish to point out that the donation of a 1.5 acre undeveloped vacant lot hardly

constitutes a public benefit. It will cost the taxpayers millions of dollars to construct,
staff, equip and operate a satellite station. For example a fire apparatus adequate to
the task of battling a fire in a four-story apartment will cost something north of
$1,000,000.
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In addition to the Planning Board recommendation for denial, you have before you

and in public testimony sufficient information to justify findings of fact in support of
denial of the Mountain Gateway development, WZTA 21-02 and WPUD 21-02 and I
encourage you to do so. Please vote to deny.

Respectfully,

Richard Hildner
Richard Hildner
104 5th St.

Whitefish, MT 59937
406-260-7725

Mountain Gateway Fire Notes:
On November 2, 2021 I spent about an hour walking along the Big Mountain Rd. and
the East Lakeshore bike/ped trail with an eye toward fire in and around the
proposed Mountain Gateway planned Unit Development (PUD).

Wildland fire managers and firefighters are trained to think of fire as a triangle

whose sides are made up of Fuels, Weather, and Topography, aka, the Fire Triangle.
Each leg is interdependent. Fire behavior is determined by this interdependency
and the degree to which changes in one leg affects the other two. In looking at

Mountain Gateway and surrounding terrain it is instructive to examine each leg of
the triangle.

Fuels: The Mountain Gateway Project is a mixed stand of Douglas Fir (DF), western

larch (WL), ponderosa pine (PP), and scattered lodgepole pine (LPP). The dominant

species appears to be mature second growth DF in the 14-inch diameter breast high
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(DBH) size class. The rate of forest growth is probably declining. There are scattered
snags in the area and a more detailed survey would give greater detail on overall
forest health.

The stand is not uniform and has some small openings (less than 1/8 acre) and

clumps of stunted reproduction scattered throughout. These shorter small diameter
trees provide ladder fuels to the crowns of the mature trees. Surface fuels consist
almost exclusively of perennial grasses 8-12 inches in height. Small diameter

branches and twigs are nearly absent. From a fire behavior standpoint, the forest in

the project area and east to the Big Mountain can be described as mature forest with
a closed canopy.

Weather: The intensity and duration of fire season in the Intermountain Northwest
is increasing and will continue to do so as a result of climate change and global

warming, increasing the probability of natural and human-caused ignitions. At the
local level, during fire season (July-September) we can expect west to southwest

winds of 15-20 mph by mid afternoon. These winds, combined with lower humidity,
tend to dry forest fuels. The grass understory in the immediate project area will

respond very quickly to changes in relative humidity. I would not expect Whitefish
Lake to have much, if any, modifying effect on diurnal fuel moisture regimes.

Likewise, I would expect the timber stand to have little moderating effect on winds
do to their proximity to the unimpeded fetch of winds crossing the lake. Dry

lightning thunderstorms are common to our area. By definition, they bring little or
no moisture but add to the risk of fire starts.

Topography: The immediate project area is relatively flat but the terrain to the east
quickly transitions to steep slopes with few breaks in the uniformity of the

topography all the way to the top of the Big Mountain. The south and southwest
aspect of the area in question means that this area and adjacent slope has the

highest average daily and seasonal fire danger, as opposed to north and northeast
aspects. Typically, steep slopes with a southerly or southwesterly exposure to the
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prevailing winds will exhibit increased rates of spread, fire intensity, and the

potential for spot fires up to a mile ahead of the fire front. Steep slopes greatly
increase the potential for running crown fires.

In addition to the importance of the fire triangle as discussed above, it is important
to think of risk, hazard, and mitigation especially when evaluating development in
the wildland urban interface (WUI). The project area and surrounding area are
within the identified WUI.

Hazards: Hazards are those things that contribute to the potential for harm if a fire
starts and continues to spread. Some examples might include failure to adequately
clear around structures, roof valleys and gutters filled with leaves and needles,

firewood stacked against house and shed walls, fire prone landscaping, flammable

building materials including roofs, trees too close to structures and the presence of
ladder fuels.

Risk: What is the chance or risk of a fire start on or near the subject property? I was
only able to examine one old growth ponderosa pine next to the bike path and

surprisingly found no evidence of fire scaring. This would suggest fire has been
excluded from the project area for over 100 years. Lightning caused fire is an

example of risk and lightning fires in the proximate area put all lands within the

WUI at risk. In my estimation the greatest risk comes from human causes such as

fireworks, children playing with matches, outdoor fires and vehicle accidents; the

more people, the greater the risk. The potential for a fire start from downed power

lines cannot be overlooked. The Flathead Electric Big Mountain power sub-station is

just north of the proposed development. High voltage power lines associated with
this facility run through the middle of this proposed development along the Big
Mountain Road and are at risk from wind-thrown trees.

Conclusion: The proposed Mountain Gateway development poses several risks to

human health and safety, not the least of which is the lack of viable egress in case of
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fire. In order to meet basic FireWise standards at least two routes of egress should

be identified. Here, there is only one potential route of escape, Wisconsin Ave./East
Lakeshore Drive. A Community Preparedness Plan, as called out in the recently
approved Whitefish Fire Master Plan should be in place before any further

discussion of the City approving a major planned unit development. Once the Big

Mountain road is blocked the potential for escape will be severely compromised and
people will have to retreat to safety zones. Potential safety zones do not appear to
have been identified and Ptarmigan Village will likely be in grave danger should a
wildfire begin anywhere in the neighborhood of the Mountain Gateway proposal.

Whitefish Lake itself is a potential safety zone for those fortunate enough to reach it
and take refuge on a boat. The Iron Horse golf course would also likely provide a

temporary safety zone. A fire blocking East Lakeshore Drive will close off escape to
the south. Evacuation routes to the north are problematic at best depending upon
fire conditions and location. To the best of my knowledge the adequacy of escape

routes has not been tested and potential safety zones have not been identified. The

viaduct has already been identified as having a Level of Service (LOS) of F, the worst
possible rating.

A major fire in the general area could also threaten the FEC-Big Mountain power
substation as well as the City water treatment facility.

The City lacks the authority to compel the developer to follow FireWise guidelines
or require the installation of exterior sprinklers. I am unaware of any fuels

management plan. Recent fire activity demonstrates the speed with which an ember
shower can quickly overwhelm fire resources. There is no provision to require the
developer to create defensible space.

Currently, the Whitefish Fire Department, according to the recent Fire Master Plan,

is under staffed and under equipped. The donation of a one and one-half acre vacant
lot will not help this situation. To construct, equip, purchase vehicles and staff a
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station will cost several millions of dollars, a cost that must be borne by the
taxpayers of Whitefish, not the developer

It is important to keep in mind that it will take only one accident, one stalled car, or
one tree across the road to isolate East Lakeshore, Ptarmigan Village, and the Big

Mountain. In my view, it is unwise to approve the Mountain Gateway development.

The absence of adequate evacuation plans, constructed infrastructure, the potential
for catastrophic wildfire, lack of fire suppression personnel and appropriate

equipment, taken individually and as a whole, pose an unacceptable risk to human
health and safety. Adding 600-800 people only compounds the injury.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Re: Mountain Gateway City Council Meeting: 1/18
Thursday, December 30, 2021 11:13:10 PM

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of
Whitefish. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments unless you recognize
the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT Helpdesk if in doubt.

I will be having a surgical procedure 1/18, so my wife and I cannot
attend this very important meeting. Please know that we are strongly
opposed to all phases of the Mountain Gateway Project!
William M. Hoadley & Deborah J. Wilson
Whitefish, MT 59937
On 12/29/2021 3:56 PM Wendy Compton-Ring <wcomptonring@cityofwhitefish.org> wrote:

As you provided public comments on the Mountain Gateway, please be advised
that the public hearing before City Council is scheduled for Tuesday, January
18th. City Council meetings are in the Council Chambers at 418 E 2nd Street and
start at 7:10PM. City Council meetings provide for participation in-person as
well as on Webex. Information for participating via Webex will be at the top of
the City Council agenda once posted (no later than January 14th):
https://www.cityofwhitefish.org/AgendaCenter/Mayor-City-Council-17

All public comments received for the Planning Board public hearings will be
forwarded to the City Council for their consideration.

Please let Michelle Howke, City Clerk, or me know if you have any questions.

Wendy Compton-Ring, AICP
Senior Planner
406-863-2410: Main Office | 406-863-2418: Direct Office
City of Whitefish
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January 10, 2022
Sent via E-Mail

City of Whitefish
Planning and Building Department
Attn: Wendy Compton-Ring
418 E 2nd Street
Whitefish, MT 59937
E-Mail: wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org
Re:

Proposed Land Use Action: Arim Mountain Gateway PUD & Zoning Map
Amendment/Conditional Zone Change Applications (File Nos. WPUD 21-03 and
WZC 21-03)

Mr. Mayor and Whitefish City Council,
This firm, along with David K.W. Wilson, Jr. of Morrison Sherwood Wilson and Deola,
PLLP represent Flathead Families for Responsible Growth (“Flathead Families” or “FFRG”), a
Montana non-profit organization, in connection with the above referenced WPUD and WZC
applications (collectively, the “Applications”) submitted by Arim Mountain Gateway
(“Mountain Gateway”).
Flathead Families is composed of a wide array of citizens from the community - from those
who live in downtown Whitefish, to the far end of Whitefish Lake to Kalispell and everywhere in
between. They are opposed to the Applications. We have reviewed staff reports WPUD 21-01 and
WZC 21-03. FFRG agrees with the Whitefish Planning Board’s comments supporting the denial
of the findings of fact in the staff reports, including the comments of Whitney Beckham, John
Ellis, and Allison Linville. Flathead Families have found additional infirmities with the staff’s
findings of fact that require denial of the Applications and offers the following alternative,
proposed findings of fact for your consideration.
PUD Review Criteria: The Whitefish City Council must deny WPUD 21-03 because it does
not meet the criteria contained in WCC § 11-2S-9B:
1. Environmentally sensitive areas of the site must be preserved and protected by the
proposed development to the greatest extent possible. Environmentally sensitive areas
include, but are not necessarily limited to, wetlands and marshes, slopes in excess of
twenty five percent (25%) average grade, and water bodies such as lakes or streams on
and/or adjacent to the site. All lakeshore protection and water quality standards must
be met.
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Finding
No. 1

City’s Findings of Fact

FFRG’s Proposed Findings of Fact

Identified environmentally sensitive areas of
the site are preserved because slopes will be
incorporated into the design of the
condominiums in the northeast corner of the
project and a geotechnical analysis will be
reviewed by the Public Works Department.

The property is located near Whitefish Lake
and has steep slopes and mature trees. Due to
an insufficient stormwater plan that proposes
a connection with the East Whitefish Lake
ditch, Whitefish Lake could be degraded with
nitrogen and phosphates from stormwater
runoff. The applicant has not met its burden
of identifying how the steeper slopes will be
preserved because the design of the
condominiums has not been submitted. The
applicant did not submit a tree retention plan
and there is no assurance that the mature trees
will be preserved. The environmentally
sensitive areas on or near the site will
therefore not be preserved.

2. Development must be sensitive to and respectful of wildlife habitat and/or seasonal
migration corridors as identified by a competent wildlife assessment or verified by
empirical evidence.
Finding
No. 2

These properties are not identified as crucial
wildlife habitat or seasonal migration
corridors; however, it is likely deer, bear,
and other animals will continue to move
through this property. The preservation of a
treed buffer area will continue to provide
open areas for small animals and movement
of larger animals through the property.

There are several species of concern on the
property as identified by the applicant that
have not been addressed sufficiently in the
application, including Grizzly Bear. As
Planning Board Vice Chair Ellis stated in
support of the motion to deny the finding of
facts in staff report WPUD 21-03, the
properties include wildlife corridors for
several species, including deer, elk, and
turkeys and the big block of buildings being
proposed would block these corridors.
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Finding
No.
2
(con’t)

Increased congestion from the development
will also likely create increased
wildlife/vehicle collisions.
As stated by wildlife officials from Montana
Fish, Wildlife and Parks at the City Council’s
December 7, 2021 meeting, according to
FWP’s grizzly and black bear specialists, both
species are present in and around the City of
Whitefish and there are increasing bearhuman conflicts in the area. According to Eric
Wenum, FWP black bear specialist, Whitefish
is both prime bear habitat and primed for a
bear-human conflict incident. Despite the fact
that Mr. Wenum also stated that this year was
a record year for human-bear conflicts and
next year is likely to be worse, the application
does not commit to adequately bear-proofing
the development, including the sanitation
system, which will therefore likely lead to
increased bear and human conflict. Therefore,
the development would pose a danger both to
the local bear population and public safety.
The application does not address migratory
birds, including nesting and foraging habitat.
Overall, the applicant does not provide a
competent wildlife assessment or provide
empirical evidence to support its application.
Moreover, staff did not notify Montana, Fish,
Wildlife and Parks of the application to
receive that agency’s comment.
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3. Open space, either planned for persons expected to reside in the completed
development (children, young adults, seniors, etc.) or available to the public in general,
must be provided by the development.
Finding
No. 3

Open space is planned for residents as they
are providing passive open space and
developed open space in the form of trails,
benches, barbeques, play equipment and a
club house. Open space areas will be
available to the public because the trail
connecting the Wisconsin Avenue Trail
along Big Mountain Road will be open to the
public.

The proposed conditions of approval do not
require the applicant develop the open space
with “benches, barbeques, play equipment
and a club house” that are relied on to meet
the open space requirements; thus, the
development of these features is not
guaranteed. The developed open space
proposed is only two-acres which is
insufficient space for this size property site.
The “open space” in the form of the existing
Wisconsin Avenue Trail will be obstructed by
at least two new approaches onto Wisconsin
or East Lakeshore, as well as a mapped tunnel
and a roundabout. Crosswalks for the public
are not sufficiently addressed.

4. The character and qualities of existing neighborhoods must be preserved and protected.
Proposed PUDs are to be integrated into the existing neighborhood in terms of scale,
quality, character, and street continuity. When, in the judgment of the City Council,
such integration is not possible, practical or will otherwise not produce desired
outcomes for the existing neighborhood, effective buffering and transitions must be
provided by the proposed development.
Finding
No. 4

The character and qualities of existing
neighborhoods are being preserved and
protected because the development on the
west side of the project is located in the
center of the property enabling the retention
of trees surrounding the site to maintain the
wooded character of the neighborhood. This
wooded character will remain along Big
Mountain Road on the east side of the
property as the project transitions to
condominiums,
townhouses,
and
a
neighborhood commercial corner further to
the east.

As Planning Board Vice Chair Ellis stated in
support of the motion to deny the finding of
facts in staff report WPUD 21-03, the staff’s
Finding No. 4 is objectionable due to
commercial aspect of the project and because
of the single-family residential character of
the area.
The character and qualities of existing
neighborhoods will not be preserved and
protected because the development on the
west side consists of two large four story
apartment complexes, and the development
on the east side is proposed to be commercial.
This is in sharp contrast to the existing
neighborhood, which is solely single family
and dispersed low-density residential uses, as
well as a golf course. Merely preserving the
trees along the road is insufficient to retain the
character and qualities of the existing
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neighborhoods. The proposal for a 270-unit
apartment
complex
and
commercial
development is not consistent with the current
uses throughout the neighborhood, and will
deleteriously affect the neighborhood if
approved.

5. Street continuity must be maintained through extending the Whitefish street grid and
other established street systems consistent with adopted transportation plans.
Finding
No. 5

This project is not extending the City’s grid
system because it does not exist in the
neighborhood; however, through the
installation of two privately owned and
maintained roads, the development provides
for a modified grid system. The installation
of the roundabout at the intersection of Big
Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive
will improve the functionality of this
intersection and mitigate the traffic impacts
of the development.

The Traffic Impact Study contains limitations
that do not accurately reflect the true traffic
impacts of this project. The trip generation
presented in the TIS is not based upon
industry
standard
and
significantly
underestimates the trips generated by the
project. Several intersections near the site
were omitted from the TIS although they are
expected to experience failure. At least one
intersection fails to meet City of Whitefish
level of service standards with no mitigation
proposed. The application fails to analyze the
six unrestricted access points impact, which
are very likely to lead to an increase in vehicle
collisions on the Big Mountain Road and East
Lakeshore Road due to the increase in conflict
points. The roundabout has not been studied
or approved by MDT and is not necessarily
the best option to mitigate the traffic impacts.
The access proposed on East Lakeshore
violates City of Whitefish Engineering
Standards. The TIS fails to analyze pedestrian
travel. Therefore, since the traffic impacts
have not been sufficiently studied, the
possible mitigation tools are unknown.

6. New development must provide attractive, high-quality streetscapes through the use
of landscaping, sidewalks/bikeways, street trees, and quality street lighting fixtures,
including design consideration for and integration with adjacent structures.
Finding
No. 6

The development is providing attractive,
high-quality streetscapes because the
internal streets will meet City of Whitefish
standards and a modern roundabout and a

The most significant infrastructure
improvement proposed for the streetscape is
the proposed roundabout; however, the
roundabout recommendation stems from an
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separated non-motorized path will be
installed.

unreliable TIS, which fails to adequately
analyze the traffic impacts of the
development. Nor has the roundabout been
been evaluated or approved by MDT, which
means its approval and use is not guaranteed.
The City has no ability to require a
roundabout when it is conditioned on future
MDT approval.

7. Proposed development must, to the greatest extent possible, provide pedestrian,
transit, and bicycle facilities, and encourage transportation alternatives consistent
with the Whitefish Growth Policy, adopted transportation plans, and the Bicycle and
Pedestrian Master Plan.
Finding
No. 7

The proposed development is encouraging
transportation alternatives because it is
served by the Wisconsin Avenue bike path
trails and sidewalks will be installed within
the development and connecting to the
existing trail system. The project will
encourage transit ridership during the
Whitefish Mountain Resort’s winter and
summer seasons through the installation of
bus stops along Big Mountain Road. Finally,
the project will be required to install bike
racks or some facilities for bike storage.

The proposed development has not
sufficiently shown that the Big Mountain
Commercial Association can accommodate
an additional SNOW bus stop, and the
applicant is not proposing to fund any
alternative transportation systems or
contribute to the current SNOW bus shuttle.
The proposed SNOW bus stop is located on
the east side of the project site, which
presents a safety hazard for the 270-unit
apartment residents who will have to cross
the street to board the SNOW bus, competing
with traffic going north to the mountain. The
development does not sufficiently address
crosswalks for either the east to west
crossings across Big Mountain Road or the
north to south crossings across East
Lakeshore. Nor does the application in any
way analyze the safety of these pedestrian
crossings. The proposed development does
not sufficiently address or identify school
bus stops for children in the development.

8. New development must avoid a monotonous and/or institutional appearance through
varied architecture and orientation of buildings, and where appropriate, varying the
type of residential units within the project.
Finding
No. 8

This development will avoid monotonous
and institutional appearance through varied
architecture because the project is proposing
apartments, condos, townhouses and a

The proposed development has not submitted
detailed or binding plans that would
sufficiently address this finding. Large
apartment complexes, as proposed are often
monotonous and institutional in appearance.
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commercial component each with its scale,
mass and orientation on the site.

9. Preliminary designs for necessary public facilities, infrastructure and services
including but not limited to water, sewer, and stormwater, shall be deemed adequate.
Finding
No. 9

Preliminary designs for necessary public
facilities were deemed adequate because the
Public Works Department reviewed their
plans and did not note any concerns.

The application lacks sufficient detail with
regard to public facilities, infrastructure and
services to adequately analyze impacts. No
analysis is provided to analyze water
pressure for domestic and fire suppression
demands. The stormwater information
provided by the application is insufficient to
analyze impacts. The stormwater information
provided does show that stormwater will
discharge directly into the East Lakeshore
Ditch, and the vortex unit may not prevent
potentially harmful stormwater discharge
into Whitefish Lake. Monk’s Bay, identified
by the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan, as
“very sensitive” to run-off and land
development would be at risk of being
degraded if this development were approved.

10. All new development must demonstrate substantial compliance with and/or
implementation of the growth policy, including adopted neighborhood plans and
corridor plans.
Finding
No. 10

The project complies with and supports the Based on the findings as stated herein, the
following goals and policies from the 2007 project does not comply with and does not
Whitefish Growth Policy:
support the following goals and policies from
the 2007 Whitefish Growth Policy:1
Land Use
Natural Resources – Water Quality
Goal 7: Plan for healthy, efficient and
visually attractive corridors along major Goal 1: Recognizing that water is an
transportation
routes
through
the essential resource, and that the maintenance
community.
of pure, uncontaminated surface and
groundwater is paramount to the continued
Housing
physical and economic well-being, protect

1

Planning Board Vice Chair Ellis stated in support of the motion to deny the finding of facts in staff
report WPUD 21-03, that he did not agree that the PUD request substantially complies with the Growth
Policy or Corridor Plan.
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Goal 1: Ensure an adequate supply and
variety of housing product types and
densities, at affordable prices, to meet the
needs of Whitefish existing and future
workforce and for senior citizens.
Goal 2: Maintain a social and economic
diversity of Whitefish through affordable
housing programs that keep citizen and
members of the workforce from being
displaced.

and enhance water quality of the Whitefish
area’s lakes, rivers, and streams.
Goal 2: Provide a clean, safe, and sanitary
water supply for all residents, free from the
threat of degradation or depletion.
Policy 1: It shall be the policy of the City of
Whitefish that no development activity,
private or public, shall cause soil erosion,
sedimentation, nutrient loading, or
stormwater discharge that adversely impacts
other properties, roads, wetlands, or any
water body. Zero sedimentation and zero
nutrient loading shall be the target for all
development activity.

Policy 2: The City of Whitefish shall always
have a policy of supporting development of
affordable housing and shall seek to partner
with and support any reputable affordable
housing developer in the public or private
Policy 2: The protection and enhancement of
sector.
water quality shall be a primary objective in
Community Facilities – Emergency Services review of development projects, including
detailed drainage plans. On site retention of
Goal 1: Continue to provide the most modern stormwater shall be required in all areas
and efficient emergency services to the without storm sewer, and encouraged in
visitors and citizens of the Whitefish area.
areas that have storm drainage facilities.
Whitefish Avenue Corridor Plan

Land Use

Environment/Water Quality

Goal 1: Preserve and enhance the character,
qualities, and small town feel and ambience
Goal 1.2: Preserve the natural landscaping, of the Whitefish community through an
scenic views and forested character of the innovative and comprehensive growth
landscaping
management system.
Policy 1.3: Minimize impacts of
developments on views through site design
that provides for open space, preserve scenic
vistas and maintain wooded areas as buffers
along property lines
Policy 1.4: Encourage development plans
that incorporate native vegetation, reflect the
natural landscapes of the corridor and
include management practices to protect
against invasive species.
Residential

Goal 2: Preserve, enhance, and manage
environmentally sensitive areas such as river
and stream banks, steep slopes, wetlands,
forested areas, and critical wildlife habitat.
Goal 3: Strengthen the role of Downtown
Whitefish as the commercial, financial, and
administrative center of the community.
Goal 5: Protect and preserve the special
character, scale, and qualities of existing
neighborhoods while supporting and
encouraging attractive, well-designed,
neighborhood compatible infill development.

Goal 2.1: Provide for diverse housing needs
within the corridor while protecting Policy 1: All land development regulations
community character and neighborhood shall be consistent with and based upon the
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through
compatible
developments.

residential Growth Policy in accordance with Montana
state law.

Goal 2.2: New residential development
should incorporate design elements to
promote walkability, sustainability and
vibrant neighborhoods.

Policy 2: It shall be the policy of the City of
Whitefish to require concurrency of all urban
services, including but not limited to: water
and sewer; drainage; streets; public safety
and emergency services; pedestrian, bikeway
Policy 2.1: Support pedestrian-scale and trail facilities and parks; schools
residential
design
that
encourages
walkability, accessibility and linkages to Policy 5: It shall be the policy of the City of
neighborhood scale activity nodes.
Whitefish to encourage and support
sustainability in land use planning so that the
Policy 2.2: Support cohesive, distinctive and needs of the present are met while ensuring
diverse residential developments that are that future generations have the same or
compatible with existing neighborhoods and better opportunities.
promote safe and quiet neighborhoods.
Policy 12: Encourage land owners to consult
Policy 2.3: Integrate higher to mid-density with professional foresters on the proper
housing
with
access
to silvicultural and forest management
transit/biking/walking routes and access to techniques for hillsides and environmentally
commercial services.
sensitive areas.
Policy 2.4: Encourage a mix of product type
within the same development than can be
marketed to a variety of income level for
both seasonal and year-round residents.
Policy 2.5: Encourage unified development
that mitigate potential impacts on adjacent
neighborhoods, reflect neighborhood scale
and character and contribute to a vibrant
corridor.
Policy 2.5: Promote the development of
affordable work-force housing.

Recommendations 1: In order to protect and
preserve the character, scale, and qualities of
existing neighborhoods, the City of
Whitefish shall revise the Zoning
Jurisdiction Regulations and adopt “character
based” standards and “neighborhood
conservation” districts for new development,
redevelopment, and infill. For newly
developed areas, regulations shall provide for
cluster and “conservation” subdivisions in
order to preserve rural character and
environmentally sensitive areas.

Recommendations 4: All zoning district
Policy 2.6: Promote the development of designations may be reviewed for
affordable work-force housing.
conformance with this Growth Policy. The
City or neighborhoods may initiate rezonings
Transportation
in order to bring zoning into compliance.
Goal 3.1: The corridor should have a
connected, efficient, safe, accessible and
attractive
transportation
system
to
accommodate all modes of traffic.

Recommendations 11: Work with Flathead
County to adopt firewise practices for
development and construction in the
Wildland Urban Interface (WUI).

Policy 3.4: Promote
non-motorized Community Facilities – Water Service
transportation
through
designs
that
incorporate
walkability,
connectivity,
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accessibility and wayfinding features to Goal 1: To provide a clean, safe, healthy, and
sustainable water supply for all residents free
accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians.
from the threat of degradation or depletion.
Policy 3.6: Design transit stops, drop-off
sites and pedestrian/bicycle crossings to Community Facilities – Emergency Services
improve safety, accessibility and user
Policy 2. The City of Whitefish shall manage
experience.
the cost of emergency services through
Policy 3.7: Provide adequate facilities and prudent land use practices that encourage
access for emergency services in the infill development and limit sprawl.
corridor.
Housing
Urban Design
Goal 1: Ensure an adequate supply and
Goal 4.1: preserve the existing character variety of housing product types and
along the corridor through site design and densities, at affordable prices, to meet the
plans that reflect the neighborhood scale and needs of Whitefish’s existing and future
preserve the features that contribute to the workforce, and for senior citizens.
quality of experience in the corridor.
Policy 2: The City of Whitefish shall always
Policy 4.5: incorporate mature stand of trees have a policy of supporting the development
and two side designs to provide buffers and of affordable housing, and shall seek to
maintain the wooded/forest and character partner with and support any reputable
affordable housing developer in the public
along the corridor.
sector or private.
Economic Performance
Transportation
Goal 5.2: Focus development opportunities
along the corridor to support rather than Goal 1: Provide an efficient and effective
compete with downtown Whitefish.
transportation system to serve the present
and future needs of the Whitefish area.
Policy 5.1: Allow incrased densities and
mixed uses at key nodes along the corridor Goal 5: The community shall encourage
that are service by transit while preserving sustainability in all aspects of the
natural landscapes and open space between transportations system so that the needs of
nodes.
the present are met, while ensuring that
future generations have the same or better
Land Use
opportunities.
Goals 6.2: Integrate land use and
transportation improvements that result in a
pedestrian/transit/bike friendly corridor and
reduces the need for vehicle trips.

Policy 2: The City shall seek ways to reduce
the community’s carbon footprint through
efficiencies in the transportations system,
reduction of vehicle miles traveled, and
through promoting non-motorized
Finding 10: the project has demonstrated transportation.
substantial compliance with a 2007 growth
policy and 2018 Wisconsin Ave. Corridor Policy 4: The community shall encourage
Plan because it is implementing many of the sustainability in all aspects of the
key development concepts identified in the transportations system so that the needs of
Wisconsin Avenue plan including providing the present are met, while ensuring that
workforce housing, protecting the wooded
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nature of this area, integrating land-use and
transportation, providing a variety of
housing types within a development and
providing
convenience
neighborhood
commercial that does not compete with the
downtown.

future generations have the same or better
opportunities.
Whitefish Avenue Corridor Plan
Environment/Water Quality
Goal 1.1: Protect water quality, stream
stability, and natural processes that preserve
aquatic habitat and wildlife habitat.
Goal 1.2: Preserve the natural landscape,
scenic views and forested character of the
corridor.
Policy 1.2: Adopt best management
practices, treat stormwater, reduce
impervious area and incorporate green
infrastructure into development plans to
reduce runoff and to protect water quality.
Policy 1.5: support improvements and site
designs that protect habitat, provide for
connected wildlife corridors and that
minimize conflict with wildlife.
Residential
Goal 2.1: Provide for diverse housing needs
within the corridor while protecting
community character and neighborhood
through compatible residential
developments.
Policy 2.2: support cohesive, distinctive, and
diverse residential developments that are
compatible with existing neighborhoods and
promote safe and quiet neighborhoods.
Policy 2.5: Encourage unified developments
that mitigate potential impact on adjacent
neighborhoods, reflects neighborhoods scale
in character and contribute to a vibrant
corridor.
Policy 2.8: mitigate potential noise and other
adverse impacts from more intensive landuse is that adjoin residential areas.
Transportation

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 942 of 1405

Goal 3.1: The corridor should have a
connected, efficient, safe, accessible and
attractive transportation system to
accommodate all modes of travel.
Goal 3.2: Infrastructure in the corridor will
have adequate capacity to accommodate
future growth.
Policy 3.1: Identify improvements to
increase roadway capacity, reduce
congestion, meet ADA requirements and
improve intersection safety.
Policy 3.7: Provide adequate facilities and
access for emergency services in the
corridor.
Policy 3.9: Monitor water and sewer capacity
as new development occurs and recommend
improvements and/or conservation measures
to accommodate future growth.
Urban Design
Goal 4.1: preserve the existing character
along the corridor through site design and
plans that reflect the neighborhood scale and
preserve the features that contribute to the
quality of experience in the corridor.
Policy 4.2: new development should reflect
neighborhood character through scale,
building design, open space, landscaping and
other design features identified in the
architectural standards.
Economic Performance
Policy 5.4: identify commercial sectors that
are growing and can be captured on the
corridor to support the health of downtown
Whitefish.
Land Use
Goal 6.1: Encourage compatible
development that contributes to overall live
ability, meets evolving market demands, and
mitigates impacts to the environment.
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Policy 6.8: Concentrate more compact,
mixed use development in the south half of
the corridor where there is already more
intense development.
Policy 6.9: Plan for low impact, lower
intensity development on the north half of
the corridor to reflect a more open, pastoral,
character of the area.
Finding 10: The project has not
demonstrated substantial compliance with a
2007 growth policy and 2018 Wisconsin
Ave. Corridor Plan.

11. Article S. WPUD Planned Unit Development District Purpose and Intent:
Finding
No. 11

The project complies with the Purpose and
Intent of the Planned Unit Development
chapter because it meets the review criteria
outlined in the PUD chapter, as conditioned.

The project does not comply with the
Whitefish City Code. The proposed
development contains an apartment complex
in WR-2 and WR-3 zoning which is
prohibited under W.C.C. § 11-9-2 because
the predominant use in the proposed
development is not allowed in the underlying
zoning.

12. Administration and Enforcement: Amendments (W.C.C. §11-7-12E)
Finding
No. 12

The review criteria for a zone change are met The review criteria for a zone change are not
because the project has been reviewed met because the project fails to comply with
according to the City standards and Montana law and City regulations.
conditioned accordingly.

13. Article S. Community Benefit and Justification for Proposed Zoning Deviations
(WCC §11-2S-6)
Finding
No. 13

The applicant has demonstrated clear
community benefit to deviate from the
adopted standards to exceed the number of
floors for a portion of the multi-family
buildings because the project is providing
10% affordable housing which is an
identified mean within the 2007 growth
policy, the 2018 Wisconsin Ave. Corredor

The applicant has failed to demonstrate clear
community benefit. The applicant is not
providing 10% affordable housing, as the
affordable housing is only 26 units, not 32,
when accounting for the displaced affordable
homes by the proposed development (which
is 8.17%). The applicant has not provided
deed restrictions and has not guaranteed
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plan, the 2016 housing needs assessment and
the 2017 strategic housing plan, they are
dedicating land for a fire station, installing a
separated bike path on the west side of big
Mountain Rd., installing snow bus stops and
installing a modern roundabout at the
intersection of big Mountain Rd. and E. Lake
Shore Dr.

affordable housing will actually be provided
(for example, without deed restrictions the
developer can ask for fee in lieu of providing
affordable housing after approval). The 1.5acre land dedication to the City for a future
fire station is not a community benefit. The
City Fire Department is chronically
understaffed as highlighted in the recently
adopted Fire Department Master Plan. The
City does not have the resources to actually
build and staff a fire station at this location,
and other locations may be prioritized to be
developed with a fire station. The proposed
SNOW bus stop is not a community benefit.
The SNOW bus stop will only benefit users
of the proposed development and may
overwhelm the SNOW bus system. Because
the applicant failed to sufficiently analyze
the traffic impacts, the traffic mitigation
tools necessary for this intersection are
unknown. The approval of this development
would inherently endanger City residents and
visitors as it does not provide for safe egress
options in the case of a wildland fire.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

David Taylor
Michelle Weinberg
Wendy Compton-Ring; Angela Jacobs; Kim Wilson; Lindsey Hromadka
RE: WPUD 21-03 and WZC 21-03: Written Protest & Signature
Wednesday, November 24, 2021 2:16:52 PM
image001.jpg
MGW Signatures_Final2.pdf

Based on our review of the criteria, it appears that your written protest meets the code provisions of
being signatures from owners of 25% or more of the 23 lots within 150’ of the lots proposed for
zone change of the PUD overlay. See the attached map with the 8 properties that qualify marked.
The City Council will need a favorable vote of two-thirds of the present and voting members to
approve the zone change.
Dave
David Taylor, AICP
Director of Planning and Building
City of Whitefish
418 East Second Street
P.O. Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
406-863-2416

From: Michelle Weinberg <michelle@whlawmt.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 24, 2021 10:30 AM
To: David Taylor <dtaylor@cityofwhitefish.org>
Cc: Wendy Compton-Ring <wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org>; Angela Jacobs
<ajacobs@cityofwhitefish.org>; Kim Wilson <kwilson@mswdlaw.com>; Lindsey Hromadka
<lindsey@whlawmt.com>
Subject: Re: WPUD 21-03 and WZC 21-03: Written Protest & Signature
Hi Dave,
Trying you again before the holiday. Any updates on the written protest and my emails dated 11/1,
11/8, and 11/19?
Thank you,
Michelle
On Fri, Nov 19, 2021 at 5:15 PM Michelle Weinberg <michelle@whlawmt.com> wrote:
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PROTEST NOTICE FOR ZONING AMENDMENTS
Arim Moimtain Gateway PUD & Zoning Map Amendment/Conditional Zone Change
Applications(Fde Nos. WPUD 2U03 and WZC 21-03)(collectively, the “Amendments”)
WHEREAS, pursuant to 76-2-305, MCA,the City of Whitefish (“City”) must accept written
protests from property owners against the proposed zoning Amendments described above before
the close of the public hearing before the WhileEsh City Council;
WHEREAS,in the case of a written protest signed by the owners of 25% or more of the area of
the lots or units within 150 feet from a lot included in a proposed change, the Amendments shall
not become effective except by the favorable vote of two-thirds of the present and voting
members of the Whitefish City Council; and
WHEREAS,the Amendments require nine (9) property owners who live or are unit owners
owning property in fee simple within 150 feet from a lot included within the proposed change to
sign a written protest in order to trigger the requirements of 76-2-305, MCA.
NOW,THEREFORE, the following property owner who is a unit owner owning property in fee
simple within 150 feet from a lot included within the proposed change, hereby protests the
Amendments, File Nos. WPUD 21-03 and WZC 21-03:

Physical Address: Houston Point Subdivision Amended, Section 23, Township 31 North, Range
22 West (Flathead County Assessment Code: 0000932246; Levy District: 0334-74 - MAI;
Flathead County Clerk and Recorder No. 83-21289)
Owner Name(s):

Houston Point Homeowners Association, Inc.

Signature(s):

7

I attest that, on October 20, 2021, the written protests above were delivered in-person and by e
mail to the Whitefish City Clerk, 418 E 2"‘= Street, Whitefish, MT 59937;
mhowke@,citvofwhitefish.org

Name: Dale R. Cockrell
Signature:

t>AL U...09
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I attest that, on November 4_ , 2021, the written protest above was delivered to the
Whitefish Zoning Administrator c/o David Taylor_, 418 E 2nd Street, Whitefish, MT
59937; dtaylor@cityofwhitefish.org via the following means:
[x] email
[ ] in-person

Name: Michelle T. Weinberg
Signature:________________________________
cc:
ajacobs@cityofwhitefish.org
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 950 of 1405

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 951 of 1405

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 952 of 1405

2'/n'5 -t20etf & vSID t'1 k.
W11A� MT 5'¥t37

Physical Address:

OwnerName(s_l:

AkA:f\} 13EPO�----- --------

Signature(s):________�------ ___________

I

.z_ t) 1 �

&

6,- pt::.

v� -,.1e--6s,(_ 111-L J'Yt:5/

Physieal Address:

OwnerName(s):

��

6

(5

U-if'> �.IL.

f:�.,-.J1,

�����=-- ___________
·-,:>

Signature(s�e�==s:

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 953 of 1405

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 954 of 1405

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 955 of 1405

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 956 of 1405

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 957 of 1405

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 958 of 1405

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 959 of 1405

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 960 of 1405

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 961 of 1405

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 962 of 1405

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 963 of 1405

I attest that, on November 1_ , 2021, the written protests above were delivered to the
Whitefish Zoning Administrator c/o David Taylor_, 418 E 2nd Street, Whitefish, MT
59937; dtaylor@cityofwhitefish.org via the following means:
[x] email
[ ] in-person

Name: Michelle T. Weinberg
Signature:________________________________
cc:
ajacobs@cityofwhitefish.org
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org
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B. APPLICATION CONTENTS:
Attached

ALL ITEMS MUST BE INCLUDED - INCOMPLETE APPLICATIONS WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED



One (1) printed copy and one (1) electronic copy of the Planned Unit Development application and
supplemental materials



Site Plan – drawn to scale, which shows in detail the proposed use; property lines and setback
lines; topography; density of dwelling units per gross acre; and other pertinent information. A
narrative may also be submitted to supplement the site plan requirements. For full list of required
items see §11-2S-7B



Written report of any adjacent neighborhood citizen outreach completed, and any concerns raised.
Full requirements can be found in §11-2S-7A(1)



Written statement of the extent to which the plan deviates from zoning and/or Engineering
Standards. For full description of written statement requirements, see §11-2S-7A(9)



Ownership designation and management plan for all open space and common areas, including
maintenance and weed control responsibilities, see §11-2S-7A(4)



Housing Mitigation Plan (if required)



Proposed schedule of completion and phasing of the development, if applicable.



Proposed Conditions, Covenants, and Restrictions (CC&Rs)



Written description of how the project meets the criteria in Section F of this application



Where new buildings or additions are proposed, building sketches and elevations shall be
submitted



Any other information that may be deemed relevant and appropriate to allow for adequate review
including:
• The manner in which services will be provided such as water, sewer, storm water
management, schools, traffic management, recreational facilities and/or other applicable
services and utilities that may not be already included on the submitted site plan.
• Any special design standards, materials and/or colors



Any additional information requested during the pre-application process

 n/a

If the project accompanies a Subdivision request, a preliminary plat shall be prepared in
accordance with the requirements of the Subdivision Regulations (see applicable form).

Zone Map Amendment &
Conditional Annexation

When all application materials are submitted to the Planning & Building Department, the application will be
scheduled for public hearing before the Planning Board and City Council.
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C. GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT
30.51
Total Area of Property:___________________________
Zoning District: WR-2/WR-3/County R-4
PUD Type:

 Residential  Mixed-Use  Commercial  Light Industrial or Industrial

✔

Initial Planned Unit Development
 Amendment to an Approved/Existing Planned Unit Development

D. OWNER/APPLICANT INFORMATION
OWNER(S) OF RECORD:
Name: Glacier Ranch Holdings LLC

Phone:

Mailing Address: 620 Shelby St
City, State, Zip: Bristol, TN 37620
Email:
APPLICANT (if different than above):
Name: Arim Mountain Gateway, Attn: James Barnett

Phone:

Mailing Address: 431 1st avenue west
City, State, Zip: Kalispell, Montana 59901
Email: jamesbarnett360@gmail.com
OTHER TECHNICAL/PROFESSIONAL:
Name: WGM Group Attn: Mike Brodie, PE

Phone: 406-756-4848

Mailing Address: 431 1st Avenue West
City, State, Zip: Kalispell, MT 59901
Email: mbrodie@wgmgroup.com
E. DESCRIBE PROPOSED USE: Include an overall description of the goals and objectives for the
development of the project.

See attached narrative.
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F. FINDINGS: The following criteria form the basis for approval or denial of the Planned Unit Development
(§11-2S-8). The burden of satisfactorily addressing these criteria lies with the applicant. Review the
criteria below and discuss how the proposal conforms to the criteria. If the proposal does not conform to
the criteria, describe how it will be mitigated. Each criteria below shall be addressed with an eye toward
community benefit and how the project goes above and beyond the standard requirements.
1. Explain how the project substantially achieves the applicable Purpose and Intent items found in §112S-1:

See attached narrative.

2. Explain how the project provides a clear community benefit and why there is proper justification for any
proposed deviations from standards:

See attached narrative.

3. Explain how environmentally sensitive areas of the site are being preserved and protected by the
proposed development. A full description of environmentally sensitive areas can be found in §11-2S8B(1).

See attached narrative.

4. Explain how the development is being sensitive to and respectful of wildlife habitat and/or seasonal
migration corridors as identified by a competent wildlife assessment or verified by empirical evidence.

See attached narrative.
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5. Explain how the open spaces, either planned for persons expected to reside in the completed
development (children, young adults, seniors, etc.) or available to the public in general, are bring
provided by the development.

See attached narrative.

6. Explain how the character and qualities of existing neighborhoods are bring preserved and protected.
Proposed PUDs are to be integrated into the existing neighborhood in terms of scale, quality, character,
and street continuity. When, in the judgement of the City Council, such integration is not possible,
practical, or will otherwise not produce desired outcomes for the existing neighborhood, effective
buffering and transitions must be provided by the proposed development.

See attached narrative.

7. Explain how street continuity is being maintained by extending the Whitefish street grid and other
established street systems consistent with adopted transportation plans.

See attached narrative.

8. Explain how the new development is providing attractive, high quality streetscapes through the use of
landscaping, sidewalks/bikeways, street trees, and quality street lighting fixtures, including design
consideration for and integration with adjacent structures.

See attached narrative.
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9. Explain how the proposed development is, to the extent possible, providing pedestrian, transit, and
bicycle facilities, and encourage transportation alternatives consistent with the Whitefish Growth Policy,
adopted transportation plans, and the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan.

See attached narrative.

10. If the proposed development taking advantage of the density bonus pursuant to §11-2S-3, explain how
the development is providing affordable/workforce housing of the unit type(s) and quantity set forth in
the Whitefish Growth Policy, Housing Needs Assessment, and/or the Whitefish Housing Strategic Plan.

See attached narrative.

11. Explain how the project is avoiding a monotonous and/or institutional appearance through varied
architecture and orientation of buildings, and where appropriate, varying the type of residential unit
within the project.

See attached narrative.

12. Explain how the project is avoiding or effectively mitigating adverse impacts identified through the
development review process.

See attached narrative.
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13. Explain how the new development is demonstrating substantial compliance with and/or implementation
of the Growth Policy, including adopted neighborhood plans and corridor plans.

See attached narrative.
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MOUNTAIN GATEWAY - PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT
Goals and Objectives
The existing 30.51 acre property has been designated with a mix of three zoning districts: WR-2 (17.84
acres, 12du/ac), WR-3 (3.96 acres, 14 du/ac), and County R-4 (8.71 acres, 12 du/ac as WR-2). It is the
intention to annex the county property concurrently with this application conditionally and request an initial
zoning of WR-2. The properties to the east are currently zoned Whitefish Resort Residential with a PUD
overlay (WRR/WPUD, the Iron Horse Golf Course), and across East Lakeshore Drive to the south and
west are zoned Whitefish Suburban Residential and Whitefish Low Density Residential (WSR and WLR
respectively) which includes Alpine Subdivision. The property to the north is developed as a County
Subdivision Zoned County R-4.
With the zoning or the subject properties listed above, this allows for an overall density (without a PUD),
of up to 374 units when a blended zoning is applied to the gross acreage. Utilizing this density as a max,
the intention is to create a condition to allow the western properties (18.35 acres) to be developed as a
multi-unit rental community with a total of 270 units, with 32 affordable/deed restricted units intermixed
throughout. On the properties east of Big Mountain Road, the intention is to create 12 for sale condo
units, and 36 for sale town home lots, and a small neighborhood commercial island. One conditional use
and three variances are being requested as a part of the PUD:
1. The ability to develop multi-family within the WR-2 zone. A portion of this property is zoned WR-3
and allows multifamily with a conditional use, but this would allow the 270-unit long term rental
community to exist on the WR-2 zoning with the proposed zoning overlay.
2. A variance on height from 35 ft to 40 ft. This would allow the 270-unit long term rental community
to limit the building footprint to preserve existing trees and nature of corridor.
3. A variance to allow four stories with the option to recess the first story partially below existing
grade (3.5 stories). This would allow the 270-unit long term rental community to limit the building
footprint to preserve existing trees and nature of corridor.
These variances are being requested to accommodate an effort made in the architecture to address
some of the impacts to the existing property (building up vs. out) while allowing affordable units by
projecting to “four” floors. It should be noted the entirety of the building will not be “four” floors and
the building roof elevations will be varied throughout the structures.
A residential PUD does not allow commercial uses per City of Whitefish Zoning regulations. To create a
more holistic community, a commercial component is valuable to residents in this area (beyond the
boundaries of the PUD). To allow commercial uses on a portion of the property, a Zone Map Amendment
is being submitted for the 3.96 acres of WR-2 zoned property on the east side of Big Mountain Road,
North of East Lakeshore Drive. Only three acres is specified on the PUD and in accordance with the
overlay, the commercial development would be limited to 3 acres regardless of the Zone Map
Amendment. These three acres will be subdivided at the time of preliminary plat for the eastern Phase of
the development with the remainder tract to revert to the surrounding PUD allowing for flexibility for the
internal layout of the commercial and adjacent roads.
It should be noted: The PUD application is a separate application from the Zone Map Amendment
application (concurrently submitted). All of the property is included in the proposed WPUD overlay,
however; should the zoning amendment application be approved, it will allow the neighborhood
commercial uses under a WB-1 designation in the three acres shown and described on the PUD Plan.
Those uses are discussed in this application, but most of them would be subject to the Zone Map
Amendment approval.
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Mountain Gateway – Planned Unit Development
August 2021
Page 2 of 15

MOUNTAIN GATEWAY – PUD NARRATIVE
1. Explain how the project substantially achieves the applicable purpose and intent
items found in 11-2s-1:
The PUD overlay is being implemented to create a unique development scenario consisting of a
gateway to a key recreational part of the community while utilizing density to lessen visual and
environmental impacts to the surrounding properties. The property is bisected by Big Mountain
Road. The west side of which consists of 18.3 acres (10.0 acres WR-2, 4.0 acres WR-3, and 4.3
acres County R-4). The East side consists of 12.1 acres (7.8 acres WR-2, and 4.3 acres R-4).
On the western side of the properties, the PUD utilizes blended zoning of the subject parcels to
create a more concentrated multifamily development in order to allow for a more generous
passive open space and mature tree buffer environment. The focused density allows the
developer to help alleviate some of the current workforce housing crisis in the Whitefish
Community, while lessening the development impact to the property by consolidating
development to the center of the properties and reducing the impact to the existing forest canopy
and understory.
On the east side, existing zoning consists of WR-2 and County R-4 (WR-2 equivalent zoning). On
this portion of the property, the proposed PUD is generally in compliance with the zoning and
includes single family attached housing (town homes), and multifamily owner-occupied units; no
short-term rentals are proposed. The one exception to the existing zoning is a 2.77 acre parcel
planned for WB-1 Limited Business. To create this commercial tract, a Conditional Zoning
Request has been submitted concurrently with this PUD application; this 2.77 acres is not
included in the PUD overlay. The commercial zoning of this location was acknowledged in the
Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan (2018) with the goal of creating a community area not wholly
reliant on vehicular trips into town. This portion of the development would include a convenience
market similar to other nodes identified in the Corridor plan with the goal of providing walkable
services to immediate residents as well as those residents north along Big Mountain Road or
further away from town on East Lakeshore Drive. Reduction of traffic impacts to Wisconsin Road
can be achieved by providing convenience market provisions within the proposed neighborhood
commercial location.
In order to achieve the desired goals of the PUD, the following conditional uses and variances are
being requested:
 Conditional use for multifamily development to be allowed over the blended density of the
total project area. This would allow the proposed 270-unit long term rental community
shown on the PUD plan.
 A variance on height from 35 ft to 40 ft. This would allow the proposed 270-unit long term
rental community to limit the building footprint and preserve existing trees and nature of
corridor as illustrated on the PUD plan.
 A variance to allow four stories with the option to recess the first story partially below
existing grade. This is tied to the building height and would also allow the 270-unit long
term rental community to limit the building footprint to preserve existing trees and nature
of corridor.
Though not a variance being requested by the PUD, a Zone Map Amendment and Conditional Zoning
Request, (separate from the PUD overlay) is being concurrently requested for WB-1 uses in a WR-2
zone. This would allow the incorporation of up to 3 acres of WB-1 (per the application and PUD Plan). If
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Mountain Gateway – Planned Unit Development
August 2021
Page 3 of 15

not approved, the area would still be subject to uses and conditions included with the Residential PUD
overlay.
When assessing the gross acreage and existing zoning for the subject properties, the requested density
is within the existing allowable densities and can be achieved without the density bonus.
The development also incorporates multimodal transportation elements in the forms of pedestrian
connectivity and extensions of existing multi use paths, a bus stop, and several public parking
stalls designated for park and ride use.

Figure 1: Existing Properties and Zoning
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Mountain Gateway – Planned Unit Development
August 2021
Page 4 of 15

Figure 2: Zoning Map (Flathead County GIS)

1. Explain how the project provides a clear community benefit and why there is
proper justification for any proposed deviations from standards:
This project provides several key elements of community benefit that correspond with the
Wisconsin Corridor Plan (implemented in 2018). The following community benefits are identified
in the plan:
1. The need for a fire station at or near the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East
Lakeshore Drive. The plan provides a 1.51 acre piece of property and adequate road
access to both Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive. This location and
parcel size has been discussed with the Whitefish Fire Department who expressed
satisfaction with the location, size, and access for their needs. Based on comparable
properties, the market value of this property is estimated to be valued at over a
million dollars once serviced by city utilities.
2. A roundabout was identified at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East
Lakeshore Drive to create better safer traffic flow at the intersection. A roundabout
can provide a great solution to an existing problem intersection on a high traffic
corridor providing improved traffic flow and enhanced safety. Compared to signed or
signalized intersections, a roundabout can reduce overall collisions by 37%, Injury
collisions by 75%, and fatal collisions by 90% (Source: Federal Highway
Administration and Washington State Department of Transportation
https://wsdot.wa.gov/Safety/roundabouts/benefits.htm). The roundabout was
analyzed as a part of the Traffic Impact Study prepared by WGM and included as a
part of this application. In the study, the existing stop controlled intersection will have
a level of service “F” during PM hours by the year 2025 in both a “no build” scenario
and with the proposed development. In the same timeframe, the roundabout
improves the existing intersection from a level of service F to a level of service B
during PM hours.
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Mountain Gateway – Planned Unit Development
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Figure 3: Stop Controlled Intersection Levels of Service from Mountain Gateway Traffic Impact Study

Figure 4: Roundabout Levels of Service from Mountain Gateway Traffic Impact Study

Figure 5: Roundabout Collision Statistics (FHA and IHS)

3. The majority of the site is covered in second growth trees with many of them larger
than 12” in diameter. Mature trees take decades to grow, and they are an asset to
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Mountain Gateway – Planned Unit Development
August 2021
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the community and add value to residential development. As a part of this plan,
creating a smaller footprint with a taller building; building “up” versus “out” allowed a
significant amount of these trees to remain while also providing buffering to both
sides of the development. This retains the forested character of the area and
benefits the community by buffering the visual impact of the development.
4. By approving the Conditional zoning request (submitted concurrently with this
application), the WB-1 Zoning would allow for the incorporation of a small
commercial/business element which would reduce the number of trips required on
Wisconsin from both the development and the greater area residents.
5. 32 units of deed restricted affordable housing have been included in the 270
unit apartment building (11%). Affordable housing has been discussed as a
crisis in Whitefish and the greater Flathead Valley. The developer has heard
the points made by the public and Councilman Qunell and has found a way to
incorporate even more affordable housing into this development by donating
the residential land on the east side of the development to a non-profit
organization. This donation would be contingent upon approval of the PUD
and only works because of the tax benefits the developer would receive as a
result. Preliminary discussions with the City of Whitefish Staff, Whitefish
Housing Authority, and Northwest Montana Community Landtrust have taken
place and they feel this is a viable path forward to creating affordable housing
in Whitefish.

2. Explain how environmentally sensitive areas of the site are being preserved
and protected by the proposed development. A full description of
environmentally sensitive areas can be found in §11-2S8B(1).
There are no wetlands on site, the site is forested with undulating ground and there are no signs
of standing water or wetland plants. Areas of mature conifer trees are being preserved to the
greatest extent possible as buffers to the development varying from approximately 40 feet to over
200 feet in width.
There are some areas of steeper slopes on the northeast portion of the site. These areas will be
left primarily undeveloped and have been incorporated into the layout as a separation element for
the condo units shown at the northwest of the property.
Though not immediately adjacent to Whitefish Lake, it is possible for runoff from the development
to enter the lake by means of existing drainage channels, or infiltration, Stormwater quality
mitigation provided by the development will be critical. Vortex separation unit(s) will be utilized to
treat runoff initially from parking lots to remove oil, trash and road grit. Plantings in the ponds can
be selected for functionality and their ability to help remove nutrients present in storm runoff.

3. Explain how the development is being sensitive to and respectful of wildlife
habitat and/or seasonal migration corridors as identified by a competent
wildlife assessment or verified by empirical evidence.
The retention of trees is a key element of this project that will allow preservation of an existing
wildlife habitat. In accordance with the Wisconsin Corridor Plan, buffering of mature trees will be
kept adjacent to the existing roadways in an effort to not only preserve character of the property,
but also habitat for animals that frequent this corridor such as Whitetail Deer, Elk, Mule Deer, and
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Turkeys. Typically, migratory bird species habitat is focused around areas close to standing
water, ponds, or lakes, none of which is found on the site immediately adjacent (within 500 feet).
Species data from Montana Natural Heritage has been included with this application.
Per discussions with Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks (MFWP) and review of their Crucial Habitat
Ranking Map. The area development area is a rank of “3” Based on the landscape connectivity
the area provides. By providing large naturally and mature forested buffers (over 100 feet wide in
most locations) along the perimeters of the proposed development, this landscape corridor is
largely preserved for any species moving through this corridor from the mountain south to the
lake. This is not the only area that provides connectivity, as the adjacent property (Iron Horse
Golf Course) is more frequently used as a wildlife corridor than adjacent to a highway (Big
Mountain Road).

Figure 6: MFWP Crucial Habitat Ranking – Critical Areas Planning System (CAPS)

Per MFWP and the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Study, trash enclosures will be installed to help
keep wildlife out of trash for the good of the development and the health of the wildlife. Figure 5
Shows a possible trash enclosure designed with the intent to keep bears and other wild animals
out.
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Figure 7: Bear Resistant Trash Enclosure From Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan and MFWP.

4. Explain how the open spaces, either planned for persons expected to reside in
the completed development (children, young adults, seniors, etc.) or available
to the public in general, are bring provided by the development.
The western portion of the property is planned with the goal of consolidating residential density in
a smaller footprint to help preserve the surrounding forest. This forested buffer would be
available for use, but would primarily be retained as it exists and not designated specifically for
recreational uses aside from trails that connect the surrounding path systems with the interior
developments. Developed open space is proposed interior to the fire access road between the
building architecture (2 acres). This will include amenities such as patios with benches,
barbeques, and/or playground equipment (specifics of which will be determined during design).
In addition to the natural open space and developed open space, a club house is also proposed
to provide additional amenities to residents. A second story accessible green roof space is
planned to help conceal asphalt parking and again, maintain a smaller footprint on the overall
site. The roof space will not be accessible to the public, however; the overall tree retention it
allows for will create a greater benefit to both residents and the greater public. The trees provide
screening and retain the natural forested feel of the existing Big Mountain Road corridor.
The eastern portion of the property also provides a buffer to retain trees and protect the existing
character of the area. The road proposed on this portion of the property will be landscaped with
street trees in accordance with the City of Whitefish Landscape ordinance.
Surrounding the development, the existing multimodal path will be incorporated into the design to
allow access to and from the development promoting walkability for the public and residents of
the PUD. This path will be extended from the intersection North along Big Mountain Road, to
help promote future connections northward. This leg of the path will also be important as a
central pedestrian connection north and south to the various portions of the development
including the commercial node planned for the southwest corner of the east side.
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5. Explain how the character and qualities of existing neighborhoods are bring
preserved and protected. Proposed PUDs are to be integrated into the existing
neighborhood in terms of scale, quality, character, and street continuity.
When, in the judgement of the City Council, such integration is not possible,
practical, or will otherwise not produce desired outcomes for the existing
neighborhood, effective buffering and transitions must be provided by the
proposed development.
The existing neighborhood character of the area is a forested residential community with
surrounding suburban residential subdivisions to the north and west. The more developed
portion of the site is concentrated at the east of the property where the existing zoning is a
WRR/WRPUD for the Ironhorse Golf Course. Around the majority of the property perimeter, the
existing trees are proposed to be preserved to the greatest extent possible with vegetative buffers
from 40 to 200 feet adjacent to roadways. This buffering will help preserve the character of the
wooded neighborhood and highway corridor. Multifamily buildings on the western property will
maintain a total height lower than the existing canopy and will be set back far enough to preserve
a green corridor feel and overall forested environment. The primarily residential developments
adjacent to the property are either north, west, or south of the western property all sides will
include this buffering that will soften the scale of the building and make the overall development
less intrusive to the surrounding properties. Properties to the east are gravel pits/soil storage
which buffers the Iron Horse Golf Course where the development will not have as great of an
impact. The proposed development corresponds well with the surrounding neighborhood and will
match the character and uses outlined in the Whitefish Corridor Plan at this location.

6. Explain how street continuity is being maintained by extending the Whitefish
street grid and other established street systems consistent with adopted
transportation plans.
The project is separated from the overall Whitefish Street Grid, however; it is surrounded by two
key vehicular traffic routes: East Lakeshore Drive, and Big Mountain Road. There are three key
elements of this plan that help add to connectivity in this location for neighborhood vehicular
access, public transit, and pedestrian or bicycle traffic.
A. The addition of a roundabout at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive.
This not only helps alleviate a known traffic issue at this intersection during peak traffic events,
but it also addresses sight distance issues and increases safety. Compared to signed or
signalized intersections, a roundabout can reduce overall collisions by 37%, Injury collisions by
75%, and fatal collisions by 90% (Source: Federal Highway Administration and Washington State
Department of Transportation https://wsdot.wa.gov/Safety/roundabouts/benefits.htm).

B. As a part of the western side of the development, a road is planned to make a connection from
Big Mountain Road to East Lakeshore Drive. This will run along the northern part of the proposed
apartment building and south of the land designated for the Whitefish Fire Station. This will help
create connectivity here and allow both residents and the fire department to access either
direction.
C. On the east side of the development. An access is provided from East Lakeshore Drive through
the property to Big Mountain Road. This will allow residential access as well as access to the
neighborhood commercial/market and provide sidewalks, streetscapes, and landscaping
throughout.
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D. To address some valid comments regarding traffic and pedestrian access, WGM has
aligned intersections along Big Mountain Road to enhance safety and better consolidate
vehicular and pedestrian traffic movements to and from the proposed development. WGM
has looked at this as it pertains to the submitted Traffic Impact Study and included a
memo to explain how this does not change any of the conclusions of the impacts at these
intersections.

7. Explain how the new development is providing attractive, high-quality
streetscapes through the use of landscaping, sidewalks/bikeways, street trees,
and quality street lighting fixtures, including design consideration for and
integration with adjacent structures.
One of the key features of the proposal is the preservation of large mature tree stands which
will result in maintaining the existing aesthetic feel of the site and area. Existing trees along
the roadway corridor provide a natural/rural feel for pedestrians using the multi modal path
adjacent to the development. Internal to the site, both existing and proposed trees will define
a separate place incorporating landscaped boulevards and parking islands with street trees
which will double for both snow storage and enhanced aesthetics. Decorative lighting will be
provided internal to the development and associated parking, specifics of which will be
determined at the time of design along with the associated impacts to surrounding properties
and wildlife.
All buildings, development, and future subdivision (for the eastern properties), will be subject
to City of Whitefish regulations, including but not limited to Zoning, Subdivision, Engineering,
Landscaping, and Architectural standards.

8. Explain how the proposed development is, to the extent possible, providing
pedestrian, transit, and bicycle facilities, and encourage transportation
alternatives consistent with the Whitefish Growth Policy, adopted
transportation plans, and the Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan.
The proposal includes a variety of elements identified in the following plans that pertain to
alternative transportation methods:
The Whitefish Growth Policy – (Adopted 2007)
Whitefish Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan – (Adopted as an element of the growth
policy in 2017)
Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan – (Adopted as an element of the growth policy in
2018)





The proposed development abuts the Wisconsin Avenue Multimodal Path on the south and
western perimeter of the property. This path provides pedestrian and bicycle access from the
property to downtown Whitefish (only 2.7 miles). There are several elements included in the
plan that encourage transportation alternatives consistent with the growth policy and
associated plans:
The existing multi modal path will be rerouted to include a safer crossing with a refuge island
at the proposed round about.
A (snow) bus stop is planned on the eastern portion of the development
Several parking stalls will be dedicated on the eastern portion of the site for shared use/park
and ride.
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The multi modal path is planned for extension north along big mountain road adjacent to the
property boundaries for future expansion north and to provide separated access to the trail
system and south to the commercial development.
The inclusion of the conditional zoning request for the neighborhood commercial component
will increase walking trips as outlined in the Bicycle and pedestrian master plan.
Opportunities for additional wayfinding signs in this location could be incorporated at the
intersection or within the commercial portion of the property.
Long multi-modal path systems need points of interest along the way to properly function by
providing destinations for either recreation or relief. The addition of a commercial element
has the potential to developed with a market and other amenities for pedestrians and cyclists
using this corridor.
The proposed commercial site provides opportunity for convenience services (a market), and
a place for some people to work which reduces vehicle trips and promotes walkability.
The property is located in the vicinity of some of the area’s largest employers including
Whitefish Mountain Resort (4.5 miles), Downtown Whitefish (2.7 miles), Iron Horse Golf Club
(1.3 miles), and The Lodge at Whitefish Lake (1.0 miles).
The property is located close to recreation opportunities allowing for walking or biking to Les
Mason State Park (0.9 miles), Haskill Basin Trailhead (1.2 miles), and City Beach (2.5 miles),
Whitefish Golf Club (3.4 miles by trail), and Big Mountain (4.5 miles).

Figure 8: Graphic on Walkability from the 2017 Whitefish Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan
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9. If the proposed development taking advantage of the density bonus pursuant
to §11-2S-3, explain how the development is providing affordable/workforce
housing of the unit type(s) and quantity set forth in the Whitefish Growth
Policy, Housing Needs Assessment, and/or the Whitefish Housing Strategic
Plan.
Utilizing the blended zoning for the property proposed for the PUD overlay, an overall allowable
density is calculated:
AREA
(AC)

DESIGNATION

WR-2

DU/AC

DU/AC
(PUD)

UNITS w.o.
PUD

UNITS w.
PUD

17.84

12

18

214

321

R-4 (COUNTY WR-2 EQUIVALENT)

8.71

12

18

105

157

WR-3

3.96

14

21

55

83

374

561

318

318

TOTAL

30.51

UNITS CURRENTLY PROPOSED

The current zoning designation allows for 374 units when applying a blended zoning between the
existing properties. There are currently 318 units being proposed by the development. This is
under the allowable density for the subject properties, and the developer intends to commit a
minimum of 10% of the rental units (32 units proposed) as affordable per the definitions set forth
in the Whitefish Legacy Homes program. The developer has met with the Whitefish Housing
Authority and discussed this proposal as well as possible unit types that would help address the
existing needs in the greater Whitefish area. Additionally, discussions with local business owners
about the potential of renting blocks of rooms to help support their workforce have taken place; no
commitments have been made as of this application.

10. Explain how the project is avoiding a monotonous and/or institutional
appearance through varied architecture and orientation of buildings, and
where appropriate, varying the type of residential unit within the project.
The project is comprised of multiple residential units ranging from one-bedroom to three-bedroom
units. These are spread throughout the entire Community allowing a variety of living
opportunities. The building on the west portion of the site is situated in an organic manner, not
responding to the adjacent roadways, but orienting access points and the main building spine to
allow existing trees to remain along Big Mountain Road. The building masses are comprised of a
mixture for two-, three- and four-story modules. Natural Materials are proposed for the exterior
surfaces and include natural stone, wood siding and exposed timber accents. The design
vernacular responds to the region’s architectural materials, while also providing a color palette
that blends in with the natural surroundings.

11. Explain how the project is avoiding or effectively mitigating adverse impacts
identified through the development review process.
Several potentially adverse impacts have been identified as a part of this planning process:
A. Traffic – The Wisconsin Avenue Corridor is the main road that moves traffic from Whitefish
Mountain Resort to Downtown Whitefish. This is an MDT/State route that is maintained by
the City of Whitefish making it somewhat problematic from a jurisdictional standpoint. During
the design process, the project team met with the Montana Department of Transportation to
discuss any upgrades planned for the corridor. As of that meeting, no improvements have
been planned and scheduled by either MDT or the City. WGM Group met with the City of
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Whitefish Public Works department and their hired consultant to discuss the corridor to
explain potential impacts from the development as well as existing issues and possible
upgrades to be evaluated as a part of this study. This was a timely meeting as the
transportation plan is in the early stages and planned for completion in May 2022.
The development cannot on its own solve all of the existing issues of a two-lane road
overburdened with traffic, but it can help alleviate its impacts to the corridor and some of
known issues within the project vicinity. One of the key items noted in the Wisconsin Avenue
Corridor Plan was the addition of a neighborhood commercial/market. The addition of a
neighborhood commercial/market creates an activity node that promotes walkability and
reduces the number of trips to town required for the immediate development and the greater
vicinity. Based on the traffic impact study, the proposed roundabout will both alleviate future
level of service degradation as well as improve safety and traffic flow at this intersection.
Both items have been incorporated into the plan and are shown on the PUD layout.
Intersections on Big Mountain Road have been consolidated to eliminate mid-block
pedestrian crossings and align vehicular movements.
B. Workforce Housing/Housing supply – An ever-present issue in Whitefish and the greater
Flathead Valley is a lack of housing for its work force. Given the increase in tourism, rise in
vacation rentals (by owner), and influx of remote working covid refugees, the overall supply of
homes (rentals or for sale) is extremely limited and owners tend to charge a premium for both
sales and rentals. This is an enormous problem that cannot be solved by inefficient singlefamily development alone. The proposed plan incorporates 36 townhome units (for sale), 12
condo units (for sale), and an apartment building providing 238 units (for market rent)
intermixed with 32 units (designated affordable). None of the proposed units (rental or
otherwise) are proposed as short-term rentals.
Additionally, the eastern residential land including the condos and townhomes will be
donated to a non-profit organization of the developer’s choice to restrict units
developed in this location to be affordable in perpetuity. Specifics will be dependent
on organization and affordable housing needs, but the developer requests this be
included as a condition of approval for the overall PUD to ensure additional affordable
housing is being provided as a result of the PUD approval. Initial discussions with
City of Whitefish Staff, Whitefish Housing Authority, and Northwest Montana
Community Land Trust have taken place at the time of this update.
C. Climate Action Committee – As a part of the project, electric vehicle chargers will be
provided in several locations at the rental community; this was done at a similar rental
community currently under construction in Silverbrook (Kalispell, MT). Additionally, to help
reduce emissions overall, the proposed zone map amendment (submitted concurrently) will
be critical. The change in zoning to allow WB-1 uses will help activate the multimodal path
system with the potential of uses as shown on the plan such as a neighborhood market. This
gives pedestrians and cyclists a destination and breaks up the long path from Downtown
Whitefish to Les Mason State Park and increases the walkability of the development and
greater area overall.

12. Explain how the new development is demonstrating substantial compliance
with and/or implementation of the Growth Policy, including adopted
neighborhood plans and corridor plans.
The proposed development has been designed to correspond with existing property zoning and
associated densities which correspond with the growth policy. This area was originally identified
as having development potential in the growth policy and being a critical area with the need for
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incorporating corridor plans. Subsequently, the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan which was
incorporated into the growth policy in 2018.
As a part of the Whitefish Corridor Plan, the growth policy for future land use defines the following
uses which have been incorporated into the plan:
o The need for neighborhood commercial to serve patrons from smaller sub-community
areas such as convenience stores which shorten vehicle trips and facilitate nonmotorized trips given their proximity to areas within their activity node.
o Multifamily residential uses in the form of apartments condominiums and town homes
along major transportation routes.
From page 73 of the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan, the subject property was identified as a
key development area with associated criteria. The criteria are listed below with explanations of
how the proposed development corresponds with each of the key development items.
A. Conservation design and stormwater treatment for water quality.
a. The development will utilize a collection system for the parking lots and vortex water
treatment structures to remove oils and grit from the surface runoff.
b. The development will utilize a large detention pond (and infiltration where possible).
The detention pond surfaces will be planted with native vegetation to be aesthetically
pleasing including plants that provide nutrient uptake better treating runoff entering
the ground or leaving the site.
B. Coordinate with MDT on intersection improvements and Transit Stops
a. Preliminary discussions with MDT have indicated that a proposed roundabout at Big
Mountain Road and East Lakeshore may be supported by the agency and that it
might offer a good solution to the existing traffic issues at the intersection. The traffic
impact study performed by WGM shows that this would be a functional solution to
increase existing and future levels of service at the intersection based on peak winter
traffic data.
b. A snow-bus stop will be incorporated on the east side of the development. However,
as other modes of transit such as “the Mountain Climber” continue to expand service,
this site could serve as a multi service transit stop.
c. Several parking stalls will be designated for public use for ride share and day use for
biking or skiing.
C. Setbacks on East Lake Shore should provide for future street widening.
a. Setbacks provided are well in excess of typical building setbacks. Well over 40 feet
is provided in building setback at the closest location.
b. Based on the traffic impact study, the proposed roundabout will provide a sufficient
level of service the intersection with minimal need for further road widening. A signal
could also be considered, but would require a signal warrant analysis and additional
discussions with MDT.
D. Pedestrian Crossings at grade or underground to connect parcels.
a. At grade crossings will be provided at the north portion of the roundabout to
perpetuate and enhance existing multi-use path and interconnectivity between the
east and west side development. These crossings will be further improved with the
roundabout to provide a refuge island allowing pedestrians/cyclists to cross one lane
at a time if needed during higher traffic events.
E. Negotiate land for fire station/transit drop off.
a. A 1.51 acre parcel has been set aside for a future fire station on the western portion
of the property at the north end. The proposed fire station site facilitates access to
both Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore drive via a new private road.
b. A bus stop pull out has been designated on the eastern portion of the development.
F. Maintain vegetation to screen from road and provide buffers to minimize impact on
adjacent land owners.
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a. The existing mature second growth trees are planned to be preserved between
Mountain Gateway and all existing properties in widths ranging from ~40’ to over
200’.
G. Properties must annex to city to connect to water and sewer.
i. City water is readily available in East Lakeshore Drive and will be extended
to serve all portions of the development. During Site review, there was some
concern about the pressure available at this location being adequate for
domestic pressures but not ideal for residents and fire flow. For the
community rental building, an additional commercial booster pump system
may be required for fire suppression systems and desirable domestic
pressures for upper floors.
ii. City Sewer is readily available in East Lakeshore Drive. Additionally, based
on discussions with the City of Whitefish Public Works. There is a private
main located within Big Mountain Road that could be utilized if the existing
meter were relocated north beyond the development’s connection. This has
been discussed with Public Works and would be acceptable as long as the
Sewer Main was inspected to ensure functionality.
Additionally, since the existing mains all gravity flow to a central main,
capacity was checked as a part of incorporating this development. The
current lift station has capacity to support this development as it currently
functions. This comes with the caveat that the Big Mountain Sewer District
(BMSD) has been allocated the remainder of this capacity. Preliminary
discussions have taken place to discuss proportional cost sharing for any
upgrades that would be necessary to perpetuate this agreement with the
BMSD should the area develop to its allowed capacity. There is a path
forward but specifics will need to be determined and assessed at the time of
design.
H. Underlying Zoning for properties north of East Lakeshore Drive shall allow for multifamily but should be designed to reflect surrounding low density suburban character.
a. The multi-family residential being proposed as a part of this development on both
sides of Big Mountain Road include generous buffers to limit impacts to neighboring
properties and push the proposed density to the centers of the properties
respectively.
I.

Transition from higher density in center to lower density on perimeter.
a. As mentioned in “H” above, the density is concentrated away from the roads and
surrounding properties to help mitigate impacts to surrounding properties, trees, and
wildlife.
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Public Outreach Report
Mountain Gateway
WGM Project Number: 201008

INTRODUCTION
As a part of the Mountain Gateway Project, public outreach was performed to help educate the
community on the proposal as well as to gain knowledge about public concerns and develop means to
address comments and concerns. Two meetings were held: one to discuss the fire station (and the
new proposed fire station location), and one to review the project and Planned Urban Development
(PUD). Notes from both meetings are outlined herein. In addition to the public outreach discussed in
this report, the developer and project team have spent nine months working with the City Planning
Department, participated in a meeting with local business owners to discuss affordable housing in the
community, and met with the Whitefish Housing Authority.

PUBLIC MEETING / OPEN HOUSE FOR THE NEW FIRE STATION
A public meeting was hosted on August 19, 2021, to discuss the 1.51-acre site being designated for a
new fire station. This was held at the Lodge at Whitefish Lake and had an estimated thirty people in
attendance. The primary points of discussion were the needs for a full time (24-hour) staffed fire house
on the north side of Wisconsin Avenue as a safety measure due to the bottle neck the single road
creates in and out of this area. The fire chief was in attendance to answer questions and express
support. Generally, all comments received were positive and supportive. A copy of the flyer is included
in Appendix A.

PUBLIC MEETING / OPEN HOUSE FOR THE PUD
On August 26, 2021, the project team hosted a meeting at the Montana Tap House. The meeting
location was selected not only because of the Tap House’s key Wisconsin Avenue location but also
because one of the owners of The Tap House, Ed Docter, had recently been recognized in a Flathead
Beacon article for his efforts to bring affordable housing to Whitefish
(https://flatheadbeacon.com/2021/08/09/grassroots-effort-in-whitefish-seeks-to-build-affordablehousing-units/).
For the meeting, a flyer was created and distributed to officials at the City of Whitefish as well as to
local contacts in the Whitefish area, including key local business owners. A copy of the flyer and
display boards presented at the open house are included in Appendix A.
The event was hosted on the back patio with several display boards showing the existing site
conditions and zoning, the proposed site plan, and the conceptual building renderings. Team members
were present to collect feedback and public comments as well as answer questions. For the first halfhour, this was done as one-on-one interactions as the public perused the boards. Sticky notes were
provided with writing utensils and the public was encouraged to write comments and place them on the
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display boards where they felt they were applicable. The project team was introduced about 45minutes into the meeting. With the group gathered around the project team, the public was able to
freely ask questions and have conversations about the project.
The primary questions or comments received regarding the development were regarding:
1.
2.
3.
4.

The proposed density
Housing/affordable housing needs
The exacerbation of an existing traffic issue
Concerns about roundabout vs. traffic signal

Notes from the meeting were collected and have been included in Appendix B. Overall, there were
approximately 25-35 people in attendance at any one time. Attendance included a variety of adjacent
property owners, local business owners, a member of the Whitefish Housing Authority (Ben Johnson),
and a member of the planning board (Toby Scott).

ADDRESSING PUBLIC CONCERNS
Since two of the primary public concerns are somewhat adversarial, the project will require a balance of
addressing housing needs, while being sensitive to traffic. More units will result in higher impact to
traffic; alternatively fewer units will result in a lower impact to traffic.
The developer (James Barnett) met with Lori Collins at the Whitefish Housing Authority to discuss the
possibility of inclusion of affordable units into the development and the unit types of which they both see
as a priority and best meet the community’s need. The developer has committed to include affordable
housing units (10% of the rental units will be earmarked for this), to help achieve a balance of limiting
density to help limit traffic impacts while contributing to the affordable housing solution. The inclusion of
the conditional zoning for a commercial element will also be a key to reducing vehicle trips to town by
providing walkable commercial services for immediate residents as well as those in the greater vicinity.
The roundabout was not popular with the public, but their primary concerns were that it would not be
able to handle the volume of traffic typically seen at this intersection. Based on the traffic impact study
data, the functionality of the roundabout is ideal. It improves level of service and allows for a more
distributed flow of traffic down the Wisconsin Corridor. Initial discussions with the traffic engineer to see
if a signal is possible at the intersection have taken place. The immediate concern with a signalized
intersection is that (because of the Montana Department of Transportation jurisdiction of the
intersection) a signal warrant study would need to be performed. Since traffic signals tend to create
more collisions, a need has to be warranted by the study. Based on data, a roundabout is a much safer
solution.
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APPENDIX A
FLYER AND DISPLAY BOARDS
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INVITATION TO PUD MEETING
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PROPOSED:

East Lakeshore Drive Fire Station

Open Public Meeting - August 19th
The intention of this initial meeting is to provide general information and educate the
public on the benefits that this firehouse will achieve for the growing community.

LOCATION:

Whitefish Lake Lodge,
Ramsey Room

TIME:

5:30-6:30 PM
RSVP
Please!

Respond by 8/16
Email:
will@purewestmt.com
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APPENDIX B
SIGN-IN AND COMMENT NOTES
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SIGN IN CONTACT INFORMATION
WHITEFISH FIRE STATION MEETING (AUGUST 19, 2021)
In attendance
1. John VanDenburgh jpvaniii@gmail.com
2. Nancy Nicoll <nnicoll@ironhorsemt.com>
3. Angel Dominguez <angel4wf@gmail.com>
4. dtague510@gmail.com
5. Andrew Moshier <amoshier@gmail.com>
6. Roger Acheatel <acheatel@gmail.com>
7. Tony Patterson <coolpapatony@gmail.com>
8. Walter Nickerson <wtnickerson@gmail.com>
9. Trevor Howard
10. George Losleben <georgelosleben@gmail.com>
11. Roy Loman <roy.loman@fvsef.org>
12. Joseph Raudabaugh <jlraudabaugh@gmail.com>
13. Lesley Quigg <lrcquigg@yahoo.com>
14. Nancy Nicoll <nnicoll@ironhorsemt.com>

+1
+1
+1

Not able to attend but in support
Bob Kuhl

MOUNTAIN GATEWAY PUD MEETING (AUGUST 25, 2021)
In attendance
1. Susan Lagrandeur <lagrandeur.sue@gmail.com>
2. Whitney Geiger <whitneysbarker@gmail.com>
3. Matt Geiger <matthewadamgeiger@gmail.com>
4. Walter Nickerson <wtnickerson@gmail.com>
5. Barbara Janni <bjjanni@bigsky.net>
6. Susan Nickers <slfulbright@yahoo.com>
7. Nicki Perisho <nicki.perisho@gmail.com>
8. Naomi Delaloye <naomi.delaloye@gmail.com>
9. Joe Jopper <Jopper@jrgregory.com>
10. Deb & Greg Lapp <overlapp2331@gmail.com>
11. Joe Paz <contractorjoe78@gmail.com>
12. Toby Scott <tobyscott2@gmail.com>
13. Matt Hunter <matt.hunter.127@gmail.com>
14. Whitney Brien <whitney@fleurbakeshop.com>
15. Wendy Cox <woodycox45@gmail.com>
16. Kim & Kent Taylor <kent@hiddenmooselodge.com>
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NOTES FROM PUBLIC MEETING
Traffic
- Big concern…can’t even get over the Viaduct right now.
- Concerned about the roundabout – consider through traffic lanes for the continuation of East
Lakeshore Drive
- Like Roundabout, but don’t think it will be able to handle traffic, should be two laned round
about.
- Wisconsin and Viaduct big concern – already an issue…this is only going to make it worse.
- Not a fan of the Roundabout – there will be no stops/breaks in the traffic
- I can’t get out of my driveway right now onto Big Mtn. Road
- Consider how bike path integrates with the Roundabout – our kids use that to bike to school
o Maybe an underpass or overpass
- The City needs to step up and improve Wisconsin Ave – Response was this is MDT Owned/City
Maintained
- We should be considering a bypass road from the mountain to avoid the viaduct
- Need to add turning lanes at the Quarry – currently backing up traffic
- When was the traffic study complete – noted busiest weeks of the year – July 4 th and Christmas
Holiday
Affordable Housing
- Look to disperse the affordable units throughout all of the City vs. condensed in one location.
- Move affordable housing to other areas
- Good to have diversity in housing – if it was all affordable it could turn into a Ghetto – Toby S.
- Local businesses need to pool some money together $100k – businesses are on the hook – not
developers
- Whitefish cannot turn into Jacksonhole!
- Lots of focus on affordable housing vs. entire development
Amenities
- Like the Fire Station element
- People won’t stop at the commercial space because they cannot get back out due to traffic
General
- Concerns about a wildfire – how are we going to get everyone out.
- Toby w/ Planning Board explained to group that this project did not have to go through he PUD
process, but they are wanting Community feedback.
o Suggests they are wanting more than zoning can provide
o There will be a formalized commitment within the PUD to maintain affordable units.
- Refer to the Corridor plan – a lot of the project elements are noted in there – Toby S
- How will this project impact the Elk Corridor
- Ed – we don’t’ have the money to do this ourselves so we need to look for development
partnership
- Recommend eliminating Ownership component – consider all rentals
- Glad there was no short term rentals
- We do not have proper infrastructure in place. It is not your fault as the developer – it’s the
City’s
- ‘Its your profit at our expense for required upgrades to infrastructure’
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-

Toby Scott noted to the entire group to attend the Planning Meeting to voice concerns or
recommendations.
o Planning board could place amendments onto an approval.
Need more R4 zoning around the City to allow for greater density
Why was this public meeting not better advertised – should have been in the paper
Concerns about the density and unit quantity of the project – they would better support a lower
density project
‘I was expecting a high-end project/resort community – similar to Iron Horse’
Developer should consider donating funds for several years to assist with the improvement of
Wisconsin Avenue.

ADDITIONAL STICKY NOTE COMMENTS FROM BOARDS
1. Firestation 24 hour important to all residents
2. Bike path overpass at big mountain road.
3. I love the ideas of housing for essential workers but the concern that barb brought up is
valid. Walking distance to downtown for those folks would be brilliant!!! Are there options for
development there??
4. Increased traffic, no change to infrastructure, evacuation concerns.
5. Bike path crossing big mountain, ped crossing. Location from downtown for affordable housing.
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OPEN SPACE MANAGEMENT PLAN – EXHIBIT A
I. GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
The Open Space Management Plan is intended to guide the management and use of the Mountain
Gateway PUD open space lands for conservation and recreational purposes. Open space is defined as
an area that either remains in its natural state or is developed as usable parkland associated with the
development. Lands addressed by this document are either owned in fee by the Mountain Gateway
PUD property owners, or the homeowner’s association, to be formed at the time of subdivision in Phase
2 and 3 as outlined in the Mountain Gateway PUD application Phasing Plan. Any information contained
within this “Exhibit A” found to conflict with the approved Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions for
Mountain Gateway will be amended in favor of the CCRs. A formal management plan may be
developed to replace this “Exhibit A” prior to occupancy of development and amendments will be made
for subsequent phases to ensure site specific items are addressed and incorporated.
Goal: To preserve, protect and manage open space properties.
Objectives include:
 Preserve and protect wildlife habitat, scenic views, scenic roads, and aesthetic values;
 Maintain the area’s rural character;
 Protect and enhance the areas natural environment;
 Develop management plans for specific developed parks associated with the
development.
Goal: To provide access to and/ or linkage among open space and recreational sites.
Objectives include:
 Promote walkability throughout the development;
 Protect natural treed corridors;
 Seek to preserve pedestrian access by creating links through and around existing
passive open space to areas of interest and with recreational opportunities.
Goal: To enable use of PUD open space for recreation.
Objectives include:
 Mark and maintain existing trails and easements, and create new trails where and as
necessary;
 Diversify recreational opportunities available to residents;
 Provide opportunities for passive recreational activities that require trails or paths;

II. MANAGEMENT OF DEVELOPED OPEN SPACE LANDS AND PHYSICAL
IMPROVEMENTS
1. Ownership of the Rental Community will be responsible for developed open space areas
immediately adjacent to rental community buildings. This is estimated to be approximately two
acres and includes the following:
a. Patio area, sidewalks, and concrete appurtenances supporting the building.
b. Playground equipment, benches or hard usable landscape features installed as a part of
the developed landscape plans.
c. Landscaping of these areas.
d. Irrigation systems.
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2. Maintenance will include the following and will be done in accordance with the Covenants,
Conditions, and Restrictions for the Mountain Gateway PUD. Maintenance responsibilities will
ensure that items outlined in item 1 are usable year round, with the exclusion of seasonal
irrigation. This includes the following:
a. Physical maintenance of sidewalks to perpetuate American Disability Act (ADA)
requirements/needs.
b. Physical maintenance of hard landscape features such as playground equipment to
ensure safety and usability. This will not include clearing of equipment during winter.
c. Snow plowing/clearing access for residents.
d. Any methods required to perpetuate existing landscaping within developed openspace
areas.
3. The Rental Ownership or Homeowners Associations (on for sale properties) may choose to
appoint a Land Management Advisory Committee, either composed of residents or owners to
set priority, identify issues, or provide improved maintenance.

III.

TRAILS AND CROSSINGS
1. Ownership of the rental community will be responsible for maintaining access to trails and
specifically fire access roads year-round for safety and walkability. This includes the following:
a. Maintain a walkable drivable surface free of any impedances such as downed timber,
tripping hazards, and areas effected by erosion or frost damage.
b. Snow removal with the following order of importance.
i. Building access to ensure people can move freely in and out of the building
ii. Snow removal on the parking areas and fire access roads, including around fire
hydrants to ensure these can be accessed and located if needed by City of
Whitefish Fire Department.
iii. Adjacent trails within Highway Right of Way.
2. Access trails adjacent to property in Montana Highway Right of way, shall be maintained by the
property immediately adjacent. This includes the following:
a. The asphalt or concrete surface to ensure ADA access is maintained, Asphalt typically
has a life span of 10 years and concrete 20+ years.
b. Snow removal.

IV.

FOREST MANAGEMENT
1. Ownership will be responsible for contracting a certified forest practitioner certified by the State
of Montana in the event any of the native trees need to be removed should they become
hazardous.
2. Pre-emptive removal of trees deemed problematic will be at the discretion of owner, but an
arborist shall be consulted prior to removing any trees appearing to be healthy or showing no
signs of immediate hazard to residents or building.

V.

GARBAGE REMOVAL AND COLLECTION
1. Ownership will be responsible for providing, maintaining, and emptying trash receptacles around
the developed park area adjacent to the building.
2. Individually owned units will be responsible for paying for their own garbage collection and will
be subject to
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3. All receptacles provided shall be wildlife resistant to include mechanisms for restricting wildlife
access.
4. Pet waste stations (dog bags) shall be provided in key areas surrounding the building to ensure
pet waste is adequately addressed and disposed.
5. Ownership will be responsible to schedule trash removal for all provided receptacles to ensure
usability and preventing overflow which could impede locking mechanisms.

VI.

CONDITIONAL USES OF PROPERTY
1. All property and occupants of the property will be subject to laws and regulations set forth by
The City of Whitefish.
2. Pet owners shall keep all pets leashed at all times to protect other residents and to protect
wildlife within natural open space surrounding development.
3. Organized events or group activities should be scheduled with rental community management
for groups of more than 10 on rental community property.
4. Organized events or group activities on for sale properties will be subject to future developed
Homeowners Association regulations.
5. Commercial activity including display of goods for sale is prohibited without written consent and
approval from management and/or ownership on rental community property.
6. Commercial activity including display of goods for sale is prohibited on for sale properties and
will be relegated to commercial district. This use will be at the discretion of owners of this
property and subject to any developed Home Owners/Business Association guidelines.
7. Posters, leaflets, placards, or advertisements shall not be affixed to any property without written
approval of individual property owners, management, and/or ownership on rental community
property.

VII.

ENFORCEMENT AND EMERGENCIES

The Rental Management or Homeowners Association will enforce the rules and regulations as
necessary to preserve propertys open space lands for their intended uses within the guidelines set forth
in the above plan, CCRs, or subsequent HOA or Rental Agreements.
The City of Whitefish’s Fire, Police, and EMT personnel are responsible for emergency procedures to
be in place for response to emergencies at town open space lands. Motorized vehicles are allowed on
the open space lands for public safety emergencies without prior written permission of the ownership of
the properties.
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After recording return to:
William VanCanagan
Datsopoulos, MacDonald & Lind, P.C.
201 W. Main Street, Suite 201
Missoula, MT 59802
Phone: (406) 728-0810

DECLARATION OF COVENANTS, CONDITIONS,
RESTRICTIONS AND EASEMENTS FOR THE MOUNTAIN GATEWAY PUD
This Declaration of Covenants, Conditions, Restrictions and Easements for the Mountain
Gateway PUD (this “Declaration”) is made this ____ day of ______, 2021 (the “Effective Date”),
by ___________________, LLC, a/n _______________ limited liability company (the
“Declarant”).
RECITALS
WHEREAS, Declarant is the owner of the following described real property:

(the “Property”); and
WHEREAS, Declarant intends to develop the Property as several distinct projects and
phases (each, a “Phase”), including, without limitation, a multi-family apartment project
containing approximately 240 dwelling units, two multi-family condominium or townhome
projects each containing approximately 24 dwelling units, a commercial center situated on
approximately three acres of land located at the southeast corner of the Property, and/or other
improvements and uses permitted by applicable law and by the terms and conditions of the PUD
applicable to the Property (collectively, the “Project”); and
WHEREAS, Declarant desires to establish certain covenants, conditions, restrictions and
easements for the common benefit and enjoyment of the Owners from time to time in order to
promote, preserve and enhance the value and desirability of the Property and to facilitate the
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continuing care and maintenance of Common Areas, and in furtherance thereof, intends to submit
the Property to the provisions of this Declaration;
NOW, THEREFORE, Declarant, as the owner of the Property, hereby declares that the
Property is hereby submitted to the following covenants, conditions, restrictions, and easements,
which shall run with the land and bind and inure to the benefit of all Owners and any other Persons
from time to time having or acquiring any right, title or interest in the Property or any portion
thereof:
1.
Incorporation. The foregoing recitals and all exhibits attached hereto are hereby
incorporated into this Declaration by reference as if fully set forth in this Section 1.
2.
meanings:

Definitions. Capitalized terms used in this Declaration shall have the following
a.

“Assessments” has the meaning set forth in Section 5.b below.

b.

“City” means the City of Whitefish, Montana.

c.
“Common Areas” means any area, improvement, equipment, or facility
situated on the Property and intended or designed for the use and enjoyment of more than
one, or all, of the Phases, including, without limitation: (i) streets, roads, and driveways
(ii) trails, (iii) water mains, sewer mains, and other utility lines and facilities, (v) retention
ponds and associated improvements and facilities providing stormwater management for
the Property; (vi) entry monument signage, and (vii) open space and forest buffer areas. If
and to the extent an area, improvement, equipment, or facility has been dedicated for public
use and the City has assumed the responsibility for maintaining, repairing, and replacing
the same, it shall not be considered a Common Area for purposes of this Declaration.
d.
“Common Expenses” means the actual and estimated expenses incurred,
or anticipated to be incurred, by the Owners in operating, maintaining, repairing, and
replacing the Common Areas, including reasonable reserves.
e.
“Declarant” means _______________, LLC and its successors and assigns
designated as such by the Declarant in writing.
f.
“Declaration” means this Declaration, as it may be amended and
supplemented from time to time.
g.
Declaration.

“Effective Date” has the meaning given to it in the preamble of this

h.
“Majority of the Owners” means the Owners holding more than fifty
percent (50%) of all Proportionate Shares.
i.
“Owner” means one or more Persons who hold record title to any Phase or
an interest as a purchaser under a contract for deed for any Phase. “Owner” shall not include
a Person holding an interest merely as security for the performance of an obligation, or a
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Person who is a seller under a contract for deed for any Phase. Where this Declaration
imposes responsibility for conduct of an Owner and where otherwise appropriate given the
context, the term “Owner” shall include such Owner’s occupants, tenants, guests,
contractors, invitees, and licensees.
The term “Owner” does not include owners of individual dwelling units but instead
refers to all such owners in a particular Phase collectively. Where a Phase is owned by
more than one Person, those Persons shall, in writing, appoint a single representative who
shall have the authority to act on behalf of and bind such Persons in respect to all matters
arising under this Declaration, and the other Owners shall be entitled to rely, without
further inquiry, on the representations and actions of such authorized representative.
Accordingly, where a Phase has been submitted to a condominium, townhome, or other
common-interest community governed by a homeowners association, the board of
directors of such homeowners association shall be the authorized representative for such
Phase.
j.
“Period of Declarant Control” means the time period during which
Declarant is an Owner.
k.
“Person” means a natural person, a corporation, a partnership, a trustee, or
any other legal entity.
l.
“Phase” has the meaning set forth in the recitals. During the period of
Declarant Control, Declarant, in its sole discretion and without the consent of any other
Owner, may designate individual Phases with more specificity from time to time by
recording amendments or supplements to this Declaration. A Phase may, but is not required
to be, a phase identified in the PUD and/or a distinct tract of record established by deed,
subdivision, certificate of survey, or otherwise.
m.

“Project” has the meaning set forth in the recitals.

n.

“Proportionate Share” has the meaning set forth in Section 5.a below.

o.
“PUD” means the planned unit development applicable to the Project and
the Property, as approved by the City and as the same may be amended from time to time.
3.
Basic Responsibilities of the Owners. Without limiting any other obligation or
responsibility of the Owners set forth herein, each Owner shall (i) comply in all respects with the
terms and conditions of the PUD as they apply to such Owner’s Phase; (ii) use the Common Areas
exclusively for purposes for which they are designed; (iii) avoid causing damage, other than
ordinary wear and tear, to the Common Areas; (iv) cause the Common Areas benefiting such
Owner’s Phase to be maintained in good working condition and repair, as set forth in more detail
in Section 4 below, and (v) contribute to Common Expenses by paying Assessments as set forth
in Section 5 below.
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4.
Maintenance of Common Areas. The Owners shall cause the Common Areas to be
operated and maintained in good working condition and repair. Maintenance of the Common Areas
includes, without limitation:
a.

regular snow removal from all Common Area streets, roads, and driveways;

b.
maintaining, repairing, and replacing, as necessary, all paving, curb,
sidewalk, and gravel improvements to Common Area streets, roads, and driveways;
c.
maintaining, repairing, and replacing, as necessary, the surface of the
Common Area trail on the Property;
d.
maintaining, repairing, and replacing, as necessary, all Common Area water
mains, sewer mains, and other Common Area utility lines and facilities;
e.
maintaining, repairing, and replacing, as necessary, all Common Area
stormwater management improvements and facilities;
f.
maintaining all buffers and open spaces thereon in compliance with the
Open Space Management Plan for the Project attached hereto as Exhibit “A”; and
g.
maintaining, repairing, and replacing, as necessary, all Common Area entry
monument signage.
The Declarant (during the Period of Declarant Control) or a Majority of the Owners (after
the Period of Declarant Control) may, from time to time designate a property manager to
undertake, or coordinate the undertaking of, some or all of the Common Area maintenance required
by this Declaration, and the fees of such property manager shall constitute Common Expenses.
The Declarant (during the Period of Declarant Control) or a Majority of the Owners (after
the Period of Declarant Control) may, but are not required to, form an association in the nature of
a non-profit, mutual benefit, property owners’ association for the purposes of administering the
maintenance responsibilities of the Owners, collecting Assessments, and paying Common
Expenses as provided in this Declaration. Voting power in such property owners’ association shall
be in accordance with the Owners’ Proportionate Shares.
5.

Common Expenses.

a.
Contribution for Common Expenses. Each Owner hereby agrees to
contribute its Proportionate Share of Common Expenses by paying Assessments as
hereinafter provided. “Proportionate Share” means each Owner’s proportionate share of
Common Expenses based on the relative benefit received by such Owner from the
Common Areas. The Owners’ Proportionate Shares shall be determined initially by
Declarant and set forth in a subsequent amendment or a supplement to this Declaration,
and thereafter may be adjusted from time to time by the Declarant (during the Period of
Declarant Control) or by a Majority of the Owners (after the Period of Declarant Control),
acting reasonably and in good faith. In making such determination, the Declarant or the
Owners, as the case may be, may take into account, for example and without limitation,
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the acreage of each Owner’s Phase, the number of dwelling units in each Phase, the
building square footage in each Phase, the traffic generated by each Phase, the amount of
impervious surface in each Phase, material differences in the improvements and uses in
each Phase, and the extent to which certain Common Areas primarily or exclusively benefit
certain Phases and not others.
b.
Assessments; Lien for Common Expenses. Each Owner, by acceptance of
a deed to, or other interest in, a Phase, whether or not it shall be so expressed in any such
deed or other conveyance for such Phase, hereby covenants and agrees to contribute its
Proportionate Share of Common Expenses and to pay other costs and fees levied pursuant
to this Declaration (collectively, “Assessments”). Such Assessments, costs, and fees, not
paid when due, together with interest thereon at the rate of twelve percent (12%) per
annum, late fees in the amount of five percent (5%) of the total amount past due, and costs
of collection (including, without limitation, attorneys’ fees incurred in respect thereto
whether or not suit shall be instituted), shall be a charge and a continuing lien upon the
Phase against which such levy is made in favor of all other Owners.
c.
Annual Assessments. Collection and expenditure of Assessments and the
holding of reserves may be done in any reasonable manner determined by a Majority of
the Owners (including, without limitation, through a property owners association as
provided in Section 4 above. Unless a Majority of the Owners determines otherwise, each
year on or before December 1st, the Owners shall meet and confer on a budget for Common
Area maintenance for the ensuing calendar year (which may include a reasonable amount
for reserves), which budget may be approved by a Majority of the Owners. The approved
budgeted amount shall be apportioned among the Owners in accordance with their
Proportionate Shares, and on or before the fifth (5th) day of each calendar month of said
year, each Owner shall be liable for and obligated to pay one-twelfth (1/12th) of such
Owner’s share of its Proportionate Share of the total annual Common Expenses.
d.
Special Assessments. A Majority of the Owners may at any time or from
time-to-time levy special assessments on all Phases and the Owners thereof in accordance
with their Proportionate Shares for the purpose of defraying, in whole or in part, the cost
incurred or to be incurred for any unbudgeted Common Area maintenance, repair, or
replacement.
e.
Specific Assessments. A Majority of the Owners, acting reasonably and in
good faith, shall have the power to levy specific assessments against a particular Phase and
the Owner(s) thereof (i) to cover costs incurred in bringing a nonconforming Phase into
compliance with this Declaration; and/or (ii) to cover costs or liabilities incurred as a
consequence of the conduct of such Owner(s), provided the Owner(s) subject to the specific
assessment shall have received notice (or a reasonable effort shall have been made to notify
such Owner(s)) and a reasonable opportunity to cure before such specific assessment is
levied.
f.
Nonpayment of Assessments. Any Assessment which is not paid when due
shall be deemed delinquent, with no requirement for notice to the delinquent Owner. If an
Assessment is not paid within five (5) days after the delinquency date, such Assessment

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 1005 of 1405

shall be subject to interest and late fees as provided in Section 5.b above from the
delinquency date. If an Owner fails to pay when due any Assessment, charge, fee, cost, or
other amount authorized to be charged to the Owner hereunder, such amount shall
constitute a default hereunder and a lien on the Phase of such Owner. The other Owners
shall have all rights and remedies to enforce collection as permitted by law, including
bringing an action at law or in equity against such Owner and foreclosing the aforesaid
lien. All expenses incurred by such other Owners in connection with such action or
proceedings, whether or not suit shall be instituted, including attorneys’ fees and court
costs and other fees and expenses, shall be charged to, and assessed against, such Owner
(and shall constitute a personal liability of such Owner) and shall be added to and deemed
part of that Owner’s Assessment.
g.
Subordination of Lien to Mortgage. The lien for Assessments provided for
herein shall be subordinate to the lien of any prior, recorded first mortgage or trust deed on
a Phase made to any bona fide, arms-length lender, except for the amount of any
Assessments which becomes due and payable from and after the date such lender obtains
title to or possession of such Phase pursuant to a decree of foreclosure or any other
proceeding in lieu of foreclosure. Such transfer of title or possession shall not relieve any
Owner from personal liability for any Assessments.
h.
Failure to Levy or Notify. Failure of the Owners to fix Assessment amounts
or rates or to deliver or mail each Owner an Assessment notice shall not be deemed a
waiver, modification, or a release of any Owner from the obligation to pay Assessments.
i.
No Withholding of Payment. No Owner shall be entitled to withhold, offset,
or abate Assessments for any reason. Specifically, but without limitation, no Owner shall
withhold Assessments due to interruption to services or due to an Owner’s failure or refusal
to benefit from Common Areas or the maintenance thereof.
j.
HOA Assessments. Any homeowners association established in any Phase
shall account for Assessments required hereunder and shall assess its homeowners for the
same in the manner provided for in the applicable homeowners, condominium, or
townhome declaration.
6.
Easements and Use of Common Areas. Declarant hereby declares, grants, and
establishes the following non-exclusive, perpetual easements:
a.
Use of Common Areas. Subject to the provisions of this Declaration and
any reasonable rules and regulations that may be adopted by a Majority of the Owners from
time to time (which rules may include, without limitation, reasonable restrictions on the
nature and extent of permitted uses of the Common Areas), each Owner shall have the nonexclusive right to use the Common Areas for their intended purposes in common with all
other Owners.
b.
Easement for Maintenance and Enforcement. A blanket easement over the
Property (but not under or within any building situated on the Property from time to time)
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is hereby granted in favor of all Owners for the purpose of exercising their respective rights
and performing their respective duties under this Declaration.
7.
Reserved Rights of Declarant. Without limiting any other rights of Declarant
provided by this Declaration or by law, Declarant hereby expressly reserves the following rights.
a.
Notwithstanding any provision of this Declaration to the contrary, during
the Period of Declarant Control, Declarant reserves the right and power to prepare, execute
and record amendments to this Declaration (i) to correct clerical or typographical or similar
errors in this Declaration or any exhibit hereto; or (ii) to make any other changes to this
Declaration which do not materially and adversely affect the rights or responsibilities of
any other Owner. In furtherance of the foregoing, a power coupled with an interest is
hereby reserved and granted to Declarant to vote in favor of, make or consent to such an
amendment on behalf of each Owner as proxy or attorney in fact, as the case may be. Each
deed, mortgage, trust deed, other evidence of obligation, or other instrument affecting a
Phase, and the acceptance thereof, shall be deemed to be a grant and acknowledgment of,
and a consent to the reservation of, the power to the Declarant to vote in favor of, make,
execute, and record such amendments.
b.
Nothing in this Declaration shall be construed to prohibit Declarant
(including its contractors, employees, and agents) from undertaking any activity upon, or
use of, the Property or any portion thereof in furtherance of development and disposition
of the Project including, without limitation, activities related to advertising, construction,
demolition, excavation, grading, maintenance, marketing, planning, surveying, sales, and
leasing. To the extent any provision of this Declaration could be construed to limit any
such activity by Declarant upon the Property or any portion thereof, Declarant shall be
deemed to be exempt from such limitation.
8.

General Provisions.

a.
Manner of Giving Notices. Notices provided for in this Declaration to any
Owner shall be in writing and addressed to the address at which such Owner receives tax
bills according to the Flathead County property tax department or assessor’s office, except
that any Owner may from time to time designate a different address or addresses for notices
by recording an instrument to that effect in the public records of Flathead County (which
instrument shall reference this Declaration by book, page, and document number) and
giving written notice thereof to all other Owners. Notices addressed as above shall be
deemed delivered two (2) business days after deposit with the United States Postal Service,
certified mail, return receipt requested, or on the day of delivery if delivered in person or
by e-mail.
b.
Partial Invalidity. The invalidity of any covenant, restriction, condition,
limitation or any other provision of this Declaration, or any part of the same, shall not
impair or affect in any manner the validity, enforceability, or effect of the rest of this
Declaration.
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c.
Term; Perpetuities and Other Invalidity. This Declaration shall continue in
effect in perpetuity. If any of the options, privileges, covenants, or rights created by this
Declaration would otherwise be unlawful or void for violation of the rule against
perpetuities, the rule restricting restraints on alienation, or any other statutory or common
law rules imposing time limits, then such provision shall continue for so long as permitted
by law.
d.
Amendments. Subject to all of Declarant’s rights as set forth above, this
Declaration may only be amended by a written instrument that is approved in writing by
all Owners.
e.
No Waivers. No covenants, restrictions, conditions, obligations, or
provisions contained in this Declaration shall be deemed to have been abrogated or waived
by reason of any failure to enforce the same, irrespective of the number of violations or
breaches which may occur.
f.
Enforcement. Any Owner, or the Declarant shall have the option and right
to enforce by any proceeding at law or in equity all restrictions, conditions, covenants,
reservations, and charges imposed by the provisions of this Declaration. The method of
enforcement may include legal action seeking an injunction to prohibit any violation, to
recover damages, or both. Should any lawsuit or other legal proceeding be instituted against
an Owner who is alleged to have violated one or more of the provisions of this Declaration,
the prevailing party in such proceeding shall be entitled to reimbursement for the costs of
such proceeding, including reasonable attorneys’ fees.
[The remainder of this page is intentionally left blank.]
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Date.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Declarant has executed this Declaration on the Effective
________________________________, LLC
a/n ____________ limited liability company
By:
Its: Authorized Signatory

STATE OF
COUNTY OF

)
) SS
)

Acknowledged before me this _____ day of ___________, 2021 by ___________, authorized
signatory of ____________________, LLC.

Notary Public for the State of
Printed Name:
Residing At:
My Commission Expires:
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EXHIBIT A
OPEN SPACE MANAGEMENT PLAN
[attached]
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City of Whitefish

Date Submitted:

Planning & Building Dept
418 E 2nd St │PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
Phone: 406-863-2410
Fax: 406-863-2419

Associated File #:

HOUSING MITIGATION PLAN
INSTRUCTIONS:
❑
✔

A Pre-Submission Meeting with city staff and the Legacy Homes Coordinator is required.
Date of Meeting: July 8, 2021 and Others.

❑ Attach the following:
• Standardized deed restriction(s) for the Legacy Homes
• Site plan
• Unit designs Specifics for units being provided are outlined within, specific designs will be determined when building is designed.
• Details on amenities and heating systems Included in the attached narrative.
• Estimated utility costs for Legacy rental units; the monthly rental prices should be adjusted if heat,
electric, or water utilities are not included (Appendix B of Legacy Homes Program Administration)
• Estimated homeowner’s association (HOA) structure and fees, if applicable n/a
• A separate narrative, as needed
❑
✔

A complete Housing Mitigation Plan must accompany a land use permit application and will not be
accepted alone (§11-1A-5, WCC).

❑
✔

The Housing Mitigation Plan will be approved as part of the land use permit.

A. PROJECT INFORMATION:
Project Name: Mountain Gateway PUD
Street Address:

Multiple. Located at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive

Assessor’s Tract No.(s)
Lot No(s)
Block #
Subdivision Name
Section __________ Township __________ Range___________
I hereby certify that the information contained or accompanied in this application is true and correct to the best
of my knowledge.
_________________________________________
__________________________
Applicant’s Signature
Date
_________________________________________
Print Name
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n/a

B. INCENTIVES USED
(check all that apply to this project; Planned Unit Development projects may use one column or the other but not both):

Conditional Use Permits:
❑ Reduced Parking for 2+ Bedroom: 20%

Subdivision:
❑ Reduced Lot Size: 20%

❑
✔

❑ Reduce Lot Width: 10%

Increased Maximum Bldg Height: 5-feet (3 floor
max and not permitted in the WB-3 zoning district)

❑ Increase Lot Coverage: 10%

❑ Increase Lot Coverage: 10%

❑ Increase Density: 20%

❑ Increase Density: 20%

C. LAND USE PERMIT TYPE ACCOMPANYING THIS HMP (check all that apply):

❑ Administrative Conditional Use Permit

❑ Minor Subdivision

❑ Conditional Use Permit

❑ Major Subdivision

❑ Planned Unit Development
✔

D. OWNER/APPLICANT INFORMATION
OWNER(S) OF RECORD:
Name: Glacier Ranch Holdings LLC

Phone:

Mailing Address: 620 Shelby St
City, State, Zip: Bristol, TN 37620
Email:
APPLICANT (if different than above):
Name: Arim Mountain Gateway, Attn: James Barnett

Phone:

Mailing Address: 431 1st avenue west
City, State, Zip: Kalispell, Montana 59901
Email: jamesbarnett360@gmail.com
OTHER TECHNICAL/PROFESSIONAL:
Name: WGM Group Attn: Mike Brodie, PE

Phone: 406-756-4848

Mailing Address: 431 1st Avenue West
City, State, Zip: Kalispell, MT 59901
Email: mbrodie@wgmgroup.com
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PROJECT DETAILS
1. Total Number of Residential Units Proposed by Type:
_____ Single-family detached homes
24
24
_____
Single-family attached homes (townhouses); in what number of buildings _____
7
294
_____Multi-family (duplex, triplex, apartments, condominiums); in what number of buildings _____
318
_____TOTAL
n/a
No unitsofare
required
as Units
a partRequired
of legacyfor
homes,
the(20%
Developer
is providing
_____Number
Legacy
Home
Project
of TOTAL
above) 30
affordable units as a part of the 270 units in the Rental Community.

2. Are the Legacy Units proposed to be integrated into the project?
❑
✔

Yes (Continue to Question 3)

❑ No (Skip to Question 11)

n/a
3. _____
Number of Legacy Home Units Required for Project (See #1 above)

Type and Number of Legacy Homes Units Proposed On-Site:
_____ Single-family detached home
_____ Single-family attached home (townhouses); in what number of buildings _____
1
32
_____Multi-family
apartments; in what number of buildings _____
_____Multi-family condominiums; in what number of buildings _____
_____Fraction of unit left over, for which in-lieu fee (ILF) will be paid
$__________ ILF to be paid ($82,618 x fraction of unit)

4. If the type of Legacy units does not match the type of Market units (single-family detached or
attached, townhome, multi-family, etc.), provide justification below. Note: If all Market units are singlefamily detached homes, up to half of the required Legacy units may be attached single-family homes
(townhomes) and the type of Legacy units required will be based on the needs identified annually by
the City.

The 32 rental units being proposed will match the type of market rate rentals. No affordable for
sale homes are being included as a part of this proposed development.
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5. Indicate the price Legacy units are to be offered at and the household income levels (percent of Area
Median Income [AMI]) those units are meant to target. Rental units are meant to be affordable to
households earning 60%-80% of AMI and the average price of all Legacy rental units in the project
must be affordable to households earning 70% AMI. Ownership units are meant to be affordable to
households earning 80.1%-120% AMI and the average price of all ownership Legacy units in the
project must be affordable to households earning 100% AMI. Attach additional sheet if more rows are
needed.

Sales Price

Monthly
Rent1

Target
Household
Income (%AMI)

Type of Unit

Size of
Unit (sf)

#
Bedrooms
in Unit

# of Units
Offered at
Price

N/A

TBD*

60-80%

Studio Rental

500

0

12

N/A

TBD*

60-80%

1 BR Rental

700

1

10

N/A

TBD*

60-80%

2BR Rental

975

2

10

*The initial rents will be based on current Housing and Urban Development (HUD) requirements for the year we start
renting them. The units will be distributed throughout the building; no clustering is proposed.

6. Number of bedrooms per unit in Project:

Studio/0
Bedroom
1 Bedroom
2 Bedroom
3+ Bedroom
Total

All Units

Legacy

# Units

# Units

Proportion of Legacy Units
for Each Bedroom Count

TBD

12

TBD

TBD

10

TBD

TBD

10

TBD

270

30

11%

The mix of the number of bedrooms offered in Legacy units must mirror the mix of bedrooms offered in
the Market units, provided the mix is responsive to the needs and demographics of Whitefish residents.
Legacy Homes with more than 3 bedrooms are not desirable. If Legacy bedroom numbers are not
proportionate to Market bedroom numbers, provide rationale or justification:

The 270 unit rental community building will include 12 studio units, 10 - 1 bed/bath units, and 10 2 bed/2 bath units; 32 units total. The square footage is 500, 700, and 975 respectively. These
unit types were arrived at based on discussions with Lori Collins at the Whitefish Housing
Authority. Per these discussions, there is not a high demand for three-bedroom units at this time.
These are meant to be distributed throughout the building so as not to segregate the units or
renters occupying them.

1

Indicate whether heat, electric, and water utilities are included in the rental prices provided. Rental prices must be reduced if these utilities are
not included.
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7. The size of each Legacy unit may vary within a development, but no unit will be smaller than the
minimum sizes, and the size of all units by type must meet the average sizes shown below.
# Bedrooms

Studio/0 Bedroom
1 Bedroom
2 Bedroom
3 Bedroom

Legacy Rental Units
Minimum Size
Average
(sf)
Size (sf)
350
450
550
650
725
825
900
1000

Legacy Ownership Units
Minimum
Average
Size (sf)
Size (sf)
400
500
700
1,000
800
1,150
1,100
1,300

Indicate the project’s minimum and average size per Legacy unit type:
# Bedrooms

Legacy Rental Units
Minimum
Average
Size (sf)
Size (sf)

Studio/0 Bedroom

500

1 Bedroom

700

2 Bedroom

950

Legacy For-Sale Units
Minimum
Average
Size (sf)
Size (sf)

3 Bedroom

8. If a project’s HOA’s Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&Rs) define a minimum square
footage for homes in the development, an exemption for Legacy Homes and their smaller square
footages must be made. Provide the CC&R’s and exemptions, if applicable.

Not applicable.

9. Provide plans to illustrate, and indicate location of Legacy Homes relative to market rate units:
❑
✔

Distributed evenly throughout development and/or buildings

❑ Clustered on same site as market rate units
❑ Different site from market rate units
Provide rationale or justification if Legacy units are not distributed evenly throughout the market rate units:

Building plans have yet to be finalized. Generally, there will be little distinguishing the affordable
units from the market rate units in the building.
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10. When phased construction is planned for a development, the proportion of Legacy units must be
constructed in proportion to the market rate units constructed during each phase of development.
Attach a proposed production schedule of Market and Legacy Homes, including issuance of building
permits.

It is the proposed development’s goal to begin their first phase on the western portion of the site
and begin with the rental community buildings. These buildings include all of the proposed
affordable units, which will be distributed throughout the buildings. In short, there will be no
discriminatory timeline in constructing market rate rental units vs. affordable rental units since
they will all be contained within the same building(s). Upon approval of the PUD, the proposed
project would begin site and building design for the western phase with the goal of late summer
2022 construction which would likely carry into 2023.
11. If the percentage of Legacy Homes provided on-site (plus a fractional ILF) in the project is less than
20%, what is the method of alternative compliance proposed?
❑ Provide Legacy Homes in off-site location
❑ Pay fee in lieu of Legacy Homes ($123,927 x required units = $______________________)
❑ Provide land in lieu of Legacy Homes
❑ Provide a combination of methods listed above
❑ Other method proposed
✔
Describe why and how the alternative method of compliance is justified and how it helps the City achieve
its housing goals as established in the Strategic Housing Plan and meet the needs of the most current
Housing Needs Assessment. (attach narrative on separate piece of paper, if needed)

The former Whitefish Legacy Homes program only yielded 11 affordable units constructed. With
this proposal, 32 units will be added, a 291% increase. Based on discussions with Lori Collins
and Ben Johnson (Whitefish Housing Authority), this project would be supported as presented.

12. Any other information to help City staff and the Whitefish Housing Authority determine compliance with
the Legacy Homes Program.

The Proposed PUD faces two opposing issues, traffic being created and creating more units for
affordable housing. In order to create a balance, fewer units than the allowable density on the
properties is being proposed and as a result, only 10% of the rental community units can be
designated affordable per this former program's requirements. If additional units are required,
additional density will need to be added to the overall development to make the project financially
viable.
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HOUSING MITIGATION PLAN NARRATIVE
Though the Legacy Homes Program has been discontinued and this was not stipulated as a
requirement during our Site Review Meeting, the developer felt it was important to address the key
points of the Legacy Homes Program as a part of this application.
TOTAL NUMBER OF UNITS
The proposed Mountain Gateway PUD is composed of a 270-unit rental community on the properties
west of Big Mountain Road, and on the properties east of Big Mountain Road, 24 high end condo units
are proposed and 24 attached townhome units. Of the total 270 rental units proposed, the developer
intends to designate 32 units as affordable. These units will all be located within the rental community
but will be distributed throughout the buildings so as not to segregate them.
INCENTIVES BEING REQUESTED BY THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
The following incentives are being requested by the proposed development and are further outlined in
the PUD application narrative:
1. Conditional use for Type II Community Residential Facility (A community residential facility
serving nine (9) or more individuals, exclusive of caretakers and administration). This would
allow the 270-unit long term rental community.
2. A variance on height from 35 ft to 40 ft. This would allow the 270-unit long term rental
community to limit the building footprint to preserve existing trees and nature of corridor.
3. A variance to allow four stories with the option to recess the first story partially below existing
grade. This would allow the 270-unit long term rental community to limit the building footprint to
preserve existing trees and nature of corridor.
LOCATION OF AFFORDABLE UNITS, UNIT TYPES, AND SQUARE FOOTAGE
The rental community buildings will include 12 studio units, 10 - 1 bed/bath units, and 10 - 2 bed/2 bath
units; 32 units total. The square footage is 500, 700, and 975 respectively. These unit types were
arrived at based on discussions with Lori Collins at the Whitefish Housing Authority. Per these
discussions, there is not a high demand for three-bedroom units at this time. They will be equally
distributed between the 60% and 80% category. The initial rents will be based on current Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) requirements for the year we start renting them. The units will be distributed
throughout the building; no clustering is proposed.
PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE (MKT RATE VS. AFFORDABLE)
It is the proposed development’s goal to begin their first phase on the western portion of the site and
begin with the rental community buildings. These buildings include all of the proposed affordable units,
which will be distributed throughout the buildings. In short, there will be no discriminatory timeline in
constructing market rate rental units vs. affordable rental units since they will all be contained within the
same building(s). Upon approval of the PUD, the proposed project would begin site and building design
for the western phase with the goal of late summer 2022 construction which would likely carry into
2023.
STANDARDIZED DEED RESTRICTIONS PROVIDED BY THE CITY:
The following requirements apply to affordable rental units:
1. Rents charged must be affordable to households earning sixty percent (60%) to eighty percent
(80%) of the area median income.
2. For each income range, the maximum monthly rent charged shall be calculated as set forth in
the Housing and Urban Development (HUD Standards)

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 1017 of 1405

3. The affordable rental units must be dispersed throughout the sixty percent (60%) to eighty
percent (80%) range proportionately such that the average of all units is affordable to
households earning seventy percent (70%) of area median income.
SITE PLAN
A full-size PUD site plan has been included with this application. It depicts the rental buildings as well
as the for-sale condos and townhomes referenced above.
AMENITIES
The rental community will provide heat/electric/water/wastewater/garbage as a part of the monthly rent.
The heating system will be a part of the overall building’s system and will not be specific to the
affordable units.
The rental community will include passive open space (existing forest being preserved), park space,
and a clubhouse internal to the building featuring amenities available to the all residents of the rental
community (including affordable units). The building is conceptual at this point, but specifics and per
unit value will be determined at the time of design. In addition to internal amenities being provided as a
part of the rental community, passive open space areas are being provided surrounding almost all of
the development on either side of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive. These areas are
adjacent to existing path systems which will be extended up Big Mountain Road (as shown on PUD
plan).
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Phase 3

Phase 1

Estimated Construction
2024/2025
DRIVE
ESHORE
EAST LAK

Fire
Station

Future
Trail

270 Unit Rental Community
460 Parking Spaces

2.9 Acre - 24 +/Multi-Family
High-End
Owner-Occupied
Garage-Under Units

BIG MOUN
TATIN ROA
D

Estimated Construction
2022/2023

2.5 Acre - 24
Alley-Loaded
Townhouse Lots/Units

EXISTING
FORESTED
BUFFER
EXISTING
FORESTED
BUFFER

Phase 2

Estimated Construction
2023/2024

Existing Non-Motorized Trail

Ski-Bus
Drop and Pick-up

STORM
RETENTION

3.0 Acres
Mixed-Use
Commercial

HOUSTON DRIVE

EAST LAKESHORE DRIVE

MOUNTAIN
GATEWAY
MOUNTAIN GATEWAY
PUD
PHASING PLAN
Schematic Site Layout
Project Number: 201008
August 23, 2021
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MOUNTAIN GATEWAY PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT
Conceptual Building Renderings

FEATURES
1

Natural Building Materials

2

Varying Building Heights

3
4

Multiple Bedroom Types
Including Affordable Units
Mixed-Use Commercial

6

24 Townhouse Units

8
9

9

6

270 Rental Community Units

5

7

8

7

3
5
1

24 Multi-Family High-End
Units
City of Whitefish Fire Station

2

Tree Retention to Preserve
Neighborhood and Corridor
Character

4
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SUBJECT
PROPERTIES
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EXISTING
ZONING
MAP SITE
MOUNTAIN
GATEWAY
EXISTING
Zoning and Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan

Wisconsin Corridor Plan 4-16-18

Big Mountain Road
Intersection

Description: Intersection of Big Mountain
Road and East Lake Shore Drive. Parcels are
under single ownership and span both sides of
Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive.
Existing use is single-family residential.
Existing zoning north of road is WR-2 (13.5
acres), WR-3 (8.31 acres), and County R-4 zone
(9.19 acres.) South of road is County R-1 zone,
Suburban Residential (11 acres).

R-4
(County)

Figure 4.16 Subject Area

SAG -10
(County)

Features/Amenities: Lakeshore frontage with
steep slopes & moderately forested. Big
Mountain Rd. provides the only general access
to Whitefish Mountain Resort.
Infrastructure: Utilities and infrastructure are
close to property. Water and sanitary sewer
are in East Lakeshore Drive.

Figure 4.17 : Preserving the tree canopy will be important

Dev. Considerations for all development:
Conservation design and stormwater
treatment to protect water quality.
Best practices for lakeshore development such
as lakeshore setbacks for sensitive areas.
Coordinate with MDT on intersection
improvements and transit stops.
Set-backs on East Lake Shore should provide
for future street widening.
Design pedestrian crossings at grade or
underground to connect parcels.
Negotiate land for fire station/transit drop-off.

WR-2

Figure 4.18: Multi-family on the interior of the site clustered
around open space to preserve existing tree canopy can
engender suburban character.

WLR

Maintain vegetation to screen from road and
provide buffers to minimize impact on
adjacent land owners.

12DU/AC

R-4

12DU/AC

Suburban residential for lakeshore parcels.
Underlying zoning for properties north of East
Lake Shore Dr. allow for multi-family but
should be designed to reflect surrounding lowdensity suburban character.
Transition from higher density in center to
lower density on perimeter.
4-18

WISCONSIN
AVENUESURROUNDING
CORRIDOR PLANSUBJECT PROPERTIES
EXISTING
ZONING

WR-3

WER

14DU/AC

BIG MOUNTAIN ROAD

Properties must annex to city to connect to
water and sewer.

WR-2

WSR
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WRR1/WPUD

12DU/AC

HOUSTON DRIVE
VICINITY
VICINITYMAP
MAP

IRON
HORSE
GOLF
COURSE

EAST LAKESHORE DRIVE

Maxar, Microsoft
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All Montana
Animals

found in
Whitefish
(buffered by 10 miles)

that are MT Status
Species of Concern
Species of
Concern

Potential
SOC

MT Special
Status

Other
Status

Invasive
and Pest

Total

Mammals

10

10

Birds

26

26

Reptiles

1

1

Amphibians

2

2

Fish

3

3

Invertebrates

3

3

45

45

ALL ANIMALS
Vascular Plants
Bryophytes
Lichens
Algae
ALL PLANTS

Mammals

10 Species
Number of
Observations

Mammals - Canada Lynx
Mammals - Fisher

(Lynx canadensis)

(Pekania pennanti)

Mammals - Grizzly Bear

SOC

(Lasiurus cinereus)

Mammals - Little Brown Myotis
Mammals - Long-eared Myotis
Mammals - Long-legged Myotis

5

SOC

(Myotis lucifugus)

View Model
View Model

1

View Model

6

8

View Model

7

9

View Model

5

6

View Model

3

4

View Model

1

View Model

3

1

View Model

1

1

View Model

SOC
SOC

(Myotis volans)

Mammals - Townsend's Big-eared Bat

3
2

SOC

(Myotis evotis)

Predicted Suitable
Habitat Model

40

SOC

(Ursus arctos)

Mammals - Hoary Bat

Species
Occurrences

SOC

(Corynorhinus townsendii)

SOC

Mammals - Wolverine

(Gulo gulo)

Mammals - Yuma Myotis

Birds

SOC

(Myotis yumanensis)

SOC

26 Species
Number of
Observations

Birds - Black Swift

(Cypseloides niger)

Birds - Black Tern

(Chlidonias niger)

Birds - Black-backed Woodpecker
Birds - Black-necked Stilt
Birds - Bobolink

Birds - Boreal Chickadee

1

(Picoides arcticus)

(Himantopus mexicanus)

SOC
SOC

SOC

(Poecile hudsonicus)

Birds - Brown Creeper

(Certhia americana)

SOC
SOC

View Model
View Model

2

1

View Model

1

1

View Model

6

3

View Model

1

View Model

(Haemorhous cassinii)

SOC

1

(Aechmophorus clarkii)

SOC

1

https://mtnhp.org/SpeciesSnapshot/

SOC

View Model

3

Birds - Clark's Grebe

(Nucifraga columbiana)

View Model
1

2

Birds - Cassin's Finch

Birds - Clark's Nutcracker

Predicted Suitable
Habitat Model

1

SOC
SOC

(Dolichonyx oryzivorus)

Species
Occurrences

15
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Birds - Common Loon

(Gavia immer)

SOC

Birds - Evening Grosbeak

(Coccothraustes vespertinus)

Birds - Ferruginous Hawk

(Buteo regalis)

Birds - Golden Eagle

(Aquila chrysaetos)

Birds - Great Blue Heron

(Ardea herodias)

(Histrionicus histrionicus)

SOC

(Ammospiza leconteii)

Birds - Northern Goshawk

(Accipiter gentilis)
(Surnia ulula)

Birds - Varied Thrush

(Ixoreus naevius)

Birds - White-tailed Ptarmigan

Reptiles

View Model

SOC
SOC

4

View Model

1

1

View Model

3

View Model

15

View Model

View Model

14

4

View Model

20

17

View Model

2

SOC

View Model

56

SOC

(Lagopus leucura)

View Model
View Model

20

2

SOC

View Model
View Model

1 Species
Number of
Observations

Reptiles - Northern Alligator Lizard

Amphibians

(Elgaria coerulea)

Species
Occurrences

9

SOC

Predicted Suitable
Habitat Model

10

View Model

2 Species
Number of
Observations

Amphibians - Northern Leopard Frog
Amphibians - Western Toad

Fish

(Lithobates pipiens)

(Anaxyrus boreas)

Species
Occurrences

View Model

12

SOC

Predicted Suitable
Habitat Model

3

SOC

4

View Model

3 Species
Number of
Observations

Fish - Bull Trout

3

3

1

(Dryocopus pileatus)

(Cygnus buccinator)

View Model

4

33

SOC

(Falco peregrinus)

1

10

SOC
SOC

SOC

(Troglodytes pacificus)

Birds - Trumpeter Swan

View Model

SOC

Birds - LeConte's Sparrow

Birds - Pileated Woodpecker

View Model

17

14

SOC

Birds - Harlequin Duck

Birds - Peregrine Falcon

12

18

SOC

(Strix nebulosa)

Birds - Pacific Wren

143

SOC

Birds - Great Gray Owl

Birds - Northern Hawk Owl

SOC

(Salvelinus confluentus)

Fish - Pygmy Whitefish

Fish - Westslope Cutthroat Trout

36

SOC

(Prosopium coulterii)

Species
Occurrences

3

View Model

2

View Model

38

View Model

SOC

(Oncorhynchus clarkii lewisi)

82

Predicted Suitable
Habitat Model

SOC

Invertebrates

3 Species
Number of
Observations

Invertebrates - Coenagrion interrogatum

(Subarctic Bluet)

Species
Occurrences

1

Predicted Suitable
Habitat Model

1

SOC

1

Invertebrates - Salmasellus steganothrix
(A Cave Obligate Isopod)

SOC

Invertebrates - Zacoleus idahoensis
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(Sheathed Slug)

SOC

1
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All Montana
Animals

found in
Whitefish
(buffered by 10 miles)

that are USFS
Status = LE, LT or P
Species of
Concern
Mammals

Potential
SOC

MT Special
Status

Other
Status

Invasive
and Pest

Total

3

3

1

1

4

4

Birds
Reptiles
Amphibians
Fish
Invertebrates
ALL ANIMALS
Vascular Plants
Bryophytes
Lichens
Algae
ALL PLANTS

Mammals

3 Species
Number of
Observations

Mammals - Canada Lynx

(Lynx canadensis)

Species of Concern
Native Species
Global Rank: G5
State Rank: S3
SO Delineation Criteria
Areas designated as Critical Habitat for
the species by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service on September 12, 2014
because they currently contain physical
and biological features (e.g. boreal
forests with snowshoe hare) essential
to the conservation of the species and
state and other lands within the outer
boundaries of USFWS Critical Habitat
polygons.
Mammals - Grizzly Bear

Mammals - Wolverine

(Gulo gulo)

https://mtnhp.org/SpeciesSnapshot/

Predicted Suitable
Habitat Model

5

3

View Model

40

1

View Model

3

1

View Model

Agency Status
USFWS: LT; CH
USFS: Threatened on Forests (BD,
BRT)
Threatened, Critical Habitat on Forests
(CG, HLC, KOOT, LOLO)
BLM: THREATENED
FWP SWAP: SGCN3

(Ursus arctos)

Species of Concern
Native Species
Global Rank: G4
State Rank: S2S3
SO Delineation Criteria
Species Occurrence polygons
represent areas delineated by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) that
encompass both home ranges and
potential transitory movements based
on verified sightings. Within these
areas, the USFWS wants project
proponents to consider whether the
species “may be present” when
evaluating the potential impacts of a
project and to work with the USFWS to
develop and implement best
management practices to minimize or
eliminate project effects on the species.

SOC

Species
Occurrences

SOC

Agency Status
USFWS: PS: LT; XN
USFS: Threatened on Forests (BD,
CG, HLC, KOOT, LOLO)
BLM: THREATENED
FWP SWAP: SGCN2-3

SOC
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MTNHP.org - Species Snapshot
Species of Concern
Native Species
Global Rank: G4
State Rank: S3
SO Delineation Criteria
Confirmed area of occupancy
supported by recent (post-1980),
nearby (within 10 kilometers)
observations of adults or juveniles.
Tracking regions were defined by areas
of primary habitat and adjacent female
dispersal habitat as modeled by Inman
et al. (2013). These regions were
buffered by 1 kilometer in order to link
smaller areas and account for potential
inaccuracies in independent variables
used in the model.

Fish

Agency Status
USFWS:
USFS: Proposed on Forests (BD, BRT,
CG, HLC, KOOT, LOLO)
BLM: SENSITIVE
FWP SWAP: SGCN3

1 Species
Number of
Observations

Fish - Bull Trout

(Salvelinus confluentus)

Species of Concern
Native Species
Global Rank: G5
State Rank: S2
SO Delineation Criteria
Stream reaches and standing water
bodies where the species is believed to
be present based on the professional
judgement of a fisheries biologist,
potentially supported by habitat
assessment, direct capture, or
confirmed presence in adjacent areas.
In order to reflect the importance of
adjacent terrestrial habitats to survival,
stream reaches are buffered 100
meters, standing water bodies greater
than 1 acre are buffered 50 meters,
and standing water bodies less than 1
acre are buffered 30 meters into the
terrestrial habitat based on
PACFISH/INFISH Riparian
Conservation Area standards.

https://mtnhp.org/SpeciesSnapshot/

SOC

Species
Occurrences

36

Predicted Suitable
Habitat Model

3

View Model

Agency Status
USFWS: LT; CH
USFS: Threatened, Critical Habitat on
Forests (BD, BRT, HLC, KOOT, LOLO)
BLM: THREATENED
FWP SWAP: SGCN2
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Fire
Station

Future
Trail

270 Unit Rental Community
460 Parking Spaces

2.9 Acre - 24 +/Multi-Family
MINIMUM 50 FT
CORRIDOR
High-End
MAINTAINING
Owner-Occupied
EXISTING
TREES
Garage-Under
Units

BIG MOUN
TATIN ROA
D

DRIVE
ESHORE
EAST LAK

DUE TO LIMITED HUNTING IN THIS
RESIDENTIAL AREA, BIG GAME
SUCH AS ELK, MULE DEER, AND
WHITETAIL ARE FREQUENTLY
TRAVELING THE HIGHWAY
CORRIDORS AND
NEIGHBORHOODS. BY LEAVING
THE PERIMETER BUFFERS AND
CENTRALIZING THE DENSITY TO
THE SITE INTERIORS, IMPACTS OF
THE DEVELOPMENT ON THESE
WELL TRAVELLED AREAS ARE
DECREASED BY ALLOWING
CORRIDORS TO PASS THROUGH.

EXISTING
FORESTED
BUFFER
EXISTING
FORESTED
BUFFER

50 FT MINIMUM BUFFER
TO REMAIN
2.5 Acre - 24
Alley-Loaded
Townhouse Lots/Units

Existing Non-Motorized Trail

Ski-Bus
Drop and Pick-up

STORM
RETENTION

50 FT BETWEEN PATH
AND PARKING LOT
(NARROWEST POINT)

3.0 Acres
Mixed-Use
Commercial

HOUSTON DRIVE

EAST LAKESHORE DRIVE

MAINTAINED
WILDLIFE
MOUNTAIN GATEWAY
PUD
CORRIDORS
Schematic
Site Layout
Project Number: 201008
August 23, 2021
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Preface
Soil surveys contain information that affects land use planning in survey areas.
They highlight soil limitations that affect various land uses and provide information
about the properties of the soils in the survey areas. Soil surveys are designed for
many different users, including farmers, ranchers, foresters, agronomists, urban
planners, community officials, engineers, developers, builders, and home buyers.
Also, conservationists, teachers, students, and specialists in recreation, waste
disposal, and pollution control can use the surveys to help them understand,
protect, or enhance the environment.
Various land use regulations of Federal, State, and local governments may impose
special restrictions on land use or land treatment. Soil surveys identify soil
properties that are used in making various land use or land treatment decisions.
The information is intended to help the land users identify and reduce the effects of
soil limitations on various land uses. The landowner or user is responsible for
identifying and complying with existing laws and regulations.
Although soil survey information can be used for general farm, local, and wider area
planning, onsite investigation is needed to supplement this information in some
cases. Examples include soil quality assessments (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/
portal/nrcs/main/soils/health/) and certain conservation and engineering
applications. For more detailed information, contact your local USDA Service Center
(https://offices.sc.egov.usda.gov/locator/app?agency=nrcs) or your NRCS State Soil
Scientist (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/contactus/?
cid=nrcs142p2_053951).
Great differences in soil properties can occur within short distances. Some soils are
seasonally wet or subject to flooding. Some are too unstable to be used as a
foundation for buildings or roads. Clayey or wet soils are poorly suited to use as
septic tank absorption fields. A high water table makes a soil poorly suited to
basements or underground installations.
The National Cooperative Soil Survey is a joint effort of the United States
Department of Agriculture and other Federal agencies, State agencies including the
Agricultural Experiment Stations, and local agencies. The Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) has leadership for the Federal part of the National
Cooperative Soil Survey.
Information about soils is updated periodically. Updated information is available
through the NRCS Web Soil Survey, the site for official soil survey information.
The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its
programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability,
and where applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, religion,
sexual orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or a
part of an individual's income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not
all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require
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alternative means for communication of program information (Braille, large print,
audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice
and TDD). To file a complaint of discrimination, write to USDA, Director, Office of
Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20250-9410 or
call (800) 795-3272 (voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity
provider and employer.
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How Soil Surveys Are Made
Soil surveys are made to provide information about the soils and miscellaneous
areas in a specific area. They include a description of the soils and miscellaneous
areas and their location on the landscape and tables that show soil properties and
limitations affecting various uses. Soil scientists observed the steepness, length,
and shape of the slopes; the general pattern of drainage; the kinds of crops and
native plants; and the kinds of bedrock. They observed and described many soil
profiles. A soil profile is the sequence of natural layers, or horizons, in a soil. The
profile extends from the surface down into the unconsolidated material in which the
soil formed or from the surface down to bedrock. The unconsolidated material is
devoid of roots and other living organisms and has not been changed by other
biological activity.
Currently, soils are mapped according to the boundaries of major land resource
areas (MLRAs). MLRAs are geographically associated land resource units that
share common characteristics related to physiography, geology, climate, water
resources, soils, biological resources, and land uses (USDA, 2006). Soil survey
areas typically consist of parts of one or more MLRA.
The soils and miscellaneous areas in a survey area occur in an orderly pattern that
is related to the geology, landforms, relief, climate, and natural vegetation of the
area. Each kind of soil and miscellaneous area is associated with a particular kind
of landform or with a segment of the landform. By observing the soils and
miscellaneous areas in the survey area and relating their position to specific
segments of the landform, a soil scientist develops a concept, or model, of how they
were formed. Thus, during mapping, this model enables the soil scientist to predict
with a considerable degree of accuracy the kind of soil or miscellaneous area at a
specific location on the landscape.
Commonly, individual soils on the landscape merge into one another as their
characteristics gradually change. To construct an accurate soil map, however, soil
scientists must determine the boundaries between the soils. They can observe only
a limited number of soil profiles. Nevertheless, these observations, supplemented
by an understanding of the soil-vegetation-landscape relationship, are sufficient to
verify predictions of the kinds of soil in an area and to determine the boundaries.
Soil scientists recorded the characteristics of the soil profiles that they studied. They
noted soil color, texture, size and shape of soil aggregates, kind and amount of rock
fragments, distribution of plant roots, reaction, and other features that enable them
to identify soils. After describing the soils in the survey area and determining their
properties, the soil scientists assigned the soils to taxonomic classes (units).
Taxonomic classes are concepts. Each taxonomic class has a set of soil
characteristics with precisely defined limits. The classes are used as a basis for
comparison to classify soils systematically. Soil taxonomy, the system of taxonomic
classification used in the United States, is based mainly on the kind and character
of soil properties and the arrangement of horizons within the profile. After the soil

5
City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 1051 of 1405

Custom Soil Resource Report
scientists classified and named the soils in the survey area, they compared the
individual soils with similar soils in the same taxonomic class in other areas so that
they could confirm data and assemble additional data based on experience and
research.
The objective of soil mapping is not to delineate pure map unit components; the
objective is to separate the landscape into landforms or landform segments that
have similar use and management requirements. Each map unit is defined by a
unique combination of soil components and/or miscellaneous areas in predictable
proportions. Some components may be highly contrasting to the other components
of the map unit. The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way
diminishes the usefulness or accuracy of the data. The delineation of such
landforms and landform segments on the map provides sufficient information for the
development of resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, onsite
investigation is needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous areas.
Soil scientists make many field observations in the process of producing a soil map.
The frequency of observation is dependent upon several factors, including scale of
mapping, intensity of mapping, design of map units, complexity of the landscape,
and experience of the soil scientist. Observations are made to test and refine the
soil-landscape model and predictions and to verify the classification of the soils at
specific locations. Once the soil-landscape model is refined, a significantly smaller
number of measurements of individual soil properties are made and recorded.
These measurements may include field measurements, such as those for color,
depth to bedrock, and texture, and laboratory measurements, such as those for
content of sand, silt, clay, salt, and other components. Properties of each soil
typically vary from one point to another across the landscape.
Observations for map unit components are aggregated to develop ranges of
characteristics for the components. The aggregated values are presented. Direct
measurements do not exist for every property presented for every map unit
component. Values for some properties are estimated from combinations of other
properties.
While a soil survey is in progress, samples of some of the soils in the area generally
are collected for laboratory analyses and for engineering tests. Soil scientists
interpret the data from these analyses and tests as well as the field-observed
characteristics and the soil properties to determine the expected behavior of the
soils under different uses. Interpretations for all of the soils are field tested through
observation of the soils in different uses and under different levels of management.
Some interpretations are modified to fit local conditions, and some new
interpretations are developed to meet local needs. Data are assembled from other
sources, such as research information, production records, and field experience of
specialists. For example, data on crop yields under defined levels of management
are assembled from farm records and from field or plot experiments on the same
kinds of soil.
Predictions about soil behavior are based not only on soil properties but also on
such variables as climate and biological activity. Soil conditions are predictable over
long periods of time, but they are not predictable from year to year. For example,
soil scientists can predict with a fairly high degree of accuracy that a given soil will
have a high water table within certain depths in most years, but they cannot predict
that a high water table will always be at a specific level in the soil on a specific date.
After soil scientists located and identified the significant natural bodies of soil in the
survey area, they drew the boundaries of these bodies on aerial photographs and
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identified each as a specific map unit. Aerial photographs show trees, buildings,
fields, roads, and rivers, all of which help in locating boundaries accurately.
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Soil Map
The soil map section includes the soil map for the defined area of interest, a list of
soil map units on the map and extent of each map unit, and cartographic symbols
displayed on the map. Also presented are various metadata about data used to
produce the map, and a description of each soil map unit.
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MAP LEGEND
Area of Interest (AOI)
Area of Interest (AOI)
Soils
Soil Map Unit Polygons
Soil Map Unit Lines
Soil Map Unit Points
Special Point Features
Blowout
Borrow Pit
Clay Spot
Closed Depression
Gravel Pit
Gravelly Spot
Landfill
Lava Flow
Marsh or swamp

MAP INFORMATION
The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at scales
ranging from 1:20,000 to 1:24,000.

Spoil Area
Stony Spot

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map
measurements.

Very Stony Spot
Wet Spot

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Other
Special Line Features
Water Features

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

Streams and Canals
Transportation
Rails
Interstate Highways
US Routes

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as
of the version date(s) listed below.

Major Roads
Local Roads

Soil Survey Area: Flathead National Forest Area, Montana
Survey Area Data: Version 16, Jun 4, 2020

Background
Aerial Photography

Soil Survey Area: Upper Flathead Valley Area, Montana
Survey Area Data: Version 16, Jun 4, 2020

Mine or Quarry
Miscellaneous Water

Your area of interest (AOI) includes more than one soil survey
area. These survey areas may have been mapped at different
scales, with a different land use in mind, at different times, or at
different levels of detail. This may result in map unit symbols, soil
properties, and interpretations that do not completely agree
across soil survey area boundaries.

Perennial Water
Rock Outcrop
Saline Spot
Sandy Spot

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales
1:50,000 or larger.

Severely Eroded Spot
Sinkhole

Date(s) aerial images were photographed:
2, 2016

Slide or Slip
Sodic Spot

Aug 27, 2014—Nov

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
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MAP LEGEND

MAP INFORMATION
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Map Unit Legend (Mountain Gateway PUD)
Map Unit Symbol

Map Unit Name

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

26C-8

Andeptic Cryoboralfs, silty till
substratum, hilly

149.0

28-7

Dystric Eutrochrepts, outwash
substratum

321.7

W

Water

141.3

22.8%

Subtotals for Soil Survey Area

612.1

98.7%

Totals for Area of Interest

619.9

100.0%

Map Unit Symbol

Map Unit Name

Acres in AOI

24.0%
100% of property

51.9%

Percent of AOI

Ms

Muck and peat

0.4

0.1%

Ra

Radnor silt loam, 0 to 3 percent
slopes

0.1

0.0%

Wzc

Whitefish silt loam, 7 to 12
percent slopes

7.3

1.2%

7.8

1.3%

619.9

100.0%

Subtotals for Soil Survey Area
Totals for Area of Interest

Map Unit Descriptions (Mountain Gateway
PUD)
The map units delineated on the detailed soil maps in a soil survey represent the
soils or miscellaneous areas in the survey area. The map unit descriptions, along
with the maps, can be used to determine the composition and properties of a unit.
A map unit delineation on a soil map represents an area dominated by one or more
major kinds of soil or miscellaneous areas. A map unit is identified and named
according to the taxonomic classification of the dominant soils. Within a taxonomic
class there are precisely defined limits for the properties of the soils. On the
landscape, however, the soils are natural phenomena, and they have the
characteristic variability of all natural phenomena. Thus, the range of some
observed properties may extend beyond the limits defined for a taxonomic class.
Areas of soils of a single taxonomic class rarely, if ever, can be mapped without
including areas of other taxonomic classes. Consequently, every map unit is made
up of the soils or miscellaneous areas for which it is named and some minor
components that belong to taxonomic classes other than those of the major soils.
Most minor soils have properties similar to those of the dominant soil or soils in the
map unit, and thus they do not affect use and management. These are called
noncontrasting, or similar, components. They may or may not be mentioned in a
particular map unit description. Other minor components, however, have properties
and behavioral characteristics divergent enough to affect use or to require different
management. These are called contrasting, or dissimilar, components. They

12
City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 1058 of 1405

Custom Soil Resource Report
generally are in small areas and could not be mapped separately because of the
scale used. Some small areas of strongly contrasting soils or miscellaneous areas
are identified by a special symbol on the maps. If included in the database for a
given area, the contrasting minor components are identified in the map unit
descriptions along with some characteristics of each. A few areas of minor
components may not have been observed, and consequently they are not
mentioned in the descriptions, especially where the pattern was so complex that it
was impractical to make enough observations to identify all the soils and
miscellaneous areas on the landscape.
The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way diminishes the
usefulness or accuracy of the data. The objective of mapping is not to delineate
pure taxonomic classes but rather to separate the landscape into landforms or
landform segments that have similar use and management requirements. The
delineation of such segments on the map provides sufficient information for the
development of resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, however,
onsite investigation is needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous
areas.
An identifying symbol precedes the map unit name in the map unit descriptions.
Each description includes general facts about the unit and gives important soil
properties and qualities.
Soils that have profiles that are almost alike make up a soil series. Except for
differences in texture of the surface layer, all the soils of a series have major
horizons that are similar in composition, thickness, and arrangement.
Soils of one series can differ in texture of the surface layer, slope, stoniness,
salinity, degree of erosion, and other characteristics that affect their use. On the
basis of such differences, a soil series is divided into soil phases. Most of the areas
shown on the detailed soil maps are phases of soil series. The name of a soil phase
commonly indicates a feature that affects use or management. For example, Alpha
silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is a phase of the Alpha series.
Some map units are made up of two or more major soils or miscellaneous areas.
These map units are complexes, associations, or undifferentiated groups.
A complex consists of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas in such an intricate
pattern or in such small areas that they cannot be shown separately on the maps.
The pattern and proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar
in all areas. Alpha-Beta complex, 0 to 6 percent slopes, is an example.
An association is made up of two or more geographically associated soils or
miscellaneous areas that are shown as one unit on the maps. Because of present
or anticipated uses of the map units in the survey area, it was not considered
practical or necessary to map the soils or miscellaneous areas separately. The
pattern and relative proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat
similar. Alpha-Beta association, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.
An undifferentiated group is made up of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas
that could be mapped individually but are mapped as one unit because similar
interpretations can be made for use and management. The pattern and proportion
of the soils or miscellaneous areas in a mapped area are not uniform. An area can
be made up of only one of the major soils or miscellaneous areas, or it can be made
up of all of them. Alpha and Beta soils, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.
Some surveys include miscellaneous areas. Such areas have little or no soil
material and support little or no vegetation. Rock outcrop is an example.
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Flathead National Forest Area, Montana
26C-8—Andeptic Cryoboralfs, silty till substratum, hilly
Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: np34
Elevation: 3,000 to 5,500 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 30 to 50 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 37 to 43 degrees F
Frost-free period: 90 to 125 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland
Map Unit Composition
Andeptic cryoboralfs and similar soils: 80 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.
Description of Andeptic Cryoboralfs
Setting
Landform: Moraines
Parent material: Silty till
Typical profile
A - 0 to 3 inches: silt loam
Bs - 3 to 11 inches: silt loam
2E - 11 to 29 inches: very gravelly silt loam
2Bt - 29 to 43 inches: very gravelly silt loam
2BC - 43 to 60 inches: very gravelly silt loam
Properties and qualities
Slope: 20 to 40 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to
moderately high (0.14 to 0.57 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Moderate (about 8.1 inches)
Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Hydrologic Soil Group: C
Ecological site: F043AP909MT - UPLAND COOL WOODLAND 43A LRU P
Other vegetative classification: subalpine fir/queencup beadlily (PK620), grand fir/
queencup beadlily (PK520), western redcedar/queencup beadlily (PK530)

28-7—Dystric Eutrochrepts, outwash substratum
Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: nq3q
Elevation: 3,000 to 4,100 feet
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Mean annual precipitation: 20 to 40 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 39 to 43 degrees F
Frost-free period: 70 to 105 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland
Map Unit Composition
Dystric eutrochrepts and similar soils: 85 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.
Description of Dystric Eutrochrepts
Setting
Landform: Terraces
Parent material: Outwash
Typical profile
Bs - 3 to 9 inches: silt loam
2Bw1 - 9 to 18 inches: extremely gravelly loam
2Bw2 - 18 to 31 inches: extremely gravelly loam
2C - 31 to 60 inches: very cobbly loamy sand, very gravelly loamy sand,
extremely gravelly sandy loam
2C - 31 to 60 inches:
2C - 31 to 60 inches:
Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 20 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to high
(0.57 to 1.98 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Moderate (about 6.6 inches)
Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Hydrologic Soil Group: B
Ecological site: F043AP909MT - UPLAND COOL WOODLAND 43A LRU P
Other vegetative classification: Douglas-fir/dwarf huckleberry (PK250), subalpine
fir/dwarf huckleberry (PK640)

W—Water
Map Unit Composition
Water: 100 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.
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Upper Flathead Valley Area, Montana
Ms—Muck and peat
Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 4vrv
Elevation: 2,890 to 5,000 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 16 to 20 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 39 to 45 degrees F
Frost-free period: 70 to 100 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland
Map Unit Composition
Muck and peat and similar soils: 45 percent
Winginaw and similar soils: 40 percent
Minor components: 15 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.
Description of Muck And Peat
Setting
Landform: Flood plains
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 1 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Very poorly drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): High (1.98 to 5.95
in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 0 to 6 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 5w
Hydrologic Soil Group: A/D
Ecological site: R044AP806MT - SUBIRRIGATED GRASSLAND 44A LRU P
Hydric soil rating: Yes
Description of Winginaw
Setting
Landform: Flood plains
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Organic material over alluvium
Typical profile
Oi1 - 0 to 8 inches: peat
Oi2 - 8 to 28 inches: peat
2Ak - 28 to 32 inches: loam
2Bkg1 - 32 to 40 inches: gravelly loam
2Bkg2 - 40 to 60 inches: very gravelly loam
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Custom Soil Resource Report

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 1 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Very poorly drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high (0.20
to 0.57 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 0 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: Frequent
Calcium carbonate, maximum content: 35 percent
Maximum salinity: Nonsaline to very slightly saline (0.0 to 2.0 mmhos/cm)
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Very high (about 12.3 inches)
Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 5w
Hydrologic Soil Group: C/D
Ecological site: R044AP806MT - SUBIRRIGATED GRASSLAND 44A LRU P
Hydric soil rating: Yes
Minor Components
Nonhydric
Percent of map unit: 15 percent
Hydric soil rating: No

Ra—Radnor silt loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes
Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 4vs7
Elevation: 2,980 to 3,260 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 15 to 19 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 39 to 45 degrees F
Frost-free period: 105 to 125 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland
Map Unit Composition
Radnor and similar soils: 90 percent
Minor components: 10 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.
Description of Radnor
Setting
Landform: Depressions
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Glaciolacustrine deposits
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Custom Soil Resource Report

Typical profile
A - 0 to 5 inches: silt loam
E - 5 to 14 inches: silty clay loam
Btg - 14 to 30 inches: silty clay loam
Cg - 30 to 60 inches: stratified silt loam to silty clay loam
Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 3 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Poorly drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately low to
moderately high (0.06 to 0.20 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 0 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: Frequent
Calcium carbonate, maximum content: 5 percent
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: High (about 10.5 inches)
Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 5w
Hydrologic Soil Group: C/D
Ecological site: R043AP807MT - SUBIRRIGATED GRASSLAND 43A LRU P
Hydric soil rating: Yes
Minor Components
Nonhydric
Percent of map unit: 10 percent
Hydric soil rating: No

Wzc—Whitefish silt loam, 7 to 12 percent slopes
Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 4vts
Elevation: 3,000 to 3,440 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 15 to 24 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 37 to 43 degrees F
Frost-free period: 90 to 130 days
Farmland classification: Not prime farmland
Map Unit Composition
Whitefish and similar soils: 85 percent
Minor components: 15 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.
Description of Whitefish
Setting
Landform: Moraines
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Custom Soil Resource Report
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Glacial till
Typical profile
Oi - 0 to 1 inches: slightly decomposed plant material
E - 1 to 9 inches: silt loam
E/Bt - 9 to 14 inches: gravelly silt loam
Bt - 14 to 20 inches: gravelly clay loam
Bk - 20 to 33 inches: gravelly silt loam
C - 33 to 60 inches: gravelly silt loam
Properties and qualities
Slope: 7 to 12 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high (0.20
to 0.57 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Calcium carbonate, maximum content: 15 percent
Maximum salinity: Nonsaline to very slightly saline (0.0 to 2.0 mmhos/cm)
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Moderate (about 8.5 inches)
Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): None specified
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 4e
Hydrologic Soil Group: C
Ecological site: R043AP810MT - UPLAND GRASSLAND 43A LRU P
Hydric soil rating: No
Minor Components
Nonhydric
Percent of map unit: 15 percent
Hydric soil rating: No
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INTRODUCTION
ARIM Mountain Gateway, LLC proposes to construct Mountain Gateway, a mixed-use development to
be located in the northeast and northwest corners of the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big
Mountain Road in Whitefish, Montana (see Figure 1). The proposed Mountain Gateway mixed-use
development is anticipated to consist of 318 multifamily residential units (270 apartments, 24 multi-family
high-end owner-occupied residential units, and 24 townhomes), and approximately 40,000 square feet
of mixed-use commercial space (see Figure 2). Full buildout of this development is expected to require
four years; accordingly, the design year for this traffic analysis is 2025.
Vehicle access to Mountain Gateway is proposed via four full-movement driveways onto Big Mountain
Road and two full-movement driveways onto East Lakeshore Drive. As part of this development, a
roundabout will be constructed at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive. The
subject property is currently undeveloped and is surrounded by a mix of multi-family residential, singlefamily residential, resort residential, resort business, and a golf course.
This traffic impact study was prepared using standard traffic engineering techniques to forecast traffic
volumes and operations at the proposed site access points and nearby study intersections. Capacity
analysis is presented both with and without the traffic generated by the proposed development to
determine what impact this development will have on traffic operations.
After consultation with the City of Whitefish the following intersections were identified for detailed traffic
analysis:


Houston Drive and East Lakeshore Drive



Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive



Edgewood Place and Wisconsin Avenue



All Site Access Point intersections including two on East Lakeshore Drive and four on Big
Mountain Road

In brief, the analysis conducted for this report leads to the conclusion that, with the addition of a
roundabout at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive, the subject
development will not negatively impact traffic operations at any of the study intersections and that traffic
to and from the proposed development will operate at an acceptable level of service.
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FIGURE 2: CONCEPTUAL SITE LAYOUT
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EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES
AM and PM peak-period manual traffic counts were conducted at each of the study intersections to
identify existing peak-hour traffic volumes. Traffic counts were conducted during both the peak winter
ski season (Tuesday, December 29, 2020 and Wednesday, December 30, 2020) and the peak summer
tourist season (Wednesday, July 7, 2021 and Thursday, July 8, 2021). The AM peak-period counts were
conducted between 7:00 and 9:00 AM and the PM peak-period counts were conducted between 4:00
and 6:00 PM. The count data (included in Appendix A) was analyzed to determine the existing AM and
PM peak-hour traffic volume at each study intersection. These volumes are illustrated in Figures 3 and
4 for the peak summer season and the peak winter season, respectively.
The summer and winter peak hour counts were compared to determine which season had the higher
peak volumes. The overall peak volumes at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore
Drive were notably higher (45 to 120 percent) in the winter season, while the overall volumes at the
intersection of Wisconsin Avenue and Edgewood Place were nearly equal in both seasons (within 3 to 5
percent). The overall volumes and the peak turning volumes were higher in the winter, therefore the
existing winter volumes were used for the remainder of this analysis.
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ADJACENT DEVELOPMENT
900 Wisconsin is a residential development being constructed on the west side of Wisconsin Avenue in
the area generally between Denver Street and Labrie Drive which will also add traffic through the study
intersections. At full buildout 900 Wisconsin will consist of 66 cabins and 36 condominium units on 10.26
acres. At the time of the winter traffic counts one-third of the cabins were built and occupied, meaning
that traffic associated with those cabins was captured in the traffic counts. The site-generated traffic
associated with the remaining two-thirds of the cabins, and all of the condominiums, must be projected
onto the street network and included in the 2025 no-build traffic volume forecasts. The traffic associated
with the remaining portions of the 900 Wisconsin development was estimated based on information
derived from the traffic impact study prepared for 900 Wisconsin (WGM Group, January 5, 2018) and is
illustrated in Figure 5.
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2025 NO-BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES
The year 2020 existing traffic volumes were projected to the study year 2025 using a 3% per year peak
hour traffic growth rate. This growth rate was selected based on traffic growth trends apparent within
historic traffic count data contained on the MDT web site for Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore
Drive in the vicinity of the subject property. The 900 Wisconsin adjacent development traffic volumes
shown in Figure 5 were added to the 2025 projected traffic volumes, resulting in the 2025 No Build traffic
volumes shown in Figure 6. This is the traffic projected to exist in the study year if the proposed Mountain
Gateway development is not constructed.
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SITE-GENERATED TRAFFIC
The proposed Mountain Gateway mixed-use development is anticipated to consist of 318 multifamily
residential units (270 apartments, 24 multi-family high-end owner-occupied residential units, 24
townhomes), and 40,000 sf of mixed-use commercial. For the purposes of this traffic analysis it is
assumed that the commercial space will be developed one-half retail and one-half office. Data from the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) publication Trip Generation (10th Edition) was used to
estimate the number of trips that will be generated by the proposed development. Table 1 shows the
results of the Mountain Gateway mixed-use development trip-generation calculations.
TABLE 1: MOUNTAIN GATEWAY MIXED-USE SITE-GENERATED VEHICLE TRIPS
ITE Land AM Peak-Hour Trips PM Peak-Hour Trips
Land Use
Size
Use Code Entering
Entering
Exiting
Exiting
Residential
Low Rise

Residential
Mid Rise
Commercial
Office Space

Commercial
Shopping Center
Total

48 Units

220

5

19

19

12

270 Units

221

24

67

70

45

20,000 sf

710

20

3

4

19

20,000 sf

820

12

7

36

40

-

-

61

96

129

116
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ASSIGNMENT OF SITE-GENERATED
TRIPS
The existing peak hour turning movement volumes at the study intersections were analyzed to
determine trip directionality throughout the study area. Trip distribution at the site access points was
estimated based on the distribution of development within the site relative to the six site access
locations. The resulting residential site traffic arrival and departure patterns are illustrated in Figures 7
and 9, respectively and the resulting commercial site traffic arrival and departure patterns are illustrated
in Figures 8 and 10, respectively.
The site-generated vehicle trips from Table 1 were distributed through the study intersections in
accordance with the estimated arrival and departure patterns, resulting in the AM and PM peak-hour
site-generated trips shown in Figure 11. These are the vehicle trips that are new to the roadway
network as a result of development of the Mountain Gateway development.
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2025 BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES
Combining the site-generated trips from Figure 11 with the 2025 no-build traffic volumes from Figure 6
results in the projected study year 2025 build traffic volumes shown in Figure 12. These are the traffic
volumes projected to exist when the Mountain Gateway development is fully built-out and occupied.
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WHITEFISH AREA TRANSPORTATION
PLAN
The City of Whitefish is currently developing an update to its Transportation Plan led by KLJ Engineering.
The prior Whitefish Transportation Plan (2009) lists Wisconsin Avenue Improvements as a high priority
project. This project includes reconstructing Wisconsin Avenue between Edgewood Place and Big
Mountain Road to a three-lane urban minor arterial section with one travel lane in each direction, bike
lanes, sidewalks, and left-turn bays (or center two-way, left-turn lane). A number of smaller, incremental
projects along this corridor are suggested in the Transportation Plan to break up the funding needs for
this reconstruction.
The Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan (Edgewood Place to Big Mountain Road), adopted in 2018, also
identifies the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor as in need of road widening, turn lanes, curbs, parkways, and
intersection improvements. Specifically, the intersections of Skyles, Glenwood, Reservoir Road, and
Murdock Lane are called out as important. East Lakeshore Drive becomes Wisconsin Avenue south of
Barkley Lane but is considered a portion of the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor north of Barkley Lane up to
Big Mountain Road.
The intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive is not discussed in either plan. The
construction of a proposed roundabout at Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive has been
discussed with the City of Whitefish, the Montana Department of Transportation, and KLJ Engineering.
The widening and addition of a center two-way, left-turn lane is not a proposed component of this project.
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CAPACITY ANALYSIS
Intersection capacity analysis was conducted for each of the study intersections in accordance with the
procedures presented in the Highway Capacity Manual, 2016 Edition, published by the Transportation
Research Board. The analysis results are discussed below and the analysis worksheets are contained
in Appendix B.
The analysis procedures result in traffic level of service (LOS) rankings from A to F, with A representing
essentially free-flow conditions and F representing congested conditions. See Appendix C for a
description of the various LOS categories for signalized and unsignalized intersections.
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INTERSECTION OF EAST LAKESHORE DRIVE AND
SITE ACCESS (NORTH)
EXISTING CONDITIONS
East Lakeshore Drive is a generally north/south roadway with one travel lane in each direction
which curves to run east/west for about ½-mile in the vicinity of this site, south of this study
intersection. East Lakeshore Drive becomes Wisconsin Avenue south of Barkley Lane and is
classified as a minor arterial from the intersection of Big Mountain Road to the south and classified
as a major collector to the north in the vicinity of the site. A proposed site access will intersect the
major collector portion of East Lakeshore Drive from the east at a stop controlled, “T” intersection.
The speed limit on East Lakeshore Drive is 35 mph.

CAPACITY ANALYSIS
Capacity analysis of this intersection was conducted using the 2025 build traffic volumes
developed earlier in this report and the above-described intersection configuration. The results
of this analysis are summarized in Table 2.
TABLE 2: EAST LAKESHORE DRIVE AND SITE ACCESS (NORTH) LOS SUMMARY
Peak AM Hour
Peak PM Hour
2025 Build
2025 Build
Delay
LOS
Delay
LOS
Westbound Lt/Rt

9.3

A

9.8

A

Southbound Left

7.4

A

7.5

A

Delay is measured in seconds per vehicle.

The analysis summarized in Table 2 shows that this intersection will operate at a very good levelof-service. No capacity improvements are required to accommodate the site-generated traffic.
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INTERSECTION OF BIG MOUNTAIN ROAD AND SITE
ACCESSES (INTERSECTIONS 2-5)
EXISTING CONDITIONS
Big Mountain Road is a north/south roadway with one travel lane in each direction. Big Mountain
Road is classified as a minor arterial near the intersection with East Lakeshore Drive and
classified as a major collector to the north. The speed limit on Big Mountain Road is 25 mph. The
four proposed accesses will intersect Big Mountain Road at stop controlled, “T” intersections, two
from the east and two from the west.

CAPACITY ANALYSIS
Capacity analysis of each of the site access intersections with Big Mountain Road was conducted
using the 2025 build traffic volumes developed earlier in this report and the above-described
intersection configuration. The results of this analysis are summarized in Tables 3-6.
TABLE 3: BIG MOUNTAIN ROAD AND NORTHEAST SITE ACCESS LOS SUMMARY
Peak AM Hour
Peak PM Hour
2025 Build
2025 Build
Delay
LOS
Delay
LOS
Westbound Lt/Rt

18.2

C

16.3

C

Southbound Left

9.8

A

8.0

A

Delay is measured in seconds per vehicle.

TABLE 4: BIG MOUNTAIN ROAD AND NORTHWEST SITE ACCESS LOS SUMMARY
Peak AM Hour
Peak PM Hour
2025 Build
2025 Build
Delay
LOS
Delay
LOS
Eastbound Lt/Rt

18.1

C

21.1

C

Northbound Left

7.7

A

9.5

A

Delay is measured in seconds per vehicle.

TABLE 5: BIG MOUNTAIN ROAD AND SOUTHEAST SITE ACCESS LOS SUMMARY
Peak AM Hour
Peak PM Hour
2025 Build
2025 Build
Delay
LOS
Delay
LOS
Westbound Lt/Rt

18.0

C

13.4

B

Southbound Left

9.7

A

8.0

A

Delay is measured in seconds per vehicle.
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TABLE 6: BIG MOUNTAIN ROAD AND SOUTHWEST SITE ACCESS LOS SUMMARY
Peak AM Hour
Peak PM Hour
2025 Build
2025 Build
Delay
LOS
Delay
LOS
Eastbound Lt/Rt

14.3

B

18.8

C

Northbound Left

7.7

A

9.5

A

Delay is measured in seconds per vehicle.

The analysis summarized in Tables 3-6 shows that the four proposed site access intersections
with Big Mountain Road will operate at an acceptable level-of-service. No capacity improvements
are required to accommodate the site-generated traffic.

Mountain Gateway
Traffic Impact Study

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 1094 of 1405

24

INTERSECTION OF EAST LAKESHORE DRIVE AND
HOUSTON DRIVE
EXISTING CONDITIONS
East Lakeshore Drive is a generally north/south roadway with one travel lane in each direction
which curves to run east/west in the vicinity of this site. The curve occurs in the vicinity of this
study intersection such that Houston Drive approaches from the west, and East Lakeshore Drive
approaches from the east and from the northwest. East Lakeshore Drive is classified as a major
collector at this intersection, and Houston Drive is a stop-controlled local street with one travel
lane in each direction. The speed limit on East Lakeshore Drive is 35 mph.

CAPACITY ANALYSIS
Capacity analysis of this intersection was conducted using the 2025 no-build and build traffic
volumes developed earlier in this report and the above-described intersection configuration. The
results of this analysis are summarized in Table 7.
TABLE 7: EAST LAKESHORE DRIVE AND HOUSTON DRIVE LOS SUMMARY
Peak AM Hour
Peak PM Hour
2025 No-Build
2025 Build
2025 No-Build
2025 Build
Delay
LOS
Delay
LOS
Delay
LOS
Delay
LOS
Eastbound

8.8

A

8.9

A

9.1

A

9.2

A

Northbound

7.4

A

7.4

A

7.5

A

7.5

A

Delay is measured in seconds per vehicle.

The analysis summarized in Table 7 shows that the site-generated traffic will have no appreciable
impact on delay or operations at this intersection. No intersection improvements are required.
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INTERSECTION OF EAST LAKESHORE DRIVE AND BIG
MOUNTAIN ROAD
EXISTING CONDITIONS
East Lakeshore Drive is an east/west roadway with one travel lane in each direction which begins
a 90-degree curve to the northwest at its intersection with Big Mountain Road. Big Mountain Road
is a north/south roadway with one travel lane in each direction. Big Mountain Road is classified
as a minor arterial near its intersection with East Lakeshore Drive. Big Mountain Road intersects
East Lakeshore Drive at a full movement, stop controlled, “T” intersection. The speed limit on East
Lakeshore Drive is 35 mph and the speed limit on Big Mountain Road is 25 mph.

CAPACITY ANALYSIS
Capacity analysis of this intersection was conducted using the 2025 no-build and build traffic
volumes developed earlier in this report and the above-described intersection configuration. The
results of this analysis are summarized in Table 8.
TABLE 8: EAST LAKESHORE DRIVE AND BIG MOUNTAIN ROAD STOP CONTROLLED
LOS SUMMARY
Peak AM Hour
Peak PM Hour
2025 No-Build
2025 Build
2025 No-Build
2025 Build
Delay
LOS
Delay
LOS
Delay
LOS
Delay
LOS
Eastbound Left

10.1

B

10.2

B

8.1

A

8.3

A

Southbound Lt/RT

21.2

C

26.7

D

104.9

F

159.1

F

Delay is measured in seconds per vehicle.

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
A roundabout will be designed and constructed at this intersection as part of the Mountain
Gateway development project. This will be a single-lane modern roundabout with yield-controlled
single-lane entries on each approach. The analysis summarized in Table 9 represents traffic
operations with the proposed roundabout and the build traffic volumes and illustrates the benefit
of this roundabout to traffic operations.
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TABLE 9: EAST LAKESHORE DRIVE AND BIG MOUNTAIN ROAD ROUNDABOUT LOS
SUMMARY
Peak AM Hour
Peak PM Hour
2025 Build
2025 Build
Delay
LOS
Delay
LOS
Eastbound

4.5

A

8.3

A

Westbound

13.6

B

5.7

A

Southbound

4.6

A

11.2

B

Delay is measured in seconds per vehicle.

The analysis summarized in Table 8 shows that the existing level-of service is poor for the
southbound direction and would be made worse with the site-generated traffic. The analysis
summarized in Table 9 shows that the proposed roundabout not only fully mitigates the sitegenerated traffic, but results in very good traffic operations at an intersection that currently fails
during the PM peak hour in the peak winter condition.
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INTERSECTION OF EAST LAKESHORE DRIVE AND
SITE ACCESS (EAST)
EXISTING CONDITIONS
At this proposed intersection location East Lakeshore Drive is an east/west roadway with one
travel lane in each direction and classified as a minor arterial. A proposed site access will intersect
East Lakeshore Drive from the north at a stop controlled, “T” intersection. The speed limit on East
Lakeshore Drive is 35 mph.

CAPACITY ANALYSIS
Capacity analysis of this intersection was conducted using the 2025 build traffic volumes
developed earlier in this report and the above-described intersection configuration. The results
of this analysis are summarized in Table 10.
TABLE 10: EAST LAKESHORE DRIVE AND SITE ACCESS (EAST) LOS SUMMARY
Peak AM Hour
Peak PM Hour
2025 Build
2025 Build
Delay
LOS
Delay
LOS
Eastbound

9.9

A

8.4

A

Southbound

24.1

C

36.2

E

Delay is measured in seconds per vehicle.

The analysis summarized in Table 10 shows that the intersection will operate at a generally
acceptable level of delay for a driveway approach. No capacity improvements are required to
accommodate the site-generated traffic. It should also be noted that this analysis is based on the
peak worst case condition for the entire year and delays will be lower for the vast majority of the
year and for non-peak hours.
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INTERSECTION OF WISCONSIN AVENUE AND
EDGEWOOD PLACE
EXISTING CONDITIONS
Wisconsin Avenue is a north/south minor arterial roadway with one lane in each direction.
Edgewood Place is an east/west major collector with one travel lane in each direction. Each
roadway widens to provide both a dedicated left-turn lane and a shared through/right-turn lane on
all four approaches to this intersection. The intersection is controlled by a three-phase traffic
signal. The existing timing program for this signal was obtained from MDT and used for this
analysis. The speed limit on Wisconsin Avenue and Edgewood Place is 35 mph.

CAPACITY ANALYSIS
Capacity analysis of this intersection was conducted using the 2025 no-build and build traffic
volumes developed earlier in this report and the above-described intersection configuration. The
results of this analysis are summarized in Table 11.
TABLE 11: WISCONSIN AVENUE AND EDGEWOOD PLACE LOS SUMMARY
Peak AM Hour
Peak PM Hour
2025 No-Build
2025 Build
2025 No-Build
2025 Build
Delay
LOS
Delay
LOS
Delay
LOS
Delay
LOS
Eastbound Lt

21.8

C

23.9

C

21.7

C

25.8

C

Eastbound Th/Rt

20.6

C

22.4

C

21.9

C

25.6

C

Westbound Lt

23.0

C

25.0

C

26.4

C

31.1

C

Westbound Th/Rt

21.0

C

22.9

C

21.2

C

24.9

C

Northbound Lt

6.0

A

6.4

A

22.7

C

27.0

C

Northbound Th/Rt

13.3

B

16.1

B

13.9

B

17.7

B

Southbound Lt

10.8

B

11.9

B

10.6

B

12.7

B

Southbound Th/Rt

4.7

A

4.7

A

11.9

B

15.3

B

Overall Intersection

12.2

B

13.9

B

14.8

B

18.3

B

Delay is measured in seconds per vehicle.
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The analysis summarized in Table 11 shows that this intersection operates at an acceptable levelof-service. The site-generated traffic will result in only minor increases in delay and will have no
impact on level-of-service at this intersection. No intersection improvements are required.
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TRAFFIC CRASH ANALYSIS
WGM Group requested three years of data from the MDT Crash Database for the intersections
included in this study. Data from January 1, 2018 through December 31, 2020 was reviewed and
findings are summarized below. There are no crash records for the intersection of East Lakeshore
Drive and Houston Drive.
East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road: Three crashes in the three-year period
consisting of one rear-end collision; one right-turn opposite direction collision; and one
left-turn same direction collision.
Wisconsin Avenue and Edgewood Place: Two crashes in the three-year period
consisting of one right angle collision; and one sideswipe opposite direction collision.
No correctable traffic crash trends were observed in the reviewed data.
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SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
The discussion and analyses contained in this report can be summarized as follows:


The proposed Mountain Gateway mixed-use development is located in the northeast and
northwest corners of the intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road in
Whitefish, Montana. The proposed Mountain Gateway mixed-use development is anticipated to
consist of 318 multifamily residential units (270 apartments, 24 multi-family high-end owner
occupied residential units, 24 townhomes), and 40,000 sf of mixed-use commercial.



Vehicle access to the development is proposed via four full-movement driveways onto Big
Mountain Road and two full-movement driveways onto East Lakeshore Drive.



Traffic counts were conducted during both the peak winter ski season and the peak summer
tourist season and were compared to determine which season had the higher peak volumes. The
overall volumes and the peak turning volumes were higher in the winter, therefore the existing
winter volumes were used for the remainder of the analysis.



As part of this development, a roundabout will be constructed at the intersection of Big Mountain
Road and East Lakeshore Drive to improve existing traffic operations and mitigate site-generated
traffic impacts.



The proposed development will generate new traffic within the study area. Highway Capacity
Manual based analysis shows that this traffic can be readily accommodated, with no significant
impact on delay or operations at any of the study intersections during both the AM and PM peak
hours.
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APPENDIX A
TRAFFIC COUNT DATA
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3:00 PM
3:15 PM
3:30 PM
3:45 PM
4:00 PM
4:15 PM
4:30 PM
4:45 PM

Tuesday, December 29, 2020
Peak PM Period

Peak Hour
Volume

3:15 PM
3:30 PM
3:45 PM
4:00 PM
4:15 PM
4:30 PM
4:45 PM
5:00 PM

Peak Hour
Volume

8:00 AM 8:15 AM
8:15 AM 8:30 AM
8:30 AM 8:45 AM
8:45 AM 9:00 AM
9:00 AM 9:15 AM
9:15 AM 9:30 AM
9:30 AM 9:45 AM
9:45 AM 10:00 AM

Tuesday, December 29, 2020
Peak AM Period

Manual Traffic Count
East Lakeshore Drive and Houston Drive
Kalispell, MT

alm

58

1

77

Southbound
Right
Thru
0
16
0
24
1
16
0
13
0
24
0
8
0
24
0
20

2

Southbound
Right
Thru
0
5
0
7
0
15
2
14
0
13
0
16
0
10
0
24

V
V15 * 4

8

84

10

Northbound
Left
Thru
8
1
24
2
18
1
20
6
22
1
16
4
16
0
22
0

52

Northbound
Thru
Left
6
0
8
0
20
1
5
2
13
3
14
2
9
1
13
2

PHF 

PHF =

1

11

PHF =

3

Eastbound
Left
Right
0
0
2
0
2
2
6
1
1
0
1
0
2
0
1
0

15

Eastbound
Right
Left
1
0
1
0
2
1
4
0
4
0
5
0
1
0
0
0

0.90

Interval
Total
25
52
40
47
48
29
42
43

0.87

Interval
Total
12
16
39
27
33
37
21
39

164
187
164
166
162

Hourly
Total

94
115
136
118
130

Hourly
Total

<-- Peak Hour

<-- Peak Hour
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3:00 PM
3:15 PM
3:30 PM
3:45 PM
4:00 PM
4:15 PM
4:30 PM
4:45 PM

Wednesday, December 30, 2020
Peak PM Period

Peak Hour
Volume

3:15 PM
3:30 PM
3:45 PM
4:00 PM
4:15 PM
4:30 PM
4:45 PM
5:00 PM

Peak Hour
Volume

8:00 AM 8:15 AM
8:15 AM 8:30 AM
8:30 AM 8:45 AM
8:45 AM 9:00 AM
9:00 AM 9:15 AM
9:15 AM 9:30 AM
9:30 AM 9:45 AM
9:45 AM 10:00 AM

Wednesday, December 30, 2020
Peak AM Period

Manual Traffic Count
East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road
Kalispell, MT

151

15

595

Southbound
Left
Right
7
95
4
143
5
120
5
149
3
147
1
150
6
149
5
181

6

Southbound
Right
Left
4
16
1
21
1
17
0
31
2
34
2
46
2
40
1
46
50

247

61

Westbound
Right
Thru
42
13
42
12
72
12
67
22
57
12
66
14
57
13
37
8

643

Westbound
Right
Thru
77
7
143
12
163
6
166
10
155
10
183
12
139
18
99
11

V
V15 * 4

PHF =

27

76

PHF =

9

Eastbound
Left
Thru
25
0
19
1
10
1
16
3
22
1
21
2
17
3
17
0

46

Eastbound
Thru
Left
9
1
6
6
9
1
11
10
12
6
12
6
11
5
13
5

PHF 

0.96

Interval
Total
182
221
220
262
242
254
245
248

0.88

Interval
Total
114
189
197
228
219
261
215
175

885
945
978
1003
989

Hourly
Total

728
833
905
923
870

Hourly
Total

<-- Peak Hour

<-- Peak Hour
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4:00 PM
4:15 PM
4:30 PM
4:45 PM
5:00 PM
5:15 PM
5:30 PM
5:45 PM

Tuesday, December 29, 2020
Peak PM Period

7:00 AM
7:15 AM
7:30 AM
7:45 AM
8:00 AM
8:15 AM
8:30 AM
8:45 AM

Tuesday, December 29, 2020
Peak AM Period

Peak Hour
Volume

4:15 PM
4:30 PM
4:45 PM
5:00 PM
5:15 PM
5:30 PM
5:45 PM
6:00 PM

Peak Hour
Volume

7:15 AM
7:30 AM
7:45 AM
8:00 AM
8:15 AM
8:30 AM
8:45 AM
9:00 AM

Manual Traffic Count
Edgewood Place and Wisconsin Avenue
Kalispell, MT

4

Right
9
2
1
2
1
0
3
1

5

Right
0
0
1
2
0
2
1
0

723

Southbound
Thru
172
172
176
192
170
185
174
185

295
alm

Southbound
Thru
51
51
73
69
60
93
95
100

34

Left
12
5
5
8
14
7
12
12

7

Left
0
1
1
2
3
1
1
1

27

Right
5
4
8
9
3
7
9
5

53

Right
9
14
13
16
15
9
3
8

11

Westbound
Thru
1
1
2
4
2
3
3
0

6

Westbound
Thru
0
0
0
3
2
1
1
0

127

Left
25
30
29
34
25
39
44
33

74

Left
10
21
13
25
16
20
27
28

94

Right
16
17
35
22
19
18
18
19

38

Right
7
3
12
10
8
8
10
17

491

Northbound
Thru
114
121
119
131
121
120
99
113

729

61

Left
20
8
13
13
14
21
12
22

20

Left
6
10
1
4
10
5
4
8

V
V15 * 4

Northbound
Thru
139
176
193
196
178
162
134
135

PHF 

70

Right
9
19
20
21
12
17
13
16

45

Right
4
5
12
10
6
17
8
13

3

Eastbound
Thru
1
1
0
0
3
0
3
0

0

Eastbound
Thru
0
1
0
0
0
0
1
0

PHF =

7

Left
0
2
2
3
2
0
1
3

PHF =

8

Left
0
0
3
1
2
2
0
1

0.94

Interval
Total
384
382
410
439
386
417
391
409

0.95

Interval
Total
226
282
322
338
300
320
285
311

1615
1617
1652
1633
1603

Hourly
Total

1168
1242
1280
1243
1216

Hourly
Total

<-- Peak Hour

<-- Peak Hour

APPENDIX B
CAPACITY ANALYSIS WORKSHEETS
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

A Mathews

Intersection

E Lakeshore & Site Access

Agency/Co.

WGM Group

Jurisdiction

Date Performed

8/6/2021

East/West Street

Site Access

Analysis Year

2025

North/South Street

E Lakeshore

Time Analyzed

AM Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.92

Intersection Orientation

North-South

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Project Description

Mountain Gateway

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach
Movement

Eastbound
U

Westbound

L

T

R

Priority

10

11

Number of Lanes

0

0

U

Northbound

Southbound

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

12

7

8

9

1U

1

2

3

4U

4

5

6

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

Configuration

LR
64

TR

LT

6

1

Volume (veh/h)

16

2

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%)

3

3

3

73

Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%)

0

Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage

Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec)

7.1

6.2

4.1

Critical Headway (sec)

6.43

6.23

4.13

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.5

3.3

2.2

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.53

3.33

2.23

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h)

20

1

Capacity, c (veh/h)

849

1517

v/c Ratio

0.02

0.00

95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh)

0.1

0.0

Control Delay (s/veh)

9.3

7.4

A

A

Level of Service (LOS)
Approach Delay (s/veh)

9.3

Approach LOS

0.1

A
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

A Mathews

Intersection

E Lakeshore & Site Access

Agency/Co.

WGM Group

Jurisdiction

Date Performed

8/6/2021

East/West Street

Site Access

Analysis Year

2025

North/South Street

E Lakeshore

Time Analyzed

PM Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.92

Intersection Orientation

North-South

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Project Description

Mountain Gateway

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach
Movement

Eastbound
U

Westbound

L

T

R

Priority

10

11

Number of Lanes

0

0

U

Northbound

Southbound

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

12

7

8

9

1U

1

2

3

4U

4

5

6

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

Configuration

LR
108

TR

LT

17

2

Volume (veh/h)

11

1

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%)

3

3

3

96

Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%)

0

Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage

Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec)

7.1

6.2

4.1

Critical Headway (sec)

6.43

6.23

4.13

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.5

3.3

2.2

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.53

3.33

2.23

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h)

13

2

Capacity, c (veh/h)

761

1442

v/c Ratio

0.02

0.00

95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh)

0.1

0.0

Control Delay (s/veh)

9.8

7.5

A

A

Level of Service (LOS)
Approach Delay (s/veh)

9.8

Approach LOS

0.2

A
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

A Mathews

Intersection

Big Mtn Rd & Access 2

Agency/Co.

WGM Group

Jurisdiction

Date Performed

8/6/2021

East/West Street

Site Access 2

Analysis Year

2025

North/South Street

Big Mountain Road

Time Analyzed

AM Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.92

Intersection Orientation

North-South

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Project Description

Mountain Gateway

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach
Movement

Eastbound
U

Westbound

L

T

R

Priority

10

11

Number of Lanes

0

0

U

Northbound

Southbound

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

12

7

8

9

1U

1

2

3

4U

4

5

6

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

Configuration

LR
816

TR

LT

1

1

Volume (veh/h)

2

2

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%)

3

3

3

198

Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%)

0

Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage

Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec)

7.1

6.2

4.1

Critical Headway (sec)

6.43

6.23

4.13

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.5

3.3

2.2

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.53

3.33

2.23

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h)

4

1

Capacity, c (veh/h)

276

759

v/c Ratio

0.02

0.00

95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh)

0.0

0.0

Control Delay (s/veh)

18.2

9.8

C

A

Level of Service (LOS)
Approach Delay (s/veh)

18.2

Approach LOS

0.1

C
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

A Mathews

Intersection

Big Mtn Rd & Access 2

Agency/Co.

WGM Group

Jurisdiction

Date Performed

8/6/2021

East/West Street

Site Access 2

Analysis Year

2025

North/South Street

Big Mountain Road

Time Analyzed

PM Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.92

Intersection Orientation

North-South

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Project Description

Mountain Gateway

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach
Movement

Eastbound
U

Westbound

L

T

R

Priority

10

11

Number of Lanes

0

0

U

Northbound

Southbound

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

12

7

8

9

1U

1

2

3

4U

4

5

6

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

Configuration

LR
328

TR

LT

2

2

Volume (veh/h)

1

1

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%)

3

3

3

750

Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%)

0

Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage

Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec)

7.1

6.2

4.1

Critical Headway (sec)

6.43

6.23

4.13

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.5

3.3

2.2

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.53

3.33

2.23

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h)

2

2

Capacity, c (veh/h)

321

1194

v/c Ratio

0.01

0.00

95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh)

0.0

0.0

Control Delay (s/veh)

16.3

8.0

C

A

Level of Service (LOS)
Approach Delay (s/veh)

16.3

Approach LOS

0.0

C
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

A Mathews

Intersection

Big Mtn Rd & Access 3

Agency/Co.

WGM Group

Jurisdiction

Date Performed

8/6/2021

East/West Street

Site Access 3

Analysis Year

2025

North/South Street

Big Mountain Road

Time Analyzed

AM Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.92

Intersection Orientation

North-South

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Project Description

Mountain Gateway

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach
Movement

Eastbound
U

Westbound

L

T

R

Priority

10

11

Number of Lanes

0

1

Configuration

U

Northbound

Southbound

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

12

7

8

9

1U

1

2

3

4U

4

5

6

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

LR

LT

Volume (veh/h)

13

5

2

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%)

3

3

3

TR
804

196

4

Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%)

0

Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage

Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec)

7.1

6.2

4.1

Critical Headway (sec)

6.43

6.23

4.13

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.5

3.3

2.2

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.53

3.33

2.23

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h)

20

2

Capacity, c (veh/h)

293

1346

v/c Ratio

0.07

0.00

95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh)

0.2

0.0

Control Delay (s/veh)

18.1

7.7

C

A

Level of Service (LOS)
Approach Delay (s/veh)
Approach LOS

18.1

0.0

C
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

A Mathews

Intersection

Big Mtn Rd & Access 3

Agency/Co.

WGM Group

Jurisdiction

Date Performed

8/6/2021

East/West Street

Site Access 3

Analysis Year

2025

North/South Street

Big Mountain Road

Time Analyzed

PM Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.92

Intersection Orientation

North-South

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Project Description

Mountain Gateway

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach
Movement

Eastbound
U

Westbound

L

T

R

Priority

10

11

Number of Lanes

0

1

Configuration

U

Northbound

Southbound

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

12

7

8

9

1U

1

2

3

4U

4

5

6

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

LR

LT

Volume (veh/h)

9

3

5

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%)

3

3

3

TR
321

738

13

Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%)

0

Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage

Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec)

7.1

6.2

4.1

Critical Headway (sec)

6.43

6.23

4.13

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.5

3.3

2.2

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.53

3.33

2.23

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h)

13

5

Capacity, c (veh/h)

237

807

v/c Ratio

0.06

0.01

95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh)

0.2

0.0

Control Delay (s/veh)

21.1

9.5

C

A

Level of Service (LOS)
Approach Delay (s/veh)
Approach LOS

21.1

0.2

C

Copyright © 2021 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved.

HCS™ TWSC Version 7.8.5
CPMB.xtw

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 1113 of 1405

Generated: 8/18/2021 9:37:52 AM

HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

A Mathews

Intersection

Big Mtn Rd & Access 4

Agency/Co.

WGM Group

Jurisdiction

Date Performed

8/6/2021

East/West Street

Site Access 4

Analysis Year

2025

North/South Street

Big Mountain Road

Time Analyzed

AM Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.92

Intersection Orientation

North-South

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Project Description

Mountain Gateway

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach
Movement

Eastbound
U

Westbound

L

T

R

Priority

10

11

Number of Lanes

0

0

U

Northbound

Southbound

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

12

7

8

9

1U

1

2

3

4U

4

5

6

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

Configuration

LR
800

TR

LT

1

4

Volume (veh/h)

4

5

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%)

3

3

3

196

Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%)

0

Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage

Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec)

7.1

6.2

4.1

Critical Headway (sec)

6.43

6.23

4.13

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.5

3.3

2.2

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.53

3.33

2.23

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h)

10

4

Capacity, c (veh/h)

287

770

v/c Ratio

0.03

0.01

95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh)

0.1

0.0

Control Delay (s/veh)

18.0

9.7

C

A

Level of Service (LOS)
Approach Delay (s/veh)

18.0

Approach LOS

0.3

C
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

A Mathews

Intersection

Big Mtn Rd & Access 4

Agency/Co.

WGM Group

Jurisdiction

Date Performed

8/6/2021

East/West Street

Site Access 4

Analysis Year

2025

North/South Street

Big Mountain Road

Time Analyzed

PM Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.92

Intersection Orientation

North-South

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Project Description

Mountain Gateway

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach
Movement

Eastbound
U

Westbound

L

T

R

Priority

10

11

Number of Lanes

0

0

U

Northbound

Southbound

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

12

7

8

9

1U

1

2

3

4U

4

5

6

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

Configuration

LR
318

TR

LT

4

8

Volume (veh/h)

3

9

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%)

3

3

3

733

Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%)

0

Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage

Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec)

7.1

6.2

4.1

Critical Headway (sec)

6.43

6.23

4.13

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.5

3.3

2.2

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.53

3.33

2.23

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h)

13

9

Capacity, c (veh/h)

442

1203

v/c Ratio

0.03

0.01

95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh)

0.1

0.0

Control Delay (s/veh)

13.4

8.0

B

A

Level of Service (LOS)
Approach Delay (s/veh)

13.4

Approach LOS

0.2

B
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

A Mathews

Intersection

Big Mtn Rd & Access 5

Agency/Co.

WGM Group

Jurisdiction

Date Performed

8/6/2021

East/West Street

Site Access 5

Analysis Year

2025

North/South Street

Big Mountain Road

Time Analyzed

AM Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.92

Intersection Orientation

North-South

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Project Description

Mountain Gateway

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach
Movement

Eastbound
U

Westbound

L

T

R

Priority

10

11

Number of Lanes

0

1

Configuration

U

Northbound

Southbound

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

12

7

8

9

1U

1

2

3

4U

4

5

6

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

LR

LT

Volume (veh/h)

13

22

8

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%)

3

3

3

TR
789

196

4

Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%)

0

Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage

Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec)

7.1

6.2

4.1

Critical Headway (sec)

6.43

6.23

4.13

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.5

3.3

2.2

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.53

3.33

2.23

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h)

38

9

Capacity, c (veh/h)

425

1346

v/c Ratio

0.09

0.01

95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh)

0.3

0.0

Control Delay (s/veh)

14.3

7.7

B

A

Level of Service (LOS)
Approach Delay (s/veh)
Approach LOS

14.3

0.2

B

Copyright © 2021 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved.

HCS™ TWSC Version 7.8.5
EAMB.xtw

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 1116 of 1405

Generated: 8/18/2021 10:32:53 AM

HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

A Mathews

Intersection

Big Mtn Rd & Access 5

Agency/Co.

WGM Group

Jurisdiction

Date Performed

8/6/2021

East/West Street

Site Access 5

Analysis Year

2025

North/South Street

Big Mountain Road

Time Analyzed

PM Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.92

Intersection Orientation

North-South

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Project Description

Mountain Gateway

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach
Movement

Eastbound
U

Westbound

L

T

R

Priority

10

11

Number of Lanes

0

1

Configuration

U

Northbound

Southbound

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

12

7

8

9

1U

1

2

3

4U

4

5

6

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

LR

LT

Volume (veh/h)

9

15

23

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%)

3

3

3

TR
314

722

13

Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%)

0

Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage

Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec)

7.1

6.2

4.1

Critical Headway (sec)

6.43

6.23

4.13

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.5

3.3

2.2

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.53

3.33

2.23

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h)

26

25

Capacity, c (veh/h)

287

819

v/c Ratio

0.09

0.03

95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh)

0.3

0.1

Control Delay (s/veh)

18.8

9.5

C

A

Level of Service (LOS)
Approach Delay (s/veh)
Approach LOS

18.8

1.0

C
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

A Mathews

Intersection

E Lakeshore & Houston

Agency/Co.

WGM Group

Jurisdiction

Date Performed

8/6/2021

East/West Street

Houston

Analysis Year

2025

North/South Street

E Lakeshore

Time Analyzed

AM No Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.87

Intersection Orientation

North-South

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Project Description

Mountain Gateway

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach
Movement

Eastbound
U

Westbound

L

T

R

Priority

10

11

Number of Lanes

0

1

Configuration

U

Northbound

Southbound

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

12

7

8

9

1U

1

2

3

4U

4

5

6

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

LR

LT

Volume (veh/h)

1

17

9

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%)

3

3

3

TR
61

67

2

Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%)

0

Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage

Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec)

7.1

6.2

4.1

Critical Headway (sec)

6.43

6.23

4.13

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.5

3.3

2.2

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.53

3.33

2.23

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h)

21

10

Capacity, c (veh/h)

969

1512

v/c Ratio

0.02

0.01

95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh)

0.1

0.0

Control Delay (s/veh)

8.8

7.4

A

A

Level of Service (LOS)
Approach Delay (s/veh)
Approach LOS

8.8

1.0

A

Copyright © 2021 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved.

HCS™ TWSC Version 7.8.5
FAMNB.xtw

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 1118 of 1405

Generated: 8/18/2021 10:35:47 AM

HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

A Mathews

Intersection

E Lakeshore & Houston

Agency/Co.

WGM Group

Jurisdiction

Date Performed

8/6/2021

East/West Street

Houston

Analysis Year

2025

North/South Street

E Lakeshore

Time Analyzed

AM Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.87

Intersection Orientation

North-South

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Project Description

Mountain Gateway

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach
Movement

Eastbound
U

Westbound

L

T

R

Priority

10

11

Number of Lanes

0

1

Configuration

U

Northbound

Southbound

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

12

7

8

9

1U

1

2

3

4U

4

5

6

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

LR

LT

Volume (veh/h)

1

17

9

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%)

3

3

3

TR
69

86

2

Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%)

0

Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage

Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec)

7.1

6.2

4.1

Critical Headway (sec)

6.43

6.23

4.13

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.5

3.3

2.2

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.53

3.33

2.23

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h)

21

10

Capacity, c (veh/h)

941

1485

v/c Ratio

0.02

0.01

95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh)

0.1

0.0

Control Delay (s/veh)

8.9

7.4

A

A

Level of Service (LOS)
Approach Delay (s/veh)
Approach LOS

8.9

0.9

A
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

A Mathews

Intersection

E Lakeshore & Houston

Agency/Co.

WGM Group

Jurisdiction

Date Performed

8/6/2021

East/West Street

Houston

Analysis Year

2025

North/South Street

E Lakeshore

Time Analyzed

PM No Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.87

Intersection Orientation

North-South

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Project Description

Mountain Gateway

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach
Movement

Eastbound
U

Westbound

L

T

R

Priority

10

11

Number of Lanes

0

1

Configuration

U

Northbound

Southbound

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

12

7

8

9

1U

1

2

3

4U

4

5

6

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

LR

LT

Volume (veh/h)

3

13

12

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%)

3

3

3

TR
97

90

1

Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%)

0

Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage

Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec)

7.1

6.2

4.1

Critical Headway (sec)

6.43

6.23

4.13

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.5

3.3

2.2

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.53

3.33

2.23

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h)

18

14

Capacity, c (veh/h)

899

1481

v/c Ratio

0.02

0.01

95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh)

0.1

0.0

Control Delay (s/veh)

9.1

7.5

A

A

Level of Service (LOS)
Approach Delay (s/veh)
Approach LOS

9.1

0.9

A
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

A Mathews

Intersection

E Lakeshore & Houston

Agency/Co.

WGM Group

Jurisdiction

Date Performed

8/6/2021

East/West Street

Houston

Analysis Year

2025

North/South Street

E Lakeshore

Time Analyzed

PM Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.87

Intersection Orientation

North-South

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Project Description

Mountain Gateway

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach
Movement

Eastbound
U

Westbound

L

T

R

Priority

10

11

Number of Lanes

0

1

Configuration

U

Northbound

Southbound

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

12

7

8

9

1U

1

2

3

4U

4

5

6

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

LR

LT

Volume (veh/h)

3

13

12

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%)

3

3

3

TR
121

106

1

Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%)

0

Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage

Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec)

7.1

6.2

4.1

Critical Headway (sec)

6.43

6.23

4.13

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.5

3.3

2.2

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.53

3.33

2.23

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h)

18

14

Capacity, c (veh/h)

871

1458

v/c Ratio

0.02

0.01

95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh)

0.1

0.0

Control Delay (s/veh)

9.2

7.5

A

A

Level of Service (LOS)
Approach Delay (s/veh)
Approach LOS

9.2

0.7

A
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

A Mathews

Intersection

E Lakeshore & Big Mtn Rd

Agency/Co.

WGM Group

Jurisdiction

Date Performed

8/6/2021

East/West Street

E Lakeshore

Analysis Year

2025

North/South Street

Big Mountain Road

Time Analyzed

AM No Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.88

Intersection Orientation

East-West

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Project Description

Mountain Gateway

Lanes

Major Street: East-West

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach

Eastbound

Westbound

Northbound

Movement

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

Priority

1U

1

2

3

4U

4

5

0

0

1

0

0

0

Number of Lanes
Configuration

LT

Volume (veh/h)

31

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%)

3

U

Southbound

L

T

R

6

7

8

1

0

0

0

59

753

U

L

T

R

9

10

11

12

0

0

1

0

TR
53

LR
178

7

3

3

Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%)

0

Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage

Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec)

4.1

7.1

6.2

Critical Headway (sec)

4.13

6.43

6.23

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

2.2

3.5

3.3

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

2.23

3.53

3.33

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h)

35

210

Capacity, c (veh/h)

736

429

v/c Ratio

0.05

0.49

95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh)

0.2

2.6

Control Delay (s/veh)

10.1

21.2

Level of Service (LOS)

B

Approach Delay (s/veh)

C
4.1

21.2

Approach LOS

C
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

A Mathews

Intersection

E Lakeshore & Big Mtn Rd

Agency/Co.

WGM Group

Jurisdiction

Date Performed

8/6/2021

East/West Street

E Lakeshore

Analysis Year

2025

North/South Street

Big Mountain Road

Time Analyzed

AM Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.88

Intersection Orientation

East-West

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Project Description

Mountain Gateway

Lanes

Major Street: East-West

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach

Eastbound

Westbound

Northbound

Movement

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

Priority

1U

1

2

3

4U

4

5

0

0

1

0

0

0

Number of Lanes
Configuration

LT

Volume (veh/h)

31

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%)

3

U

Southbound

L

T

R

6

7

8

1

0

0

0

66

764

U

L

T

R

9

10

11

12

0

0

1

0

TR
72

LR
211

8

3

3

Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%)

0

Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage

Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec)

4.1

7.1

6.2

Critical Headway (sec)

4.13

6.43

6.23

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

2.2

3.5

3.3

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

2.23

3.53

3.33

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h)

35

249

Capacity, c (veh/h)

723

408

v/c Ratio

0.05

0.61

95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh)

0.2

3.9

Control Delay (s/veh)

10.2

26.7

Level of Service (LOS)

B

Approach Delay (s/veh)

D
3.4

26.7

Approach LOS

D
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

A Mathews

Intersection

E Lakeshore & Big Mtn Rd

Agency/Co.

WGM Group

Jurisdiction

Date Performed

8/6/2021

East/West Street

E Lakeshore

Analysis Year

2025

North/South Street

Big Mountain Road

Time Analyzed

PM No Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.96

Intersection Orientation

East-West

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Project Description

Mountain Gateway

Lanes

Major Street: East-West

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach

Eastbound

Westbound

Northbound

Movement

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

Priority

1U

1

2

3

4U

4

5

0

0

1

0

0

0

Number of Lanes
Configuration

LT

Volume (veh/h)

10

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%)

3

U

Southbound

L

T

R

6

7

8

1

0

0

0

71

291

U

L

T

R

9

10

11

12

0

0

1

0

TR
89

LR
698

17

3

3

Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%)

0

Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage

Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec)

4.1

7.1

6.2

Critical Headway (sec)

4.13

6.43

6.23

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

2.2

3.5

3.3

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

2.23

3.53

3.33

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h)

10

745

Capacity, c (veh/h)

1176

652

v/c Ratio

0.01

1.14

95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh)

0.0

23.5

Control Delay (s/veh)

8.1

104.9

Level of Service (LOS)

A

Approach Delay (s/veh)

F
0.9

104.9

Approach LOS

F
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

A Mathews

Intersection

E Lakeshore & Big Mtn Rd

Agency/Co.

WGM Group

Jurisdiction

Date Performed

8/6/2021

East/West Street

E Lakeshore

Analysis Year

2025

North/South Street

Big Mountain Road

Time Analyzed

PM Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.96

Intersection Orientation

East-West

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Project Description

Mountain Gateway

Lanes

Major Street: East-West

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach

Eastbound

Westbound

Northbound

Movement

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

Priority

1U

1

2

3

4U

4

5

0

0

1

0

0

0

Number of Lanes
Configuration

LT

Volume (veh/h)

11

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%)

3

U

Southbound

L

T

R

6

7

8

1

0

0

0

94

325

U

L

T

R

9

10

11

12

0

0

1

0

TR
104

LR
720

18

3

3

Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%)

0

Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage

Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec)

4.1

7.1

6.2

Critical Headway (sec)

4.13

6.43

6.23

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

2.2

3.5

3.3

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

2.23

3.53

3.33

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h)

11

769

Capacity, c (veh/h)

1118

602

v/c Ratio

0.01

1.28

95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh)

0.0

30.4

Control Delay (s/veh)

8.3

159.1

Level of Service (LOS)

A

Approach Delay (s/veh)

F
0.9

159.1

Approach LOS

F
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HCS7 Roundabouts Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

A Mathews

Intersection

E Lakeshore & Big Mtn Rd

Agency or Co.

WGM Group

E/W Street Name

E Lakeshore

Date Performed

8/11/2021

N/S Street Name

Big Mountain Road

Analysis Year

2025

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Time Analyzed

AM Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.88

Project Description

Mountain Gateway

Jurisdiction

Volume Adjustments and Site Characteristics
Approach

EB

WB

NB

SB

Movement

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

Number of Lanes (N)

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

Lane Assignment

LT

TR

LR

Volume (V), veh/h

0

31

72

0

66

764

0

211

8

Percent Heavy Vehicles, %

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

Flow Rate (vPCE), pc/h

0

36

84

0

77

894

0

247

9

Right-Turn Bypass

None

None

None

None

Conflicting Lanes

1

1

1

Pedestrians Crossing, p/h

0

0

0

Critical and Follow-Up Headway Adjustment
Approach
Lane

EB
Left

Right

WB
Bypass

Left

Right

NB
Bypass

Left

Right

SB
Bypass

Left

Right

Critical Headway (s)

4.9763

4.9763

4.9763

Follow-Up Headway (s)

2.6087

2.6087

2.6087

Bypass

Flow Computations, Capacity and v/c Ratios
Approach
Lane

EB
Left

Right

WB
Bypass

Left

Right

NB
Bypass

Left

Right

SB
Bypass

Left

Right

Entry Flow (ve), pc/h

120

971

256

Entry Volume, veh/h

117

943

249

Circulating Flow (vc), pc/h

247

36

367

77

Exiting Flow (vex), pc/h

331

86

930

0

Capacity (cpce), pc/h

1073

1330

1276

Capacity (c), veh/h

1041

1291

1239

v/c Ratio (x)

0.11

0.73

0.20

EB

WB

Bypass

Delay and Level of Service
Approach
Lane

Left

Lane Control Delay (d), s/veh

Right

Bypass

Left

Right

NB
Bypass

Left

Right

SB
Bypass

Left

Right

4.5

13.6

4.6

A

B

A

95% Queue, veh

0.4

7.0

0.7

Approach Delay, s/veh

4.5

13.6

4.6

A

B

A

Lane LOS

Approach LOS
Intersection Delay, s/veh | LOS

11.0
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HCS7 Roundabouts Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

A Mathews

Intersection

E Lakeshore & Big Mtn Rd

Agency or Co.

WGM Group

E/W Street Name

E Lakeshore

Date Performed

8/11/2021

N/S Street Name

Big Mountain Road

Analysis Year

2025

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Time Analyzed

PM Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.96

Project Description

Mountain Gateway

Jurisdiction

Volume Adjustments and Site Characteristics
Approach

EB

WB

NB

SB

Movement

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

Number of Lanes (N)

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

Lane Assignment

LT

TR

LR

Volume (V), veh/h

0

11

104

0

94

325

0

720

18

Percent Heavy Vehicles, %

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

Flow Rate (vPCE), pc/h

0

12

112

0

101

349

0

772

19

Right-Turn Bypass

None

None

None

None

Conflicting Lanes

1

1

1

Pedestrians Crossing, p/h

0

0

0

Critical and Follow-Up Headway Adjustment
Approach
Lane

EB
Left

Right

WB
Bypass

Left

Right

NB
Bypass

Left

Right

SB
Bypass

Left

Right

Critical Headway (s)

4.9763

4.9763

4.9763

Follow-Up Headway (s)

2.6087

2.6087

2.6087

Bypass

Flow Computations, Capacity and v/c Ratios
Approach
Lane

EB
Left

Right

WB
Bypass

Left

Right

NB
Bypass

Left

Right

SB
Bypass

Left

Right

Entry Flow (ve), pc/h

124

450

791

Entry Volume, veh/h

120

437

768

Circulating Flow (vc), pc/h

772

12

896

101

Exiting Flow (vex), pc/h

884

120

361

0

Capacity (cpce), pc/h

628

1363

1245

Capacity (c), veh/h

610

1324

1209

v/c Ratio (x)

0.20

0.33

0.64

EB

WB

Bypass

Delay and Level of Service
Approach
Lane

Left

Lane Control Delay (d), s/veh

Right

Bypass

Left

Right

NB
Bypass

Left

Right

SB
Bypass

Left

Right

8.3

5.7

11.2

A

A

B

95% Queue, veh

0.7

1.5

4.8

Approach Delay, s/veh

8.3

5.7

11.2

A

A

B

Lane LOS

Approach LOS
Intersection Delay, s/veh | LOS

9.1
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

A Mathews

Intersection

E Lakeshore & Site Access

Agency/Co.

WGM Group

Jurisdiction

Date Performed

8/6/2021

East/West Street

E Lakeshore

Analysis Year

2025

North/South Street

Site Access

Time Analyzed

AM Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.92

Intersection Orientation

East-West

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Project Description

Mountain Gateway

Lanes

Major Street: East-West

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach

Eastbound

Westbound

Northbound

Movement

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

Priority

1U

1

2

3

4U

4

5

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

Number of Lanes
Configuration

LT

Volume (veh/h)

3

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%)

3

U

Southbound

L

T

R

6

7

8

0

0

0

U

L

T

R

9

10

11

12

0

0

1

0

TR
280

829

27

LR
11

1

3

3

Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%)

0

Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage

Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec)

4.1

7.1

6.2

Critical Headway (sec)

4.13

6.43

6.23

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

2.2

3.5

3.3

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

2.23

3.53

3.33

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h)

3

13

Capacity, c (veh/h)

731

202

v/c Ratio

0.00

0.06

95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh)

0.0

0.2

Control Delay (s/veh)

9.9

24.1

Level of Service (LOS)

A

Approach Delay (s/veh)

C
0.2

24.1

Approach LOS

C
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

A Mathews

Intersection

E Lakeshore & Site Access

Agency/Co.

WGM Group

Jurisdiction

Date Performed

8/6/2021

East/West Street

E Lakeshore

Analysis Year

2025

North/South Street

Site Access

Time Analyzed

PM Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.92

Intersection Orientation

East-West

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Project Description

Mountain Gateway

Lanes

Major Street: East-West

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach

Eastbound

Westbound

Northbound

Movement

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

Priority

1U

1

2

3

4U

4

5

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

Number of Lanes
Configuration

LT

Volume (veh/h)

4

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%)

3

U

Southbound

L

T

R

6

7

8

0

0

0

U

L

T

R

9

10

11

12

0

0

1

0

TR
819

413

35

LR
49

6

3

3

Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%)

0

Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage

Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec)

4.1

7.1

6.2

Critical Headway (sec)

4.13

6.43

6.23

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

2.2

3.5

3.3

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

2.23

3.53

3.33

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h)

4

60

Capacity, c (veh/h)

1071

174

v/c Ratio

0.00

0.34

95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh)

0.0

1.4

Control Delay (s/veh)

8.4

36.2

Level of Service (LOS)

A

Approach Delay (s/veh)

E
0.1

36.2

Approach LOS

E
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HCS7 Signalized Intersection Results Summary
General Information
Agency
Analyst
Jurisdiction
Urban Street
Intersection
Project Description

WGM Group
A Mathews

Wisonsin and Edgewood
AM No Build

Analysis Date
Time Period
Analysis Year
File Name

Demand Information
Approach Movement
Demand ( v ), veh/h
Signal Information
Cycle, s
53.1
Offset, s
0
Uncoordinated Yes
Force Mode
Fixed

L
9

Reference Phase
Reference Point
Simult. Gap E/W
Simult. Gap N/S

2
End
On
On

Timer Results
Assigned Phase
Case Number
Phase Duration, s
Change Period, ( Y+R c ), s
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s
Queue Clearance Time ( g s ), s
Green Extension Time ( g e ), s
Phase Call Probability
Max Out Probability

EBL

Movement Group Results
Approach Movement
Assigned Movement
Adjusted Flow Rate ( v ), veh/h
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/ln
Queue Service Time ( g s ), s
Cycle Queue Clearance Time ( g c ), s
Green Ratio ( g/C )
Capacity ( c ), veh/h
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X )
Back of Queue ( Q ), ft/ln ( 50 th percentile)
Back of Queue ( Q ), veh/ln ( 50 th percentile)
Queue Storage Ratio ( RQ ) ( 50 th percentile)
Uniform Delay ( d 1 ), s/veh
Incremental Delay ( d 2 ), s/veh
Initial Queue Delay ( d 3 ), s/veh
Control Delay ( d ), s/veh
Level of Service (LOS)
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS

8/10/2021
AM No Build
2025
IAMNB.xus

EB
T
0

Green 0.7
Yellow 3.0
0.0
Red

R
52

29.8
3.6
2.6
EBT
4
6.0
13.3
6.0
3.3
4.6
0.5
0.96
0.00

EB
L
T
R
7
4
14
9
55
1317 1572
0.3
1.6
2.6
1.6
0.14 0.14
263
217
0.036 0.252
2.5
14.3
0.1
0.6
0.04 0.00
21.8 20.4
0.0
0.2
0.0
0.0
21.8 20.6
C
C
20.8
C

Multimodal Results
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS

L
86

7.3
3.0
3.0
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WB
T
7

R
62

L
23

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

WBL

WBT
8
6.0
13.3
6.0
3.3
7.1
0.5
0.96
0.00

WB
L
T
R
3
8
18
91
73
1338 1597
3.4
2.2
5.1
2.2
0.14 0.14
278
221
0.326 0.329
25.5 19.2
1.0
0.7
0.34 0.00
22.7 20.6
0.3
0.3
0.0
0.0
23.0 21.0
C
C
22.1
C
12.2

EB
1.92
0.59

Intersection Information
Duration, h
0.250
Area Type
Other
PHF
0.95
Analysis Period 1> 7:00

NBL

1.92
0.76

R
44

L
10

1.86
2.09
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R
6

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

NBT
2
6.3
36.0
6.2
3.1
26.6
3.3
1.00
0.01

SBL
1
1.0
3.7
3.0
3.1
2.1
0.0
0.14
0.00

L
1
11
1767
0.1
0.1
0.61
218
0.048
1.2
0.0
0.01
10.7
0.0
0.0
10.8
B
4.8
B

NB
B
A

SB
T
378

1

NB
L
T
R
5
2
12
24
945
973 1839
0.6
24.6
2.3
24.6
0.56 0.56
651 1033
0.037 0.915
2.5 187.7
0.1
7.3
0.03 0.00
6.0
10.5
0.0
2.9
0.0
0.0
6.0
13.3
A
B
13.2
B

WB
B
A

NB
T
854

SBT
6
4.0
39.7
6.2
3.1
7.5
3.3
1.00
0.00
SB
T
6
404
1850
5.5
5.5
0.63
1169
0.346
31.3
1.2
0.00
4.6
0.1
0.0
4.7
A

R
16

A

SB
B
B

1.85
1.17

B
A
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HCS7 Signalized Intersection Results Summary
General Information
Agency
Analyst
Jurisdiction
Urban Street
Intersection
Project Description

WGM Group
A Mathews

Wisonsin and Edgewood
AM Build

Analysis Date
Time Period
Analysis Year
File Name

Demand Information
Approach Movement
Demand ( v ), veh/h
Signal Information
Cycle, s
57.5
Offset, s
0
Uncoordinated Yes
Force Mode
Fixed

L
9

Reference Phase
Reference Point
Simult. Gap E/W
Simult. Gap N/S

2
End
On
On

Timer Results
Assigned Phase
Case Number
Phase Duration, s
Change Period, ( Y+R c ), s
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s
Queue Clearance Time ( g s ), s
Green Extension Time ( g e ), s
Phase Call Probability
Max Out Probability

EBL

Movement Group Results
Approach Movement
Assigned Movement
Adjusted Flow Rate ( v ), veh/h
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/ln
Queue Service Time ( g s ), s
Cycle Queue Clearance Time ( g c ), s
Green Ratio ( g/C )
Capacity ( c ), veh/h
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X )
Back of Queue ( Q ), ft/ln ( 50 th percentile)
Back of Queue ( Q ), veh/ln ( 50 th percentile)
Queue Storage Ratio ( RQ ) ( 50 th percentile)
Uniform Delay ( d 1 ), s/veh
Incremental Delay ( d 2 ), s/veh
Initial Queue Delay ( d 3 ), s/veh
Control Delay ( d ), s/veh
Level of Service (LOS)
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS

8/10/2021
AM Build
2025
IAMB.xus

EB
T
0

Green 1.1
Yellow 3.0
0.0
Red

R
52

33.4
3.6
2.6
EBT
4
6.0
13.8
6.0
3.3
4.9
0.5
0.98
0.00

EB
L
T
R
7
4
14
9
55
1312 1572
0.4
1.8
2.9
1.8
0.14 0.14
246
215
0.038 0.255
2.8
15.8
0.1
0.6
0.05 0.00
23.9 22.2
0.0
0.2
0.0
0.0
23.9 22.4
C
C
22.7
C

Multimodal Results
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS

Intersection Information
Duration, h
0.250
Area Type
Other
PHF
0.95
Analysis Period 1> 7:00

L
86

7.8
3.0
3.0
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R
66

L
23

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

WBL

WBT
8
6.0
13.8
6.0
3.3
7.6
0.5
0.98
0.00

WB
L
T
R
3
8
18
91
77
1338 1596
3.7
2.5
5.6
2.5
0.14 0.14
265
218
0.341 0.352
28.3 22.6
1.1
0.9
0.38 0.00
24.7 22.5
0.3
0.4
0.0
0.0
25.0 22.9
C
C
24.0
C
13.9

EB
1.92
0.59

WB
T
7

NBL

1.92
0.76

R
44

L
15

1.86
2.15
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R
6

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

NBT
2
6.3
39.6
6.2
3.1
29.9
3.5
1.00
0.03

SBL
1
1.0
4.1
3.0
3.1
2.2
0.0
0.22
0.00

L
1
16
1767
0.2
0.2
0.63
214
0.074
2.2
0.1
0.02
11.8
0.1
0.0
11.9
B
5.0
B

NB
B
A

SB
T
432

1

NB
L
T
R
5
2
12
24
985
924 1840
0.7
27.9
3.2
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0.58 0.58
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0.039 0.924
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235
0.1
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0.03 0.00
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0.0
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0.0
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A
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B
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B
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A
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HCS7 Signalized Intersection Results Summary
General Information
Agency
Analyst
Jurisdiction
Urban Street
Intersection
Project Description

WGM Group
A Mathews

Wisonsin and Edgewood
PM No Build

Analysis Date
Time Period
Analysis Year
File Name

Demand Information
Approach Movement
Demand ( v ), veh/h
Signal Information
Cycle, s
64.1
Offset, s
0
Uncoordinated Yes
Force Mode
Fixed

L
8

Reference Phase
Reference Point
Simult. Gap E/W
Simult. Gap N/S

2
End
On
On

Timer Results
Assigned Phase
Case Number
Phase Duration, s
Change Period, ( Y+R c ), s
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s
Queue Clearance Time ( g s ), s
Green Extension Time ( g e ), s
Phase Call Probability
Max Out Probability

EBL

Movement Group Results
Approach Movement
Assigned Movement
Adjusted Flow Rate ( v ), veh/h
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/ln
Queue Service Time ( g s ), s
Cycle Queue Clearance Time ( g c ), s
Green Ratio ( g/C )
Capacity ( c ), veh/h
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X )
Back of Queue ( Q ), ft/ln ( 50 th percentile)
Back of Queue ( Q ), veh/ln ( 50 th percentile)
Queue Storage Ratio ( RQ ) ( 50 th percentile)
Uniform Delay ( d 1 ), s/veh
Incremental Delay ( d 2 ), s/veh
Initial Queue Delay ( d 3 ), s/veh
Control Delay ( d ), s/veh
Level of Service (LOS)
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS

8/10/2021
PM No Build
2025
IPMNB.xus

EB
T
3

Green 2.7
Yellow 3.0
0.0
Red

R
81

L
147

33.4
3.6
2.6

12.8
3.0
3.0

EBT
4
6.0
18.8
6.0
3.3
5.1
0.6
1.00
0.00

EB
L
T
R
7
4
14
9
89
1345 1581
0.3
3.1
1.7
3.1
0.20 0.20
353
317
0.024 0.282
2.5
27.3
0.1
1.1
0.04 0.00
21.7 21.7
0.0
0.2
0.0
0.0
21.7 21.9
C
C
21.9
C

Multimodal Results
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS
Copyright © 2021 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved.

WB
T
13

R
33

L
71

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

WBL

WBT
8
6.0
18.8
6.0
3.3
12.3
0.6
1.00
0.00

WB
L
T
R
3
8
18
156
49
1297 1643
7.4
1.6
10.3
1.6
0.20 0.20
314
329
0.498 0.149
55.2 14.5
2.2
0.6
0.74 0.00
26.0 21.1
0.5
0.1
0.0
0.0
26.4 21.2
C
C
25.2
C
14.8

EB
1.92
0.65

Intersection Information
Duration, h
0.250
Area Type
Other
PHF
0.94
Analysis Period 1> 7:00

NBL

1.92
0.83

R
109

L
40

1.88
1.87
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R
5

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

NBT
2
6.3
39.6
6.2
3.2
28.6
4.8
1.00
0.07

SBL
1
1.0
5.7
3.0
3.1
2.6
0.0
0.53
0.00

L
1
43
1767
0.6
0.6
0.59
302
0.141
4.7
0.2
0.05
10.5
0.1
0.0
10.6
B
11.9
B

NB
B
A

SB
T
859

1

NB
L
T
R
5
2
12
76
760
603 1806
7.2
22.3
26.6 22.3
0.52 0.52
244
940
0.310 0.808
24.4 189.5
1.0
7.4
0.27 0.00
22.4 12.7
0.3
1.2
0.0
0.0
22.7 13.9
C
B
14.7
B

WB
B
A

NB
T
605

SBT
6
4.0
45.2
6.2
3.2
26.6
4.9
1.00
0.06
SB
T
6
919
1854
24.6
24.6
0.61
1129
0.814
197.7
7.7
0.00
9.7
2.2
0.0
11.9
B

R
16

B

SB
B
B

1.86
2.07

B
B
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HCS7 Signalized Intersection Results Summary
General Information
Agency
Analyst
Jurisdiction
Urban Street
Intersection
Project Description

WGM Group
A Mathews

Wisonsin and Edgewood
PM Build

Analysis Date
Time Period
Analysis Year
File Name

Demand Information
Approach Movement
Demand ( v ), veh/h
Signal Information
Cycle, s
74.6
Offset, s
0
Uncoordinated Yes
Force Mode
Fixed

L
8

Reference Phase
Reference Point
Simult. Gap E/W
Simult. Gap N/S

2
End
On
On

Timer Results
Assigned Phase
Case Number
Phase Duration, s
Change Period, ( Y+R c ), s
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s
Queue Clearance Time ( g s ), s
Green Extension Time ( g e ), s
Phase Call Probability
Max Out Probability

EBL

Movement Group Results
Approach Movement
Assigned Movement
Adjusted Flow Rate ( v ), veh/h
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/ln
Queue Service Time ( g s ), s
Cycle Queue Clearance Time ( g c ), s
Green Ratio ( g/C )
Capacity ( c ), veh/h
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X )
Back of Queue ( Q ), ft/ln ( 50 th percentile)
Back of Queue ( Q ), veh/ln ( 50 th percentile)
Queue Storage Ratio ( RQ ) ( 50 th percentile)
Uniform Delay ( d 1 ), s/veh
Incremental Delay ( d 2 ), s/veh
Initial Queue Delay ( d 3 ), s/veh
Control Delay ( d ), s/veh
Level of Service (LOS)
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS

8/10/2021
PM Build
2025
IPMB.xus

EB
T
3

Green 3.3
Yellow 3.0
0.0
Red

R
81

L
147

41.3
3.6
2.6

14.7
3.0
3.0

EBT
4
6.0
20.7
6.0
3.3
5.6
0.7
1.00
0.00

EB
L
T
R
7
4
14
9
89
1335 1581
0.4
3.6
2.5
3.6
0.20 0.20
324
313
0.026 0.286
3.1
33.1
0.1
1.3
0.05 0.00
25.8 25.4
0.0
0.2
0.0
0.0
25.8 25.6
C
C
25.6
C

Multimodal Results
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS
Copyright © 2021 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved.

WB
T
13

R
41

L
71

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

WBL

WBT
8
6.0
20.7
6.0
3.3
14.1
0.6
1.00
0.00

WB
L
T
R
3
8
18
156
57
1297 1632
8.7
2.2
12.1
2.2
0.20 0.20
293
323
0.533 0.178
67
20.8
2.6
0.8
0.89 0.00
30.5 24.8
0.6
0.1
0.0
0.0
31.1 24.9
C
C
29.4
C
18.3

EB
1.92
0.65

Intersection Information
Duration, h
0.250
Area Type
Other
PHF
0.94
Analysis Period 1> 7:00

NBL

1.92
0.84

R
109

L
49

1.88
2.00
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R
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0.4
3.9
0.0
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T
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0.00
10.5
4.8
0.0
15.3
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B
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LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS
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UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE
DEFINED
Level of Service (LOS) for unsignalized (two-way-stop-controlled) intersections is determined by the
control delay experienced by drivers on each minor approach. Minor movements are those entering from
or exiting onto the stop-controlled side street(s). LOS is not defined for the intersection as a whole, but
rather for each minor movement individually.
The delay value used in determining LOS is known as “control delay.” Control delay is defined as the
total delay experienced by a driver and includes initial deceleration delay, queue move-up time, stopped
delay, and final acceleration delay. The delay a vehicle experiences is a function of the capacity of the
approach and the degree of saturation on the uncontrolled (unstopped) roadway (i.e. the number of
acceptable gaps in the passing traffic stream).
LOS values range from A to F. The delay range for each LOS value is as shown in the following table.
LOS CRITERIA FOR TWO-WAY STOP-CONTROLLED INTERSECTIONS
LOS
AVERAGE CONTROL DELAY (SECONDS/VEHICLE)
A

0-10

B

>10-15

C

>15-25

D

>25-35

E

>35-50

F

>50

Source: Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual, HCM2010

Mountain Gateway
Traffic Impact Study
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SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE
DEFINED
Level of Service (LOS) for signalized intersections is determined by the control delay experienced
by drivers and is calculated for each movement, for each approach, and for the intersection as a
whole.
The delay value used in determining LOS is known as “control delay.” Control delay is defined
as the total delay experienced by a driver and includes initial deceleration delay, queue move-up
time, stopped delay, and final acceleration delay. The delay a vehicle experiences is a function
of the capacity of the approach, the volume of traffic, and the signal timing.
LOS values range from A to F. The delay range for each LOS value is as shown in the following
table.

LOS

LOS CRITERIA FOR SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS
AVERAGE CONTROL DELAY (SECONDS/VEHICLE)

A

0-10

B

>10-20

C

>20-35

D

>35-55

E

>55-80

F

>80

Source: Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report
No. 209, 2000.
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MEMORANDUM
DATE:

January 13, 2022

TO:

Craig Workman, Public Works Director
David Taylor, Planning Director
Wendy Compton-Ring, Senior Planner

FROM:

Mark Bancale, P.E., PTOE

CC:

Mike Brodie, P.E.

RE:

Mountain Gateway Traffic Analysis Update

INTRODUCTION
WGM Group, Inc. (WGM) completed a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) for the proposed Mountain
Gateway development (the project) dated August 23, 2021 which was previously submitted to
the City of Whitefish (City) in support of the project’s PUD application. The TIS presented
existing traffic volumes for the peak winter ski season (at the City’s direction these were counted
during the mid-holiday period in late December 2020, the busiest ski season on record at
Whitefish Mountain Resort1), forecasted future traffic volumes including traffic generated by the
proposed project, and concluded based on analysis of key area intersections2 that, with the
addition of a roundabout at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive (to
be constructed and paid for by the developer), the proposed development will not negatively
impact traffic operations at any of the study intersections and that traffic to and from the
proposed development will operate at an acceptable level of service.
During review of the development proposal, feedback was received that safety could be
improved by reducing the number of development access intersections on Big Mountain Road.
This is generally correct, as fewer intersections relates directly to fewer conflict points. The
development team took this feedback under advisement and prepared an alternative site design
that reduces the number of intersections with Big Mountain Road from four to three. The
updated site plan with reconfigured access/circulation is attached to this memo.
Given the above-described change to the site access and internal circulation, WGM has
updated the site-generated traffic assignment and the related “build” traffic analysis for the
impacted study intersections. These updates are summarized in the following sections.
SITE PLAN CHANGES
Comparison of the current site plan to the plan used in preparation of the TIS shows that the
portion of the site west of Big Mountain Road remains unchanged, as does the access furthest
1
The Flathead Beacon reported on April 9, 2021 that the number of skiers and snowboarders during the
2020-2021 ski season was 20% higher than the ski resorts previous busiest winter.
2
The list of required study intersections was provided to the developer by the City of Whitefish Public
Works Department prior to the start of the TIS.
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north on Big Mountain Road and the number of dwelling units served by that access.
Additionally, the commercial buildings and related parking in the southeast corner of the site are
identical to the originally-studied site layout.
The noted differences between the two plans include:
 Realignment of two internal roadways that formerly each had separate T-intersections
with Big Mountain Road (one approaching from the west and one from the east) into a
single combined intersection.
 Extension of an internal roadway just north of the commercial portion of the site to
intersect with Big Mountain Road opposite a previously planned site access to enhance
access to the commercial area and improve pedestrian connectivity across Big Mountain
Road.
EXISTING, ADJACENT DEVELOPMENT, AND NO BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES
The Existing, Adjacent Development, and No Build traffic volumes documented in Figures 4, 5,
and 6, respectively, of the TIS remain unaffected by the site plan access/circulation changes.
SITE-GENERATED TRAFFIC, ARRIVAL/DEPARTURE PATTERNS, AND TRIP
ASSIGNMENT
Although 12 of the proposed condo buildings were modified to town homes on the eastern
portion of the project, the number of dwelling units and the type of units as it relates to trip
generation has not changed; therefore, the estimates of site-generated peak hour traffic
presented in Table 1 of the TIS remain unchanged.
The number and type of units on the western portion of the project and the access to these units
remains unchanged; therefore, the site traffic arrival/departure patterns for this portion of the site
are also unchanged. The same is true for the northernmost site access from Big Mountain Road
and the three residential buildings it serves. Together, these two areas represent 87% of the
site-generated residential traffic. The arrival/departure pattern for the remaining 13% of site
residential traffic was modified to reflect the new site access/circulation layout. The resulting
new arrival and departure patterns for residential traffic are attached to this memo. These
replace Figures 7 and 9 of the TIS.
As previously noted, the size, layout, and trip generation for the commercial portion of the site
remains the same as in the TIS, but access to this area from Big Mountain Road has been
modified. The updated arrival/departure patterns for the commercial area are also attached and
replace Figures 8 and 10 of the TIS.
The estimated AM and PM peak hour site-generated traffic from Table 1 of the TIS (unchanged
by the current analysis) was distributed through the study intersections based on the updated
residential and commercial arrival/departure patterns. The resulting updated site-generated
peak hour traffic assignment figure is attached and replaces Figure 11 from the TIS.
BUILD TRAFFIC VOLUMES
The updated site-generated traffic was combined with the no-build traffic volumes from the TIS
resulting in the study year 2025 build traffic volumes estimates shown in the attached figure.
This figure replaces Figure 12 of the TIS.
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CAPACITY ANALYSIS UPDATES
The City identified nine key intersections (including site access intersections) to be included in
the TIS. The TIS studied these intersections and addressed capacity, delay, and level of
service at each. The proposed updates to the site access/circulation eliminate one of these
intersections (original study intersection #4), and they do nothing to impact the analysis of four
others (original study intersections #1, #2, #6, and #9). This leaves four intersections where the
study year 2025 build traffic volume forecasts have changed, three stop-controlled site-access
intersections and the proposed roundabout. The volume changes at these locations are not
large, and the resulting level of service forecasts documented in the following updates to Tables
4, 6, 9, and 10 of the TIS continue to show acceptable delay and level of service values at each
intersection.
TABLE 4: BIG MOUNTAIN ROAD AND CENTER (COMBINED) SITE ACCESS LOS SUMMARY
Peak AM Hour
Peak PM Hour
2025 Build
2025 Build
Delay
LOS
Delay
LOS
Eastbound

21.3

C

24.9

C

Westbound

15.4

C

10.2

B

Northbound Left

7.7

A

9.4

A

Southbound Left

9.7

A

8.0

A

Delay is measured in seconds per vehicle.

TABLE 6: BIG MOUNTAIN ROAD AND SOUTH SITE ACCESS LOS SUMMARY
Peak AM Hour
Peak PM Hour
2025 Build
2025 Build
Delay
LOS
Delay
LOS
Eastbound

16.0

C

21.1

C

Westbound

20.3

C

22.0

C

Northbound Left

7.7

A

9.5

A

Southbound Left

9.6

A

8.0

A

Delay is measured in seconds per vehicle.

TABLE 9: EAST LAKESHORE DRIVE AND BIG MOUNTAIN ROAD ROUNDABOUT LOS SUMMARY
Peak AM Hour
Peak PM Hour
2025 Build
2025 Build
Delay
LOS
Delay
LOS
Eastbound

4.5

A

8.4

A

Westbound

13.9

B

5.7

A

Southbound

4.6

A

11.4

B

Delay is measured in seconds per vehicle.
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TABLE 10: EAST LAKESHORE DRIVE AND SITE ACCESS (EAST) LOS SUMMARY
Peak AM Hour
Peak PM Hour
2025 Build
2025 Build
Delay
LOS
Delay
LOS
Eastbound Left

9.9

A

8.3

A

Southbound

24.2

C

35.8

E

Delay is measured in seconds per vehicle.

As noted in the TIS, the southbound left-turn movement on the southeast site access is
projected to operate at level of service E. This is a worse level of service than would typically be
desired for a turning movement, but it should be emphasized that this result is based on the
busiest afternoon hour of the busiest ski days of the year. During most of the day, and during
the vast majority of the year, traffic volumes will be much lower and the delay on this movement
(which is only 35.8 seconds in the worst case) would be expected to be significantly lower.
Additionally, if drivers perceive this delay to be unacceptable, they could instead turn right
toward the roundabout and have the right-of-way through it to make a U-turn and proceed
toward town as illustrated in the figure below.

Alternative to Left Turn During Peak Traffic

CONCLUSIONS
The traffic volume changes resulting from the proposed modifications to site access/circulation
are not significant, and the conclusions presented in the TIS remain unchanged. The capacity
analysis shows that site-generated traffic can be accommodated with no significant impact on
delay or operations at any of the study intersections, and the proposed roundabout at the
intersection of East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road is still necessary to service the
projected traffic volumes at that location. Design of this roundabout to all relevant design
standards should proceed and must be submitted to the City and the Montana Department of
Transportation (MDT) for technical review and comment. A key element of this design will the
inclusion of pedestrian crossing facilities consistent with modern roundabout design standards.

W:\Projects\201008\Traffic\Analysis of Revised Access and Circulation Layout January 2022\Traffic Update Memo.docx
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Legend
Proposed Access
Arrival Pattern

BIG MOUNTAIN RD

3%
37%

21% 15%
19% 21%
4%
15%
41%

HOUSTON DR

4%

2%
6%

4%

8%
26%

1% 34%
19% 33%
1%

1%

52%

8%

E LAKESHORE DR

60%
WISCONSIN AVE

1%

Site 35% 2%

Study intersection is beyond the
extents of base map

60%

WISCONSIN AVE

2%

5%
55%
FIGURE 7: SITE TRAFFIC ARRIVAL PATTERN (RESIDENTIAL)
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EDGEWOOD PL

Legend
Proposed Access
Arrival Pattern

10%

BIG MOUNTAIN RD

10%

Site

25% 75%
15%
10%
5%

5%

70%
E LAKESHORE DR

WISCONSIN AVE

80%

Study intersection is beyond the
extents of base map

80%

WISCONSIN AVE

HOUSTON DR

10%
5%

10%
EDGEWOOD PL

70%
FIGURE 8: SITE TRAFFIC ARRIVAL PATTERN (COMMERCIAL)
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Legend
Proposed Access
Departure Pattern
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16%
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15%
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60%

E LAKESHORE DR

WISCONSIN AVE

HOUSTON DR

35%
4%

15%

4%

60%

Study intersection is beyond the
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60%
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2%
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55%
FIGURE 9: SITE TRAFFIC DEPARTURE PATTERN (RESIDENTIAL)
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EDGEWOOD PL

Legend
Proposed Access
Departure Pattern

10%

BIG MOUNTAIN RD

10%

Site

15%
5%

10% 25%
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5%

HOUSTON DR
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10%
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80%
E LAKESHORE DR

WISCONSIN AVE

80%

80%
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10%
70%
FIGURE 10: SITE TRAFFIC DEPARTURE PATTERN (COMMERCIAL)
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EDGEWOOD PL

Legend
BIG MOUNTAIN RD
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8 (2
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2 (5)
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3 (2)
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10 (19)
1 (4)

7
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3 (5)
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FIGURE 11: SITE GENERATED PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC
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EDGEWOOD PLACE
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816 (328)
1 (2)

4 (13)
192 (720)
3 (5)

6 (17)

64 (108)

2

66 (41)
7 (13)
86 (147)

9

9
9 (8)
0 (3)
52 (81)

23 (71)
892 (682)
44 (109)

1

RESERVOIR RD

3 (2)
0 (0)
0 (0)

WISCONSIN AVE

2 (1)
2 (1)

E LAKESHORE DR

195 (734)
1 (4)

7

4 (13)

2 (1)
16 (11)

6

198 (750)
1 (2)

73 (96)
1 (2)

HOUSTON DR

FIGURE 12: 2025 BUILD PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC
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EDGEWOOD PLACE

HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

Intersection

Agency/Co.

Jurisdiction

Big MtnRd & Center Access

Date Performed

1/10/2022

East/West Street

Center Site Access

Analysis Year

2025

North/South Street

Big Mountain Road

Time Analyzed

Peak AM Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.92

Intersection Orientation

North-South

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Project Description

Mountain Gateway with Revised Access Plan

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach
Movement

Eastbound
U

Westbound

L

T

R

Priority

10

11

Number of Lanes

0

1

Configuration

U

Northbound

Southbound

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

12

7

8

9

1U

1

2

3

4U

4

5

6

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

801

1

195

LTR

LTR

LTR

LTR

Volume (veh/h)

13

0

5

0

0

3

2

0

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%)

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

4

Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%)

0

0

Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage

Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec)

7.1

6.5

6.2

7.1

6.5

6.2

4.1

4.1

Critical Headway (sec)

7.12

6.52

6.22

7.12

6.52

6.22

4.12

4.12

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.5

4.0

3.3

3.5

4.0

3.3

2.2

2.2

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.52

4.02

3.32

3.52

4.02

3.32

2.22

2.22

3

2

1

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h)

20

Capacity, c (veh/h)

241

351

1353

774

v/c Ratio

0.08

0.01

0.00

0.00

95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh)

0.3

0.0

0.0

0.0

Control Delay (s/veh)

21.3

15.4

7.7

9.7

C

A

Level of Service (LOS)
Approach Delay (s/veh)
Approach LOS

C
21.3

15.4

C

C

Copyright © 2022 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved.

A
0.0

HCS™ TWSC Version 7.9.5
CAMB.xtw

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 1148 of 1405

0.1

Generated: 1/13/2022 9:24:47 AM

HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

Intersection

Agency/Co.

Jurisdiction

Big MtnRd & Center Access

Date Performed

1/10/2022

East/West Street

Center Site Access

Analysis Year

2025

North/South Street

Big Mountain Road

Time Analyzed

Peak PM Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.92

Intersection Orientation

North-South

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Project Description

Mountain Gateway with Revised Access Plan

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach
Movement

Eastbound
U

Westbound

L

T

R

Priority

10

11

Number of Lanes

0

1

Configuration

U

Northbound

Southbound

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

12

7

8

9

1U

1

2

3

4U

4

5

6

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

319

4

734

LTR

LTR

LTR

LTR

Volume (veh/h)

9

0

3

0

0

2

5

0

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%)

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

13

Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%)

0

0

Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage

Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec)

7.1

6.5

6.2

7.1

6.5

6.2

4.1

4.1

Critical Headway (sec)

7.12

6.52

6.22

7.12

6.52

6.22

4.12

4.12

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.5

4.0

3.3

3.5

4.0

3.3

2.2

2.2

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.52

4.02

3.32

3.52

4.02

3.32

2.22

2.22

5

4

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h)

13

2

Capacity, c (veh/h)

194

696

814

1212

v/c Ratio

0.07

0.00

0.01

0.00

95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh)

0.2

0.0

0.0

0.0

Control Delay (s/veh)

24.9

10.2

9.4

8.0

B

A

Level of Service (LOS)
Approach Delay (s/veh)
Approach LOS

C
24.9

10.2

C

B
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

Intersection

Agency/Co.

Jurisdiction

Big MtnRd & South Access

Date Performed

1/10/2022

East/West Street

South Site Access

Analysis Year

2025

North/South Street

Big Mountain Road

Time Analyzed

Peak AM Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.92

Intersection Orientation

North-South

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Project Description

Mountain Gateway with Revised Access Plan

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach
Movement

Eastbound
U

Westbound

L

T

R

Priority

10

11

Number of Lanes

0

1

Configuration

U

Northbound

Southbound

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

12

7

8

9

1U

1

2

3

4U

4

5

6

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

787

3

192

LTR

LTR

LTR

LTR

Volume (veh/h)

13

0

22

2

0

2

8

5

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%)

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

4

Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%)

0

0

Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage

Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec)

7.1

6.5

6.2

7.1

6.5

6.2

4.1

4.1

Critical Headway (sec)

7.12

6.52

6.22

7.12

6.52

6.22

4.12

4.12

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.5

4.0

3.3

3.5

4.0

3.3

2.2

2.2

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.52

4.02

3.32

3.52

4.02

3.32

2.22

2.22

4

9

3

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h)

38

Capacity, c (veh/h)

366

240

1357

781

v/c Ratio

0.10

0.02

0.01

0.00

95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh)

0.3

0.1

0.0

0.0

Control Delay (s/veh)

16.0

20.3

7.7

9.6

C

A

Level of Service (LOS)
Approach Delay (s/veh)
Approach LOS

C
16.0

20.3

C

C
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

Intersection

Agency/Co.

Jurisdiction

Big MtnRd & South Access

Date Performed

1/10/2022

East/West Street

South Site Access

Analysis Year

2025

North/South Street

Big Mountain Road

Time Analyzed

Peak PM Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.92

Intersection Orientation

North-South

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Project Description

Mountain Gateway with Revised Access Plan

Lanes

Major Street: North-South

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach
Movement

Eastbound
U

Westbound

L

T

R

Priority

10

11

Number of Lanes

0

1

Configuration

U

Northbound

Southbound

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

12

7

8

9

1U

1

2

3

4U

4

5

6

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

309

5

720

LTR

LTR

LTR

LTR

Volume (veh/h)

9

0

15

9

0

7

23

6

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%)

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

13

Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%)

0

0

Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage

Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec)

7.1

6.5

6.2

7.1

6.5

6.2

4.1

4.1

Critical Headway (sec)

7.12

6.52

6.22

7.12

6.52

6.22

4.12

4.12

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.5

4.0

3.3

3.5

4.0

3.3

2.2

2.2

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

3.52

4.02

3.32

3.52

4.02

3.32

2.22

2.22

25

5

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h)

26

17

Capacity, c (veh/h)

250

229

825

1217

v/c Ratio

0.10

0.08

0.03

0.00

95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh)

0.3

0.2

0.1

0.0

Control Delay (s/veh)

21.1

22.0

9.5

8.0

C

A

Level of Service (LOS)
Approach Delay (s/veh)
Approach LOS

C
21.1

22.0

C

C
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HCS7 Roundabouts Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

Intersection

E Lakeshore & Big Mtn Rd

Agency or Co.

WGM Group

E/W Street Name

E Lakeshore

Date Performed

1/11/22

N/S Street Name

Big Mountain Road

Analysis Year

2025

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Time Analyzed

Peak AM Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.88

Project Description

Mountain Gateway with Revi…

Jurisdiction

Volume Adjustments and Site Characteristics
Approach

EB

WB

NB

SB

Movement

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

Number of Lanes (N)

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

Lane Assignment

LT

TR

LR

Volume (V), veh/h

0

33

71

0

66

766

0

207

9

Percent Heavy Vehicles, %

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

Flow Rate (vPCE), pc/h

0

39

83

0

77

897

0

242

11

Right-Turn Bypass

None

None

None

None

Conflicting Lanes

1

1

1

Pedestrians Crossing, p/h

20

20

20

Critical and Follow-Up Headway Adjustment
Approach
Lane

EB
Left

Right

WB
Bypass

Left

Right

NB
Bypass

Left

Right

SB
Bypass

Left

Right

Critical Headway (s)

4.9763

4.9763

4.9763

Follow-Up Headway (s)

2.6087

2.6087

2.6087

Bypass

Flow Computations, Capacity and v/c Ratios
Approach
Lane

EB
Left

Right

WB
Bypass

Left

Right

NB
Bypass

Left

Right

SB
Bypass

Left

Right

Entry Flow (ve), pc/h

122

974

253

Entry Volume, veh/h

118

946

246

Circulating Flow (vc), pc/h

242

39

364

77

Exiting Flow (vex), pc/h

325

88

936

0

Capacity (cpce), pc/h

1078

1326

1276

Capacity (c), veh/h

1044

1284

1235

v/c Ratio (x)

0.11

0.74

0.20

EB

WB

Bypass

Delay and Level of Service
Approach
Lane

Left

Lane Control Delay (d), s/veh

Right

Bypass

Left

Right

NB
Bypass

Left

Right

SB
Bypass

Left

Right

4.5

13.9

4.6

A

B

A

95% Queue, veh

0.4

7.2

0.7

Approach Delay, s/veh

4.5

13.9

4.6

A

B

A

Lane LOS

Approach LOS
Intersection Delay, s/veh | LOS

11.3
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HCS7 Roundabouts Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

Intersection

E Lakeshore & Big Mtn Rd

Agency or Co.

WGM Group

E/W Street Name

E Lakeshore

Date Performed

1/11/22

N/S Street Name

Big Mountain Road

Analysis Year

2025

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Time Analyzed

Peak PM Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.96

Project Description

Mountain Gateway with Revi…

Jurisdiction

Volume Adjustments and Site Characteristics
Approach

EB

WB

NB

SB

Movement

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

Number of Lanes (N)

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

Lane Assignment

LT

TR

LR

Volume (V), veh/h

0

13

102

0

91

324

0

723

21

Percent Heavy Vehicles, %

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

Flow Rate (vPCE), pc/h

0

14

109

0

98

348

0

776

23

Right-Turn Bypass

None

None

None

None

Conflicting Lanes

1

1

1

Pedestrians Crossing, p/h

20

20

20

Critical and Follow-Up Headway Adjustment
Approach
Lane

EB
Left

Right

WB
Bypass

Left

Right

NB
Bypass

Left

Right

SB
Bypass

Left

Right

Critical Headway (s)

4.9763

4.9763

4.9763

Follow-Up Headway (s)

2.6087

2.6087

2.6087

Bypass

Flow Computations, Capacity and v/c Ratios
Approach
Lane

EB
Left

Right

WB
Bypass

Left

Right

NB
Bypass

Left

Right

SB
Bypass

Left

Right

Entry Flow (ve), pc/h

123

446

799

Entry Volume, veh/h

119

433

776

Circulating Flow (vc), pc/h

776

14

899

98

Exiting Flow (vex), pc/h

885

121

362

0

Capacity (cpce), pc/h

625

1360

1249

Capacity (c), veh/h

605

1317

1209

v/c Ratio (x)

0.20

0.33

0.64

EB

WB

Bypass

Delay and Level of Service
Approach
Lane

Left

Lane Control Delay (d), s/veh

Right

Bypass

Left

Right

NB
Bypass

Left

Right

SB
Bypass

Left

Right

8.4

5.7

11.4

A

A

B

95% Queue, veh

0.7

1.5

4.9

Approach Delay, s/veh

8.4

5.7

11.4

A

A

B

Lane LOS

Approach LOS
Intersection Delay, s/veh | LOS

9.2
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

Intersection

Agency/Co.

Jurisdiction

Lakeshore Dr & Site Acc E

Date Performed

1/10/2022

East/West Street

East Lakeshore Drive

Analysis Year

2025

North/South Street

Site Access East

Time Analyzed

Peak AM Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.92

Intersection Orientation

East-West

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Project Description

Mountain Gateway with Revised Access Plan

Lanes

Major Street: East-West

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach

Eastbound

Westbound

Northbound

Movement

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

Priority

1U

1

2

3

4U

4

5

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

Number of Lanes
Configuration

LT

Volume (veh/h)

2

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%)

2

U

Southbound

L

T

R

6

7

8

0

0

0

U

L

T

R

9

10

11

12

0

0

1

0

TR
277

830

24

LR
14

1

2

2

Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%)

0

Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage

Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec)

4.1

7.1

6.2

Critical Headway (sec)

4.12

6.42

6.22

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

2.2

3.5

3.3

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

2.22

3.52

3.32

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h)

2

16

Capacity, c (veh/h)

737

203

v/c Ratio

0.00

0.08

95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh)

0.0

0.3

Control Delay (s/veh)

9.9

24.2

Level of Service (LOS)

A

Approach Delay (s/veh)

C
0.1

24.2

Approach LOS

C
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HCS7 Two-Way Stop-Control Report
General Information

Site Information

Analyst

Intersection

Agency/Co.

Jurisdiction

Lakeshore Dr & Site Acc E

Date Performed

1/10/2022

East/West Street

East Lakeshore Drive

Analysis Year

2025

North/South Street

Site Access East

Time Analyzed

Peak PM Build

Peak Hour Factor

0.92

Intersection Orientation

East-West

Analysis Time Period (hrs)

0.25

Project Description

Mountain Gateway with Revised Access Plan

Lanes

Major Street: East-West

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach

Eastbound

Westbound

Northbound

Movement

U

L

T

R

U

L

T

R

Priority

1U

1

2

3

4U

4

5

0

0

1

0

0

0

1

Number of Lanes
Configuration

LT

Volume (veh/h)

2

Percent Heavy Vehicles (%)

2

U

Southbound

L

T

R

6

7

8

0

0

0

U

L

T

R

9

10

11

12

0

0

1

0

TR
823

412

35

LR
46

3

2

2

Proportion Time Blocked
Percent Grade (%)

0

Right Turn Channelized
Median Type | Storage

Undivided

Critical and Follow-up Headways
Base Critical Headway (sec)

4.1

7.1

6.2

Critical Headway (sec)

4.12

6.42

6.22

Base Follow-Up Headway (sec)

2.2

3.5

3.3

Follow-Up Headway (sec)

2.22

3.52

3.32

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate, v (veh/h)

2

Capacity, c (veh/h)

1077

169

v/c Ratio

0.00

0.31

95% Queue Length, Q₉₅ (veh)

0.0

1.3

Control Delay (s/veh)

8.3

35.8

Level of Service (LOS)

A

Approach Delay (s/veh)

53

E
0.1

35.8

Approach LOS

E
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Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Gay Austin <yagnitsua@gmail.com>
Tuesday, January 18, 2022 5:28 PM
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk if in doubt.

Once again the citizens of Whitefish are up against a development that imposes danger and congestion to a section of
Wisconsin Ave. This segment of town does not have the infrastructure to handle the traffic, the fire protection or
sewage generated by these large unrealistic developments. Nothing has changed since the last group tried. It is not
conducive to the environment of the area, our lake or town. Thank you for this opportunity to express our concerns.
Gay Austin

1
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Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Burt Boessneck <bboessneck@yahoo.com>
Tuesday, January 18, 2022 12:25 PM
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway vote

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
I support the City planning commission’s 3-1 vote to disallow the proposed Mountain Gateway development. The city
does not need another sprawling apartment/townhouse development contributing to our already overloaded Wisconsin
Ave and viaduct traffic mess. I urge City Council to vote no tonight. Thank you.
Respectfully, Burt Boessneck
., Whitefish MT
Sent from my iPhone

1
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Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Philip Boland <philboland@gmail.com>
Tuesday, January 18, 2022 9:40 AM
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Planned Development

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk if in doubt.

Dear Mayor and City Council:
I have very mixed feelings about the proposed Mountain Gateway Planned Unit Development. I earnestly
agree with Richard Hildner’s assessment in the recent Whitefish Pilot editorial on January 12, 2022. Here’s my
take: Without heeding his advice, we and Mother Nature will undoubtedly create a potential catastrophe-inthe-making. Our forest land is sacred to both Montanans and visitors and is one of the many reasons why we
live here; and visitors ply our forest trails, ski our Big Mountain slopes, fish our streams, and support our
economy even in the shoulder seasons. And life itself is sacred whether it’s we humans or freedom-loving and
deserving animals inhabiting the Treasure State and beyond.
My concern and those of many others is the real threat of fire in the area around the proposed development
which is only exacerbated by building on this parcel of land. A wildfire anywhere is a catastrophe! Although I
understand that this development would meet the Wildland Urb an Interface standards, does it minimize a fire
threat? There are two escape routes leading away from this development but with the existing traffic,
anything we can do to minimize a fire threat is essential. Of course, no one could have predicted the grow th of
Whitefish or the Flathead but here we are.
It is inevitable that a fire of any sort will happen whether a residential fire or a forest fire and although the Big
Mountain Fire District has a shelter in place plan, this is only one safety plan.
Are there other solutions available to mitigate or douse a fire before it becomes unwieldy? Maybe. A very slim
maybe.
The Mountain Gateway developer has proposed donating sufficient land for a fire station. Although generous
in theory, it is woefully inadequate! I propose that the Mountain Gateway developer not only donates the
property but also builds the fire station to meet the needs to mitigate and even suppress any fire threat to
buildings, its inhabitants, the forest and the animals 24/7/365 in that local e and the surrounding area. Further,
putting in the infrastructure is the very first step: roadways, fire hydrants, the fire station with living quarters,
offices, emergency power generator, and any other needed infrastructure.
While the fire station will have main water line water usage, this may not be sufficient if there is a dip in water
pressure, malfunctions, etc. Sufficient extra water storage such as a cistern with high volume water discharge
to re-fill tenders would be desirable.
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Again, wildfires are inevitable, building codes and forest management have lessened the number of fires
statistically. We need a rapid response to fire starts which allows firefighters to extinguish fires before they
grow and the new fire station will hopefully meet that urgent need.
AND, the fire station should be the first building constructed with direct road access. Without the proposed
amendment, we will undoubtedly lose more than our pristine land, we will lose life and most likely, and will be
disastrous for our economy for many decades to come.
Thank you,
Phil Boland
Whitefish

2
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Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

richard burbine <rburbine53@gmail.com>
Tuesday, January 18, 2022 6:30 AM
Michelle Howke
Big Mountain Rd. Development

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
To Whom it May Concern,
For many reasons we are vehemently opposed to the Big Mountain Rd. development as it is proposed. Scale, mass,
traffic and density are all of great concern. Please deny permitting for the long term welfare of Whitefish.
Richard & Laura Burbine
Whitefish, Mt. 59937
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Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kellie Cahill <krcahill105@gmail.com>
Tuesday, January 18, 2022 12:12 AM
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Development

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk if in doubt.

Ms. HowkeI am writing to comment ‘NO’ on the Mountain Gateway Development at the base of Big Mountain road. As a 23 year
resident of Whitefish, I feel this development would be detrimental to our town not beneficial. The fact that MDOT has
given Wisconsin an ‘F’ rating for fire safety etc should be reason enough to vote no on this project. Our town is bursting
at the seams and we need to address infrastructure and maintenance before approving another project that will
undoubtedly funnel hundreds more cars down Wisconsin daily. I don’t know of any local that wants this development
approved and I hope our elected officials take everything into consideration before making their decision. We all know
how special this town is and we need to pump the breaks to make sure it maintains its mountain town integrity.
Thank youKellie Cahill
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Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

mtcraigclark@gmail.com
Saturday, January 15, 2022 10:28 AM
Michelle Howke
Proposed Mountain Gateway Project

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk if in doubt.

City Council,
I am writing to support the Mountain Gateway Project with some developer proffers and amendments.
To address traffic issues, the developers should be required to purchase an additional Snow Bus for pubic use to
maximize pubic transportation available to the project. This could be required once 50% of the apartment building
permits have been issued. With another Snow Bus running routes, usage will increase while wait times decrease. A new
Snow Bus stop is proposed for the development. The developers would also be required to set aside funds for
intersection improvements. This avoids the long wait for MDOT funding. The proposed commercial zoning should also
help minimize road trips.
To address fire concerns, the developers would escrow funds to the City for the purchase of a new fire truck that can
handle the proposed building heights. This new truck would ultimately be housed at the proposed fire station site in the
development. I believe the increased fire concern argument is a stretch. Everybody who chooses to live in a mountain
resort town assumes a fire risk.
To address affordable housing concerns, a requirement of providing 64 (24% of the proposed 270 apartments) deed
restricted apartments. The developers have talked about wanting this project to provide affordable housing options for
the City, see if they mean it!
The wealthy land owner and A-team developers proposing this project all have very deep pockets! It is the cities job to
maximize the return to taxpayers when considering a large project. Rarely is a developer’s first offer their best offer!
If no compromise is reached with the developers, the land will most likely be developed into more multi-million dollar
homes. Another lost affordable housing opportunity.
Thank you for your time,
Craig Clark
Whitefish, MT 59937
Sent from Mail for Windows

1

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 1163 of 1405

Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Chris <cdcrumal@gmail.com>
Tuesday, January 18, 2022 8:16 AM
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk if in doubt.

Hi Michelle, please forward to the City Council members. Thank you.
To Whitefish City Council,
I'm writing in opposition to the Mountain Gateway project proposed for the base of Big Mountain Road.
During the Nov. 18 Planning Board meeting, in which the project was denied by a majority, Councilman Qunell voted in
favor of the project. While I wholeheartedly understand his concerns about affordable housing in Whitefish I feel this
project is asking far too much of us as a community and simply is not worth the few affordable housing units being
offered. Eight workforce housing units would be destroyed for the project and the units with deed restrictions are far too
few to make any difference. There is a big question as to whether these "affordable" units would be truly affordable to
restaurant workers, retail employees, even small business owners in Whitefish. The price we as a community would have
to pay is simply too high. Richard Hildner's concerns regarding egress for a major fire event on the mountain are reason
enough to deny the project. The developer's traffic study appears to be deeply flawed. Environmental effects of this
project such as water quality and wildlife have not been adequately addressed. Underlying all of this is a well deserved
mistrust of developers. Like other projects in town over the past few years I see every possibility that these folks may very
well alter their plans once the project is approved and they have their foot in the door. We simply cannot allow them to
place a development of this density in that location.
Thank you,
Chris Crumal
Whitefish, MT
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Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mike Deubel <mdeubs@bellsouth.net>
Tuesday, January 18, 2022 9:15 AM
Michelle Howke
“NO to Mountain Gateway”

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Dear M. Howke,
I’m a retired commercial construction superintendent. My last project was the Landside Modernization Project at
Hartsfield Jackson Atlanta International Airport for four years on night shift.
I retired here because I’m a ski bum at heart. I fell in love with Whitefish for many obvious reasons. I seemed to have
arrived in time for the “Aspenization” of Whitefish. The airport expansion at Glacier Park International Airport is
definitely a sign of what’s coming.
Putting on my superintendent hard hat I can not come up with a scenario where this project (especially the location) is
good for anyone here in Whitefish? Except for the deep pocketed rich developers. What it would do to Wisconsin Ave
and the bottom of Big Mountain road is beyond my construction mind.
I was a ski bum in Aspen from 1977 through 1983. The problems for locals/ workers who actually keep resort towns
operating are still the same back then and here in Whitefish now. Housing costs, rent costs and livable wages 40+ years
later!? No resort has ever solved the issue, usually, and as always, it’s because of greed. Greed has always forced young
people out of areas (ski resort towns) they’d truly love to spend their whole working lives in. Whitefish’s definition of
“Affordable Housing” isn’t “Affordable” so when this developer mentions the term, it goes in one ear and out the other.
Please Vote “No”
Sincerely,
Michael R. Deubel
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Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

noreply@civicplus.com
Tuesday, January 18, 2022 12:07 PM
Michelle Howke
Online Form Submittal: Contact Us

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk if in doubt.

Contact Us
Contact Us
First Name

Thomas

Last Name

Harding

Address
City

Whitefish

State

MT

Zip Code

59937-2817

Phone Number
Fax Number

Field not completed.

Email Address

tomharding@montanasky.net

Question, comment or
suggestion for the Website To report a crime, call the
Whitefish Police
Department at 406-8632420 to talk to the Dispatch

Hello, these comments concern the proposed WPUD 21-03
and WZC21-03 near the Wisconsin Avenue turn-off to the ski
resort. The scope and density of the proposal is huge, does not
complement the existing neighborhoods and poses a number
of traffic, woodland fire safety, community needs and
infrastructure questions that I do not believe our community
has addressed adequately for this project to be green-lighted.
Growth is going to take place and the community will change
as it always has, in my seven decade lifetime as a resident, but
this has a mass that would shake the the foundations of our
community. Traffic and neighborhoods will be altered a in less
than desirable manner. Hopefully, the developer and the
community can find a way to navigate a positive outcome for
their investment, but as proposed it is inappropriate at this time.
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Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ann Jeremiassen <ajeremiassen@yahoo.com>
Monday, January 17, 2022 12:16 PM
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk if in doubt.
Please pass this on to the City Council.
Dear Whitefish City Council Members,
I am writing to reiterate some of the thoughts that I sent to the Planning Board in October regarding the Mountain
Gateway application to be discussed on Tuesday, the 18th.
I am strongly asking you to DENY the application. We are quickly losing the lovely Whitefish atmosphere with dense
housing and development. Just the congestion and traffic issues we faced last summer are evidence that new
development should be scaled way back.
The area in question is still a nice neighborhood. If this project is okayed, the area will become even more like Jackson
Hole, Wyoming, which has basically been ruined by growth and lack of planning. It would be extremely short sighed to
accept this application, unless much greater study is done on the effects of traffic, water quality, utilities, etc.
We have been skiing and hiking on Big Mountain for 20 years. Although we currently live in Olney, we are property
owners in Whitefish and it is our main source for shopping, entertainment, etc. We love Whitefish and hate to see huge
development allowed to take over. So much of what residents and tourists love about our area, the small town
friendliness, etc, is being snuffed out by growth so that locals and visitors alike cannot even get into a cafe without a long
wait and often with rude guests expecting instant service.
I also think that the proposed development would cause an even greater concern about fire and the lack of ability for
people to get out of the Big Mountain and lake shore areas in case of a conflagration. The area where Big Mountain Road
and East Lakeshore meet is already a dangerous intersection and the proposed fix for that is asking for more trouble,
especially during the winter snow and ice season.
So - please, please deny this application. The future of Whitefish and the surrounding area is at stake.
Thank you so much for your consideration.
Ann Jeremiassen
Olney, MT 59927
ajeremiassen@yahoo.com
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RCVD 1/18/2022 @ 11:54 A.M.

1/13/2022
Honorable Mayor and Council-Members,
Early in December I was in bed reading, about to lose my page as I dozed off, when my partner
came into the room suddenly. “Oh my god…I think there’s someone yelling for help outside.”
I slipped on pants and rushed to the front door just as a woman arrived, frantically calling for
help. She was bruised and scraped up, with no pants or shoes. Hands bound behind her back,
and face, neck, and shoulders wrapped several times with duct tape. I’ll leave further details for
upcoming court proceedings, but the important piece here is that a survivor of domestic abuse
was able to escape her captor and travel down a snow-covered road to my house.
You may be wondering what this has to do with your agenda items today. I can distill it to the
simple answer of “housing.” Recent discussions around housing development, particularly the of
the affordable, attainable, and workforce flavors, have centered around neighborhood character,
runoff, effectiveness of roundabouts, and how long it takes to get home from the ski hill on a
powder day. But let’s talk about housing as a people issue.
In my capacity working with Flathead Valley teens in a non-profit setting, the stresses and
anxieties related to housing instability among the youth and families I work with are almost
crippling. People are stuck in abusive situations and individuals and families are bouncing from
home to home looking for some semblance of stability as their once-affordable housing situation
dissolves from under them - simply because they cannot afford to go anywhere else.
We as a community continue to lose our most affordable living options while we simultaneously
focus new construction and redevelopment on the opposite side of the spectrum. The families I
work with, and I presume the woman at my door, they are not the people who will be living in the
56 newly-approved units adjacent to Grouse Mountain Lodge, nor are they competitive in this
“red hot” seller’s market.. They are more likely to be the ones seeing their apartment complex
redeveloped into a hospitality complex or having a new landlord on a recently-sold house that
comes with a 20%, 30%, or 40% increase in rent. These are our new realities in Whitefish.
I’ve lost some sleep in recent weeks. Yes, thinking about the woman at my door that night in
December and the presence of an abusive neighbor who could do such a thing to someone,
released back into his home in this community within days of the incident. But also about what
the challenging (and by no means improving) housing market means for anyone who is in, or
could find themselves in, unhealthy, unsafe, and insecure living situations, because that is all
that is available to them.
I do applaud your work and dedication to addressing the housing challenges of this town - and I
do know there are great things in motion because of your diligent and passionate care for this
community. This is why I implore you to support use of all the tools in your toolbox.
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The Mountain Gateway project might come with some traffic challenges (but then again, so
does continued growth on Big Mountain, or six consecutive years of record-breaking season
pass sales, to the tune of 10% increases annually). It might “only” give land for a fire station, not
the actual structures or operating budgets (but I’d argue it’s not a developer’s job to provide city
services like that). The higher density units might not fit in with the “community character” of the
neighborhood, at least in the sense of what houses look like.
Again, let’s talk about housing as a people issue. I want my community character to be the
people, not what the building they live in looks like. I want people to have housing options so
they can more easily escape domestic violence. I want my friends not to have to worry about
their rental home going on the market. I want to see more long-term rentals, and more condos
and townhomes with deed restrictions for permanent affordability. I want this project, and future
ones like it, to be examined for what opportunities it brings in support of the backbone of this
community - the people.
But that’s just me. And love it or hate it, Mountain Gateway checks those boxes.
Ben Johnson

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 1169 of 1405

Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Roy Loman <roy.loman@fvsef.org>
Tuesday, January 18, 2022 10:05 AM
Michelle Howke
Esther Elisabeth Angela Laderoute Loman; Nicki Perisho
Opposition to the Mountain Gateway project

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk if in doubt.

To Whom it may concern:
As a resident of Alpine Court and a generational Montana native, I am writing to again express my opposition to the
Mountain Gateway Project.
There are many reasons for my wife and I to continue to oppose this project. One is the very limited access and egress
to the area. As you can imagine, that has very serious consequences. The traffic on Wisconsin Avenue is already
impacted to a point of concern. Safety, convenience and a balance of neighborhood quality is becoming a factor even
currently. I cannot begin to imagine, what fitting method could be arranged to fix this issue.
As for the neighborhood, most of us moved to this area for the quality of life displayed here. At this time, almost all the
neighborhoods in this area are made up of residential single-family homes. The cumulative changes Mountain Gateway
would bring to our neighborhoods are potentially enormous.
Currently, our neighborhoods enjoy an abundance of wildlife that lives and interacts well with the current human
population. We have many times witnessed elk, bear, mountain lion, turkeys, and other wildlife in our yard and around
our neighborhood. We have no doubt the building of Mountain Gateway would be an end of that aspect of a Montana
way of life.
Esther and I both know there will be growth in Whitefish. Whitefish is a wonderful place to live with much to offer and
we know that others will come to share the Montana experience with us. It is our opinion, and one we are confident
others share, the building of Mountain Gateway will destroy a facet of that Montana experience in Whitefish. Both of us
believe the proposed location of Mountain Gateway is in an area that cannot sustain the growth and maintain the real
Montana lifestyle that anyone would move to Montana for.
Esther and I sincerely believe there could be many other areas around Whitefish that would be so much more capable of
supporting that kind of development.

Thank you for your time and consideration of our opinion.
Roy & Esther Loman
Whitefish, Montana 59937

1
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Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

George Losleben <georgelosleben@gmail.com>
Tuesday, January 18, 2022 10:12 AM
Michelle Howke
Formal Objection to Proposed Mountain Gateway Development
Gateway developmt memo 18jan'22.docx

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk if in doubt.

18 January 2022
Whitefish, MT

Michelle Howke, City Clerk
Whitefish, MT 59937

Dear Ms. Howke:

Please add my following remarks to the City Council concerning the Mountain Gateway proposal.

To the Honorable City Council of Whitefish:
Thank you for allowing public input into the request by developers to change the zoning classification of the
proposed area from its current WR-2 classification to high density living. While the developers may have a
decent plan for high density residential living, their proposal does not belong at the junction of East Lakeshore
Drive and the Big Mountain Road.
Having listened to and read the developers plans as originally proposed and now amended, I conclude that
they have failed to prove the necessity of changing the zoning classification of this land.
On the other hand, developers have shown their willingness to modify their proposals and I suggest they
modify them to conform to the correct classification as previously determined by the city of WR-2
residential. If they are not willing to do so, their request should be denied and they should look elsewhere in
the surrounding community to build their high density development.
The public has spoken loudly and clearly against this current plan for many reasons: massive traffic
congestion, public safety concerns for fire, blocked evacuation routes, pedestrian safety, etc.
We all know that development is here but you, the city council, have the authority and civic duty to make sure
that it is carried out according to the will of the people. It is clearly the will of the people that this proposed
Mountain Gateway project be denied.
George Losleben,
1
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Retired Attorney & Broker
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Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Wendy Compton-Ring
Tuesday, January 18, 2022 1:16 PM
Michelle Howke
FW: mountain Gateway development

From: Gayle MacLaren <glmaclaren1074@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 18, 2022 1:14 PM
To: Wendy Compton-Ring <wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: mountain Gateway development
ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk if in doubt.

Please, I implore you and the city council to heed the letter from Richard Hildner. He says it best. This project will
impact Wisconsin Ave and East Lakeshore Drive as well as Big Mountain Road with unmanageable traffic and no way out
if there were an evacuation order. We need the affordable housing but not at this cost.
Thank you for passing this on to the council
Gayle MacLaren
Whitefish, MT 59937

1

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 1173 of 1405

---------- Forwarded message ---------From: Celeste Mayer <celestemayer4@gmail.com>
To: mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org
Cc:
Bcc:
Date: Tue, 18 Jan 2022 12:29:53 -0700
Subject: Mountain Gateway Development
Dear Whitefish City Council,
Thank you in advance for your time and reading.
It’s with great concern for the health and safety of our community that this proposal is denied. I have lived up Reservoir
road for 25 years and have been witness to our many changes in Whitefish, this valley.
Currently, I plan my exit onto Wisconsin avenue depending on time of day, weather and season. If it has snowed the
night before? There is no turning “left” to go to town in the morning or late afternoon. The traffic and our lack of
infrastructure should be reason enough to understand that a new development isn’t feasible.
Did people forget the catastrophe in Paradise, California? The wildfire there trapped and destroyed that area. I live
surrounded by deadfall, of which a short trip up Reservoir Road would indicate the potential hazard of what a wildfire
could create. (Google it if you haven’t seen what happened in Paradise.)
Please do not be convinced by developers that THIS development will be cognizant of the hazards and have solutions
(traffic, affordable housing, environment). Follow your educated minds, evidence, and make the right decision. Our lives
could depend on it.
Sincerely,
Celeste Mayer
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Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mary Ellen McCarty <maryellen.mccarty@gmail.com>
Tuesday, January 18, 2022 10:47 AM
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway proposal comment

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk if in doubt.

Dear Whitefish City Council,
I am a nearby homeowner residing on Preserve Parkway. I have reviewed the proposed project and feel that it is grossly
out of scale in a lower density neighborhood like ours. I oppose the project.
Best regards,
Mary Ellen McCarty

1
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Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Brenda Moen <brendamoen691@gmail.com>
Tuesday, January 18, 2022 12:04 PM
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Development comment

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk if in doubt.

Dear City Council,
I am writing to urge you to vote against the proposed Mountain Gateway Development. This plan would not ameliorate
our biggest housing issue: affordable workforce housing. Thank you for all you do to support our entire community.
Sincerely,
Brenda Moen
Sent from Mail for Windows

1
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Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Sharon M. Morrison <smmmontana@gmail.com>
Monday, January 17, 2022 9:40 AM
Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
No Mountain Gateway without completed infrastructure expansion and improvement

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Honorable Mayor Muhlfield and Whitefish City Council Members:
The story in today’s paper about adjustments to the Mountain Gateway Project prompts this comment.
First, I wish to incorporate by this reference my earlier letter in opposition to this project. The reason given in that let ter
is the utter inadequacy of the infrastructure to handle even the current population and activity north of the viaduct on
an ordinary day. I asked that you reflect on the inevitable happening of a fire in the Whitefish Range and on Big
Mountain, when two lane Wisconsin is the ONLY evacuation route for the east lake shore, the Big Mountain, Iron Horse,
Sun Crest, and Northwoods. I asked that you review in your minds the heart breaking and terrifying photos from the
Camp Fire in California where a single road was the only evacuation route and where panic accidents closed the road
and left thousands stranded in their cars in a fire. That could be Wisconsin Ave.
I was grateful for Richard Hildner’s Op Ed in the Daily Inter Lake that put statistics to that concept, and I urge that it be
carefully considered. Mr. Hildner is qualified to render the opinion stated in the piece. We are fortunate that he shared
his expertise.
That the developer has tweaked the plans to donate land for EVEN MORE HOUSING should not save the project. Yes we
need affordable housing. But not north of the viaduct until the infrastructure assures multiple escape routes in case of
fire. If the developers want to fund such infra structure, my thoughts might change. But I respectfully submit that, until
such improvements are COMPLETED, there should be no talk of an increase in population north of the viaduct.
Sharon Morrison
Northwoods

1
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Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Phil Norman <phil@normandesigngroup.com>
Tuesday, January 18, 2022 7:08 AM
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk if in doubt.

Good morning
As a resident of whitefish who lives on Delrey Road, please vote no on this project. It will devastate my commute and
adversely effect any emergency responses to my side of the lake.
It is a very bad idea for many reasons that have been outlined in many reports. Please do the right thing and vote NO!
Thanks,
Phil Norman, ASID, CID
Hillside Village
www.normandesigngroup.com
Torrance, CA 90505
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Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Donald OBrien <dcobrien2002@yahoo.com>
Monday, January 17, 2022 9:39 PM
Michelle Howke
NO NO NO Gateway Project

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk if in doubt.
Please file my position as a hard on the what has to be one of the worst ideas to ever bless our fine City.
My vote is No.
Donald C O'Brien
Whitefish MT 59937

1
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Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sharon Osler <saosler@gmail.com>
Tuesday, January 18, 2022 4:56 AM
Michelle Howke
Mountain Gateway Development

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk if in doubt.

Plain and simple: NO to Mountain Gateway Development.
This is our opportunity to decide what we want Whitefish to be like.
Do we want to retain our small city character that so many locals and tourists love? Do we want to ruin it with forever
clogged streets, filled with multiple vehicles spewing exhaust into our air that we breathe? Do we want to add more
crime? Do we want to turn Whitefish into a city with country roads and city traffic?
Please..remember you live here and this will forever change Whitefish and the town we live in because we love it the
way it is.
Sharon Osler

1
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To: City of Whitefish
Whitefish City Council
Re: Arim Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map Amendments
Dear Council Members;
After reading many of the articulate letters and testimony from the previous public hearings as
well as the the detailed information from the attorneys, there is not much more I could add to
what has already been expressed and cannot agree more with everyone that took the time to send
in their comments.
However, what does come to mind during my time on the Growth Policy Committee as well as
the Wisconsin Ave. Corridor Committee with regards to the zoning on the property, is that the
Land Use Designation never matched the zoning which was always an issue. Because of the rural
nature of the neighborhood and how keeping the character of existing neighborhoods was so
important to the Community at the time we were working on the Growth Policy, IS the reason the
Suburban Residential Land Use Designation was maintained on the maps.
Most people who sent in their letters articulate the Vision Statement of the Growth Policy and
being directly involved I can tell you that this Vision Statement evolved from the many meetings
and outreach into the Whitefish Community. I went back to find my notes in a box in my garage
and also came across the updated version of the 1996 Whitefish City County Growth Policy from
2002. The Vision Statement as follows;
“Promote, protect, and enhance the quality of life in the Whitefish area. Encourage responsible
growth without public burden. Respect natural assets and discourage cultural loss for citizens and
visitors alike"
In my opinion this development does not enhance the quality of life for our citizens nor will it
retain the character of the surrounding neighborhoods. Wisconsin Avenue and Big Mountain
Road not only services the residential neighborhoods and the Commercial district but also
services the entire Flathead Valley and Seasonal Tourists during the ski and summer seasons.
What we have experienced in just the last few years is just the beginning of what is coming with
the new developments on the Mountain and Wisconsin Ave. The impact of this development
alone will exacerbate traffic and safety issues immediately during the development phase for the
next several years, along with the development of the Landmark project on the mountain with
supply trucks and contractors for many years, and will place a burden on the entire Flathead
Valley and visitors to our area, not to mention the burden on our infrastructure.
I also own property along the corridor and experience the high traffic issues on Wisconsin Ave.
as well as the increased traffic on Denver St. where my office is located. During peak times of the
year I either plan trips from my office to prevent as many left turns as possible or I try to avoid
my office all together as I did over the Holidays. We need to get a grasp on this situation before
there is an emergency or fire and the citizens along the corridor need to evacuate. The people that
live in many of the developments off of Wisconsin Ave and East Lakeshore Dr. are highly
impacted by the traffic on Wisconsin as they need to make their left hand turns to drive through
town to work, shop etc. What will an emergency look like for these neighborhoods if an
evacuation were necessary?

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 1181 of 1405

According to Greenlight Engineering who reviewed the traffic study for the attorneys, there are
many inconsistencies that make this development non compliant with the City of Whitefish and
the Industry Standard. Whatever development is allowed in that location must take into
consideration traffic and pedestrian safety, and as we discussed in the Corridor Study, the
roundabout idea was not encouraged for that reason.
Knowing the zoning would allow a fair amount of density I supported what was presented to us
by Joe Gregory’s representative previously during the Wisconsin Corridor meetings which
appeared to be a low density housing development and a small lodge on the lakeside tucked in the
trees, with offices and a maintenance area on the east side of Big Mountain Road. I realized that
anything could have been presented or promised to us at the time, but I was hopeful that the
owner would follow through with a low density plan like the one presented to us, fearful that
something like the Mountain Gateway PUD might evolve in the future. This is a nightmare and
the environmental impact with runoff from storm water drainage will be a detriment to the lake as
well. Please use all of your tools to prevent this from happening to our neighbors, town and the
entire valley. If there are legal concerns with denying approval for this development, the
Community has your back.
Thank you for your service, I realize how difficult these decisions are.
Kind regards,
Mary Person
Whitefish, Mt.
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Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Linda Ray <lray33@icloud.com>
Tuesday, January 18, 2022 9:21 AM
Michelle Howke
Linda Ray; Vicki Hill
Mountain Gateway.. just say NO

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk<mailto:help@cityofwhitefish.org> if in doubt.
Hi I’m Linda Ray.. proud server at Whitefish Lake Restaurant for 27+years…I consider myself a career server/dying
breed… I’ll start by saying I absolutely love Whitefish and have been lucky enough to live here since 1987…we are a
railroad family.. we are some of the fortunate ones both my kids and grandkids work and own homes in the valley.
I know not everything in the world stays the same and believe we truly live in one of “the last best places”.
I don’t blame people for wanting to live here… but at some point we have to “pump the brakes” and think about
maintaining that quaint Whitefish small town vibe that we all love and make Whitefish such a special place. I’m not
going to get into the unprepared infrastructure or catastrophic what if’s, if God forbid a fire breaks out in Big Mountain…
or even the bumper to bumper traffic going up Wisconsin….
I just want to plead to all of the developers, real estate people and everyone in general taking advantage of these
profitable times … please look past your pocket books and show some empathy and morals when it comes to the already
and soon-to-be homeless hard working desperate folks that are serving you… ringing up your groceries and taking care
of your maybe sick families… without them Whitefish as we all now know it will not survive… truly the millions you are
making now depend on it…
Sincerely Linda Ray
Sent from my iPhone
Sent from my iPhone
Sent from my iPhone

1
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Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

susan.robison.whitefish@gmail.com
Tuesday, January 18, 2022 11:35 AM
Michelle Howke
opposition to the possibly development on Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk if in doubt.

Good morning Michele,
I am unable to attend the city council meeting tonight, but I would like to go on record as opposing it mainly because the
traffic on Wisconsin Ave. is already a problem and more would create a safety issue.

Thank you for your time and coordination.
Sue Robison
Whitefish

1
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Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Denise G Spiess <denise.spiess@outlook.com>
Tuesday, January 18, 2022 8:45 PM
Wendy Compton-Ring; David Taylor; Michelle Howke; Angela Jacobs
RE: Mountain Gateway City Council Meeting: 1/18

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk if in doubt.

Dear Wendy,
After listening to the meeting discussing Mountain Gateway, we continue to not support this development.
Thank you for sharing this with the city council members. I am sorry, I teach in the morning, and need to leave the
meeting. I look forward to the Council denying this request.
Take good care.
Denise

From: Wendy Compton-Ring <wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org>
Sent: Wednesday, December 29, 2021 4:57 PM
To: David Taylor <dtaylor@cityofwhitefish.org>; Michelle Howke <mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>; Angela Jacobs
<ajacobs@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: Mountain Gateway City Council Meeting: 1/18
As you provided public comments on the Mountain Gateway, please be advised that the public hearing before City
Council is scheduled for Tuesday, January 18th. City Council meetings are in the Council Chambers at 418 E 2 nd Street
and start at 7:10PM. City Council meetings provide for participation in-person as well as on Webex. Information for
participating via Webex will be at the top of the City Council agenda once posted (no later than January
14th): https://www.cityofwhitefish.org/AgendaCenter/Mayor-City-Council-17
All public comments received for the Planning Board public hearings will be forwarded to the City Council for their
consideration.
Please let Michelle Howke, City Clerk, or me know if you have any questions.

Wendy Compton-Ring, AICP
Senior Planner
406-863-2410: Main Office | 406-863-2418: Direct Office
City of Whitefish
PO Box 158 | 418 E 2nd Street
Whitefish, MT 59937

1
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Date:

January 17, 2022

To:

Whitefish City Council

From: Jim & Lisa Stack
RE:

Proposed Arim Mountain Gateway development on Big Mountain Road

Dear Council Members,
We sincerely hope this letter is not too late to weigh in on the 318-unit proposed development at the base
of Big Mountain Road. Our delay was intentional to allow evaluating all facts and various public input both pro and con.
With 20 and 18 respective years serving the Whitefish Lake & Lakeshore Protection Committee, we have
both developed the deepest respect for protecting what we have today for future generations. At the same
time, we have been proactive in promoting changes and improvements that will allow growth and
development without sacrificing what we strive to protect.
We both struggle to find reason to not STRONGLY OPPOSE this proposed development. While the
developer has added tantalizing tidbits –including 1.5 acres for the City to build a future fire station and
8.8 acres for “the purpose of [future]affordable housing”– that does not compensate for the deficiencies
of the project or the extreme negative impact of its poorly chosen location.
Please consider the following:
!
This is an extremely dense development at 318 units on barely 32 acres that should only be
permitted in an optimal location.
!
East Lakeshore Drive is the only ingress/egress serving this new development, the full eastern and
northern sides of Whitefish Lake, and the entire future development of Big Mountain – over which
the City has no jurisdiction or limitation of future development.
!
Traffic on East Lakeshore is already 10-times worse than it was just five years ago, regardless of
season. It can sometimes take 15-20 minutes to make the 5 minute trip from our house on Birch
Glen to the viaduct (and often longer in peak ski or summer season).
We worry most about emergency services. Where are we supposed to evacuate to in the event of a fastmoving lightning or carelessness-caused forest fire – especially when overcrowded traffic is at a
standstill? Talk to the Whitefish Fire Chief Joe Page or Fire Marshall Travis Tveidt and ask how
response times to this dense traffic area have negatively changed over recent years.
In short, this is a marginally beneficial development proposed in a VERY bad location. Even with
reduced density, conforming heights, and potentially new enticements, we urge rejection of this
proposed development at its current location.
Sincerely,
Jim & Lisa Stack
Whitefish, MT 59937
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Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Greg Strong <gistrong@sbcglobal.net>
Monday, January 17, 2022 1:21 PM
Michelle Howke
Fw: Mountain Gateway City Council Meeting: 1/18

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk if in doubt.

City Council c/o Michelle,
I am writing to once again to ask that the City Council not approve the latest version of the Mountain
Gateway development.
The density and commercial aspects of the project are too much for our current infrastructure and
traffic to absorb at this time. Whitefish and city employees are having a hard enough time keeping up
with the current growth as it is. Sadly I am noticing that the demand on basic city functions (code
compliance, parking etc) are not being met right now.
The multifamily density should be centered on South 93 (including south of 40) and not where it
overwhelms a key intersection. They have good city zoning right now. How about they just respect it
and go forward with what it allows instead of trying to make an extra $10m or 2 by loading the site
up?
The low income housing carrot is kind of miserly anyway once you compare it to the overall financial
projections/profit. Additionally I would say 1/3 of the apartments would end up getting leased by out of
towners anyway and used as a second home. Pretty certain that is what happened on the Skyles
apartments as the parking lot is rarely 2/3 full. Not sure how you handle that out of state/2nd home
demand and actually have the apartments rented to locals (MTL DL?).
Anyway there is current zoning there. Live with it.
Thanks again for your service, time and consideration.
Greg and Alanna Strong
59937
________________
Greg Strong

----- Forwarded Message ----From: Wendy Compton-Ring <wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org>
To: David Taylor <dtaylor@cityofwhitefish.org>; Michelle Howke <mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>; Angela Jacobs
<ajacobs@cityofwhitefish.org>
Sent: Wednesday, December 29, 2021, 04:56:35 PM MST
Subject: Mountain Gateway City Council Meeting: 1/18

As you provided public comments on the Mountain Gateway, please be advised that the public hearing before City
Council is scheduled for Tuesday, January 18th. City Council meetings are in the Council Chambers at 418 E 2nd Street
and start at 7:10PM. City Council meetings provide for participation in-person as well as on Webex. Information for
participating via Webex will be at the top of the City Council agenda once posted (no later than January
14th): https://www.cityofwhitefish.org/AgendaCenter/Mayor-City-Council-17
1
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Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

trieweilerc@bresnan.net
Tuesday, January 18, 2022 12:19 PM
Michelle Howke
trieweilerc@bresnan.net
Mountain Gateway 1/18/22

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk if in doubt.

Dear Members of Whitefish City Council,
I am Carol Trieweiler, a Whitefish resident at

Drive.

I am writing to encourage you to deny the Mountain Gateway development. For all of the reasons that you have already
heard our town cannot sustain this threat to our sense of community, and way of life. Please deny this proposal which
will only exacerbate the traffic problems on Wisconsin Avenue and the viaduct by adding at least 800 more cars per
day. Our small town needs your protection until the existing problems we are facing are resolved. There has been such
a boom of growth in our small town, largely from out of state developers who saw an opportunity for exploitation. It is
time to put the brakes on and reconsider our growth policy. The lack of infrastructure, sufficient road and safety
hazards in the event of cataclysmic wildfires are but a few of the glaring concerns that are facing our small town.
Please consider not only denying this threatening development, but all other large developments until such time as you
can address a new growth policy that will protect Whitefish that we know and love. Protect us, the people who have
spent our lives investing in the community at every level. Whitefish does not need more hotels and more development
when we are already stressed by the increased traffic and population numbers we have. We need to find a plan to
maintain the quality of life of the people who live here right now.
Sincerely,
Carol M. Trieweiler

To help protect y our priv acy ,
Micro so ft Office prev ented
auto matic downlo ad o f this
picture from the Internet.

Virus-free. www.avg.com

1

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 1189 of 1405

Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joan Vetter Ehrenberg <jve2000@gmail.com>
Monday, January 17, 2022 9:39 PM
Michelle Howke
Comments for Mountain Gateway Development

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk if in doubt.

Greetings Michelle,
Please include my comments addressing the Mountain Gateway Residential PUD to our honorable
Mayor and City Councilors:
We are at a watershed moment. Are you going to hold onto the shreds of what is left of our
beloved town of Whitefish? Or are we going to be sold out to the highest bidder?
Well, The American Residential Investment Management group are just the carpetbaggers chomping
at the bit for what our precious town has to offer. As stated on their website they " ta rget communities
across the southeast (what do they know about mountain towns?) and are enabled to " achieve
superior returns".
https://www.amresmanagement.com/investment-approach
This development is at far too large a scale and can solely be denied on the fact that the Whitefish Fire
Master plan gave Wisconsin Avenue a grade of an " F" by the MDOT.

Key Points for Denial:
Fire Risk is a danger to the entire community. What if we have one of those oil trains fall off the tracks
in town?? You have the documentation from the MDOT with the "F" rating.

Wisconsin Ave is one way in and one way out and can never handle this size of a development, it can
not handle what we have at this time, and currently there are other projects not at build out that will
increase pressure.
How many comments received are opposed to this project?
My last look was 777 comments in the packet, I would wonder if this is the most comments received
on a project ever?
Wouldn't it be something if the headline says :
"Whitefish is CLOSED!" and we STOP ALL APPROVALS and take the time to re-visit our Master Plan
and Traffic Plan to get a hold of where our community is now and where we are going.
Please deny the Mountain Gateway PUD AND the rezoning of 2015 East Lakeshore Drive.
The power resides within you all.
1
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Thank you for listening to soooo many people,
and I am in much gratitude to all of you for your service.
Sincerely,
Joan

Joan Vetter Ehrenberg
Whitefish, Montana 59937
JVE2000@gmail.com

2
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To: City of Whitefish
Whitefish City Council
Re: Arim Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning changes
Dear Whitefish City Council,
While the winds of change are strong, and the financial incentives and lobbying efforts grave,
and the emotions of the community massive, I hope you can find the steady, grounded,
strength to stay true.
I know how many people are lobbying you in both directions on this one. This is huge. This is a
game changer for our community. This decision is a No-Going-Back one.
First, I want to say: We need workforce housing. Desperately. Yesterday. Lots of it.
Next, I want to say: The base of Big Mountain Road is probably one of the worst places for this.
I’m not a NIMBY kind of person, but I do find it incredibly disingenuous for the developers to
insert this emotional issue as part of their core mission.
In one of the planning board meetings, one developer took great pains to distance himself from
another of his co-developers because of the awful and hateful reputation he has in this town.
But that is like saying your foot is not part of your body, because it is so far away from your
head.
If this group of developers was really interested in low-income housing, they would have
provided it in AT LEAST ONE of their many developments. Why is there no housing at WF Lake
Lodge? Firebrand? 2nd St development? The new hotel across from the Northern? Nothing?
Nope? I guess they don’t really care about it until they can use it as a wedge issue to divide our
community!
They also don’t want to sell homes to workforce people, but rent them, thereby keeping them
in perpetual service to the developers. My mortgage is half what my rent was when I first
moved back to Whitefish in 2013. Why shouldn’t we promote home ownership for low and
middle income families?
Another, huge issue, If you watched what just happened in two similar size towns outside
Boulder Colorado, you just got a glimpse of what our future holds. 1000 homes were destroyed
in a blaze within hours. What might law suits look like then, if we have inadequate exit
strategies for the thousands of people stuck on this already over crowded corridor.
I don’t want to think that money always wins. I don’t want to think that poverty of inspiration,
is the inevitable. That growth, like cancer, is unstoppable, or even un manageable.
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I want to believe that you, the Whitefish City Council, hold the same reverence and joy for this
town that so many others do. I want to believe that you will stand solid on this issue which
seems, to so many of us, so obviously wrong.
Aside from the lawsuits already happening AGAINST this poorly planned idea, it is wrong on
every other measurable metric except wealth extraction on the part of the developer. They
have enough money. Please vote no!
Thank you,
Lauren Walker
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LINDSEY W. HROMADKA
Licensed in MT and AK

MICHELLE T. WEINBERG
Licensed in MT

January 18, 2022
Sent via E-Mail
City of Whitefish
Attn: Michelle Howke
418 E 2nd Street
Whitefish, MT 59937
E-Mail: mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org
Re:

Proposed Land Use Action: Arim Mountain Gateway PUD & Zoning Map
Amendment/Conditional Zone Change Applications (File Nos. WPUD 21-03 and
WZC 21-03)

Mr. Mayor and Whitefish City Council,
This firm, along with David K.W. Wilson, Jr. of Morrison Sherwood Wilson and Deola,
PLLP represent Flathead Families for Responsible Growth (“Flathead Families” or “FFRG”), a
Montana non-profit organization, in connection with the above referenced WPUD and WZC
applications (collectively, the “Applications”) submitted by Arim Mountain Gateway (“Mountain
Gateway”).
First, Flathead Families objects to the substantive changes made to the PUD Application.
Not only does the Whitefish Planning Board’s Rules of Procedure not allow changes to be made
to the Application after the official notice of the public hearing has been transmitted to the local
newspaper Rules of Procedure, ¶ 5), but, unlike the City’s subdivision regulations, the zoning
regulations do not allow for revisions to the Applications after the Planning Board has made its
recommendation. W.C.C. § 12-3-11.
Further, the changes made to the PUD Application are significant and cannot be proposed
at this late stage of the public process. The Application, including the site map, includes
significant changes to road systems/layout, significant changes to the location of buildings,
access, and parking which may eliminate/reduce open space and common areas.
The developer modified the application to include an affordable housing “land gift” for the
“approximately 8.8 acres of residential property on the east side of Big Mountain Road.” This is
simply irreconcilable with the original site plan and application presented to the Planning Board
for the following reasons:
1. The developer does not specify which part of the subject property is to be “donated.”
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Mountain Gateway PUD
Page 2 of 5

2. The developer’s own Property Exhibit, attached as Exhibit A, shows a total of 12.304
acres on the west side of Big Mountain Road, 3.966 acres of which is proposed to be
developed with commercial uses, leaving only 8.338 acres of residential property –
8.338 is less than the 8.8 proposed.
3. The developer is still proposing to build 48 market-rate residential units on the west
side of Big Mountain Road, but asserts that another 48 affordable housing could be
built. Again, the developer does not specify where these units would be built. The
developer has also not provided any deed restrictions nor has it updated its Traffic
Impact Study to account for these additional units.
The developer has also changed its position on what it is asking the City to approve because
the developer states that it is no longer requesting a “Community Residential Facility” use, but
rather is a requesting a multi-family use. However, as we have previously pointed out, the WR-2
zoning district does not allow for multi-family dwellings as either a permitted or conditional use.
All of these confusing and significant changes implicate and undermine the public’s Right to
Participate because the right requires a reasonable opportunity to present informed, meaningful
comment, including data, views and arguments. Bryan v. Yellowstone Cnty. Elementary Sch. Dist.
No. 2, 2002 MT 264, ¶ 44, 312 Mont. 257, 60 P.3d 381.
The law also requires that the City Council “develop procedures permitting and
encouraging public participation” (§ 2-3-103 (1)(a), MCA) and to “assist public participation” (§
2-3-111, MCA). If followed, the City’s Rules of Procedure permit, encourage, and assist public
participation by not allowing changes to applications after the public notice. In short, the public
deserves more than the incoherent and confusing record that would be created if the Council
were to approve the Applications with the 11th hour changes made by the developers. Such an
approval would be manifestly unreasonable and unlawful.
Second, Flathead Families also notes for the record that the written protest submitted in
this matter was processed incorrectly by the Zoning Administrator. The 150-foot landowner
notice included at least 32 properties, 17 of which submitted a written protest. Exhibit B, pages
1-2. However, the map prepared by the Zoning Administrator only included 22 properties and
accounted for 8 property owners who submitted a written protest. Exhibit B, page 3. While,
under either scenario, there are more than enough signatures to certify the zoning protest
requiring the two-thirds vote of the Council,1 Flathead Families thought it necessary to recognize
that many landowners were not included as signatories for the protest despite taking the time and
effort to submit their petition to the City. Additionally, Flathead Families opposes the City
purporting to change the 150-foot buffer from its original map included in the October 21, 2021
1

There are 32 properties within 150 feet of the subject property requiring 8 written protests. Even if there were only
22 properties within 150 of the subject property as the Zoning Administrator now contends, there would only need
to be 6 protests submitted.
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Mountain Gateway PUD
Page 3 of 5

packet for the Planning Board. Compare 150-foot Buffer Map from Oct. packet with 150-foot
Buffer Map from January packet; Exhibit B, p.1 and 3.
Third, the developer’s attempt to “respond to public comment” falls short of what the
public actually submitted to the Planning Board. By far, most of the public comments included
concerns about the traffic impacts and wildfire risks associated with this development, not
affordable housing as asserted by the applicant. According to FFRG’s traffic expert, Rick Nys,
the developer did not address his report outlining the insufficiencies of the WGM’s Traffic
Impact Study. Among his findings were:
•
•
•
•
•

The trip generation presented in the TIS is not based upon industry standard and
significantly undercounts the trips generated by the project.
Several intersections near the site were omitted from the TIS although they are expected
to experience failure.
At least one intersection fails to meet City of Whitefish and MDT level of service
standards with no mitigation proposed.
A proposed access point is in clear violation of MDT and City standards.
Required pedestrian improvements to Big Mountain Road and vehicular improvements to
Lakeshore Drive have been omitted.
The applicant did not address these significant concerns.

Lastly, City staff has incorrectly stated that property cannot be “downzoned.” This is just
not accurate. In fact, annexation of properties pursuant to the City’s Extension of Services Plan
(adopted June 2021) requires annexed property to conform to the Growth Policy. As proposed
here, the property to be annexed would not be in compliance with the Growth Policy and would
run afoul of State law and the City’s own regulations.

Thank you,

/s/ Michelle T. Weinberg
Attorney for Flathead Families for Responsible Growth
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Exhibit A

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 1197 of 1405

SUBJECT
PROPERTIES

A
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Exhibit B
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B

Initial 150-ft Buffer Map Made by City
included in Planning Board Packet
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Initial 150-ft Buffer Map Made by City included in Planning
Board Packet with all protest signatures submitted to City
marked with a Y
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New 150-ft Buffer Map by City in City
Council Packet that does not reflect all
properties that submitted protest and
shrinks 150-ft Buffer area
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I attest that, on November 1_ , 2021, the written protests above were delivered to the
Whitefish Zoning Administrator c/o David Taylor_, 418 E 2nd Street, Whitefish, MT
59937; dtaylor@cityofwhitefish.org via the following means:
[x] email
[ ] in-person

Name: Michelle T. Weinberg
Signature:________________________________
cc:
ajacobs@cityofwhitefish.org
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org
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I attest that, on November 4_ , 2021, the written protest above was delivered to the
Whitefish Zoning Administrator c/o David Taylor_, 418 E 2nd Street, Whitefish, MT
59937; dtaylor@cityofwhitefish.org via the following means:
[x] email
[ ] in-person

Name: Michelle T. Weinberg
Signature:________________________________
cc:
ajacobs@cityofwhitefish.org
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 1219 of 1405

Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Mark Jones <Mark.Jones@goosehead.com>
Thursday, January 20, 2022 10:37 AM
Michelle Howke
John Muhlfeld; Dana Smith; Robyn Jones; Linda Engh-Grady
(linda@whitefishcommunityfoundation.org)
Affordable housing in Whitefish

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk if in doubt.

Dear Ms. Howke,
I am writing to provide input on a potential investment in affordable housing in Whitefish by my wife Robyn and I. We
recently toured property on Monegan Road as a potential location for a development of approximately 100 housing
units. Robyn and I have planned to donate up to $1,000,000 to the Whitefish Community Foundation to fund project
design so that a proper fundraising effort can be made against this specific project. We anticipate being a major
contributor to funding an affordable housing project in Whitefish.
We understand that the City is considering an affordable housing project on Big Mountain Road on 8 acres of land to be
donated by the developer of the ill-advised Gateway Project. I am familiar with that property and consider it
significantly inferior to the Monegan Road property, particularly because it can only accommodate less than 50
units. The Gateway development will also add significantly to traffic congestion in the area impeding access to Big
Mountain Road, where our Whitefish home is located.
If the Gateway Project proceeds, we will be withdrawing our support for affordable housing in Whitefish and will not
participate financially in any project. We would like to help with a very real problem but only under the right
circumstances.
____________________________________________________________________________________________________

MARK E. JONES Chairman and CEO
______________________________________________________________________________________________________

214.838.5200
1500 SOLANA BLVD., SUITE 4500
WESTLAKE, TX 76262
www.goosehead.com | mark.jones@goosehead.com

______________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Linda Engh-Grady <linda@whitefishcommunityfoundation.org>
Thursday, January 20, 2022 4:04 PM
Michelle Howke
Dana Smith
Update From meeting

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk if in doubt.

City Councilors,
I am hearing from donors right and left that they are very concerned about the potential negative impacts on our
community as a whole from the Gateway Project. I just heard from yet another donor that called me and said “this is not
a threat, just a fact, but if we stop donating you will know why.” It is unfortunate that WCF has to take the brunt of the
fall out. When I listened in online to the past council meeting, I counted 34 of our major donors on the remote call or
speaking out against the project in the chamber. This amounts to over $600,000 in annual program funding and serious
impact on our work. These are donors that support the North Valley Food Bank, CASA for Kids, Abbie Shelter, Whitefish
Firefighters Association, Big Mountain Firefighters, Whitefish Community Library, Whitefish Theatre Company, Whitefish
Legacy Partners, Glacier Nordic Club, Whitefish Lake Institute, the hospital, our schools, and so much more. They make
Whitefish the place we all want to live.
Giving land does not build the housing. Big donors are needed to build the housing. We are beyond a tipping point.
Donors will give where and how they want. It is their money. We need millions to build the affordable housing. Land is
nothing compared to this.
What good is 8 acres when you cannot raise the funding to build on it or for that matter land to build the fire station.
The developer has made this about affordable housing but without the money to build the affordable housing.
Is it fair for one project from an outside developer to jeopardize our chance at an affordable housing project that could
be completely paid for by private donations? What about other future projects that could suffer?
While donations are not the city’s concern, I do want the Council to take into consideration what has been done before
to keep the Wisconsin and Whitefish lake corridor an inviting, pristine watershed area. Shallot Battin’s family put critical
property (over 100 acres) along Wisconsin Avenue into permanent conservation under the Nature Conservancy decades
ago. This is millions of dollars of developable land that is permanently protected and affects our watershed and the
wildlife corridor. It is a huge donation from the Murdock/Battin family that should be recognized and honored. (See
Voices of our Lake by Whitefish Lake Institute for more information on the Murdock conservation project.) Next to this
is Reservoir Road/Northwoods Drive that is completely low-density zoning 5 miles up. This low-density zonin g is a critical
watershed area. Beyond this is Haskill Basin that the City just paid $24M to permanently conserve for watershed. The
property that John and Anne Collins just put under permanent conservation – 672 acres should also be included. While
not on Wisconsin Road, it is along Whitefish Lake and again protects major Whitefish watershed. Developers should
build to the density that works for the neighborhood, and this is still a neighborhood. We should be thinking about
future generations, conservation, and preservation of our ski and lake resort town.
The above donations and sacrifices to our community mean nothing if we allow a high-density development to be built
on the Big Mountain Road in a critical watershed area. This is all in the same area.

1
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Donations and Donors have shaped our town for the better. You have heard from many about the public private
partnerships. Projects like these come about by donors who live here and invest here. They may be primary residents or
this may be their second home away from home. Regardless, they give to make good things happen not to get
something back in return.
Over 3,833 people signed the petition against this project. That is a significant number of community members that
make up our diverse population. Yes, the property will be developed eventually but it should be developed in a manner
that is conducive to the neighborhood.
Thank you for serving and doing your best by our great community.
Linda
Linda Engh-Grady
President/CEO

Whitefish Community Foundation
Giving Together For the Flathead Valley

PO Box 1060
214 Second Street W
Whitefish, MT 59937
O: 406-863-1781
C: 406-253-0488

whitefishcommunityfoundation.org

Experience a Donor Advised Fund with Whitefish Community Foundation. We offer personalized service with a very
competitive fee structure. Click Here to learn more.
Confidentiality Notice: The information contained in this message, including any attachments, may be confidential/privileged and is for the sole use and the intended
recipient(s). Unauthorized review, use, disclosure, or distribution of this information is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient or have received this
communication in error, please notify the sender (Linda@whitefishcommunityfoundation.org) immediately and promptly delete the message. Thank you.
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Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Linda Engh-Grady <linda@whitefishcommunityfoundation.org>
Friday, January 21, 2022 2:53 PM
Michelle Howke
RE: Update From meeting

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk if in doubt.

Michelle,
Please retract my letter to City Council on the Gateway project.
Thanks,
Linda
Linda Engh-Grady
President/CEO

Whitefish Community Foundation
Giving Together For the Flathead Valley

PO Box 1060
214 Second Street W
Whitefish, MT 59937
O: 406-863-1781
C: 406-253-0488

whitefishcommunityfoundation.org

Experience a Donor Advised Fund with Whitefish Community Foundation. We offer personalized service with a very
competitive fee structure. Click Here to learn more.
Confidentiality Notice: The information contained in this message, including any attachments, may be confidential/privileged and is for the sole use and the intended
recipient(s). Unauthorized review, use, disclosure, or distribution of this information is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient or have received this
communication in error, please notify the sender (Linda@whitefishcommunityfoundation.org) immediately and promptly delete the message. Thank you.

From: Michelle Howke <mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>
Sent: Friday, January 21, 2022 12:55 PM
To: Linda Engh-Grady <linda@whitefishcommunityfoundation.org>
Subject: RE: Update From meeting
Linda,
Yes, comments that have been submitted after the 18th can be pulled, since the packet has not been published.

Michelle Howke
Administrative Services Director/City Clerk
PO Box 158/418 E. 2nd Street
1
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Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Max Garcia <tuanis56@hotmail.com>
Friday, January 21, 2022 2:01 PM
Wendy Compton-Ring
Michelle Howke
Please deny Mountain Gateway application

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk if in doubt.

Dear Whitefish Planning Board & City Council Members,
I’m writing to provide public comment on the Mountain Gateway Project’s PUD and Zoning Map Amendment
applications.
I request that the planning board recommend denial of the Mountain Gateway PUD and Zoning Map
Amendment applications as submitted. The due diligence has not been done for a development of this
magnitude in regards to traffic implications, water quality, storm water, and environmental impact. It is
paramount that traffic implications be considered at all the way to the viaduct as this is the only grade
separated route for emergency evacuation.
I live on Wisconsin Ave and have two young children. Within the last year as Whitefish has seen an influx of
new residents and visitors, it has become unsafe to cross the street. It is impossible to make a left turn onto
Wisconsin Ave from my driveway. When making a left turn into my driveway, people do not stop. Instead,
they pass on the right-hand shoulder of the road, kicking up dust and once even hitting my side mirror. This is
not the Whitefish I know. This is not the Whitefish people love. Stop approving projects that will only make
traffic and pedestrian safety worse. Invest in proper infrastructure (add a lane to Wisconsin and Baker Ave,
repaint and add a cross walk on Wisconsin Ave, add flashing lights to the crosswalk, etc). These are basic
safety and infrastructure improvements that will keep Whitefish livable. Whitefish can do better. Whitefish
must do better.
Max Garcia
Whitefish Resident

1
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Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Denise G Spiess <denise.spiess@outlook.com>
Sunday, January 23, 2022 5:16 PM
Michelle Howke
Wendy Compton-Ring
Re: Mountain Gateway City Council Meeting: 1/18

Hi Michelle
Will you please advise the City Council that we live in Ptarmigan. We are currently trying to leave our Mountain Home.
We left our home at 4:48pm. It is now 5:09pm and we are turning left on Lake Shore Drive.
The traffic study done by the developer is flawed. The traffic here is very different than even two years ago. The
Christmas traffic is even worse than ever. The traffic does not relent. It is not like this in the summer. And the short
distance of Lake Shore Drive to the city is usually completely backed up for Christmas along with Wisconsin Avenue.
And an update on our travels, 5:14pm and we are now at the traffic light on Second Street and finally getting through
the light. This is a Sunday early evening.
Thank you for watching over the thoughtful development of our city.
Sincerely,
Randy and Denise Spiess.

On Jan 19, 2022, at 7:35 AM, Denise G Spiess <denise.spiess@outlook.com> wrote:
Dear Michelle,
Thank you for the update. You are most kind.
Enjoy a lovely day.
Denise

From: Michelle Howke <mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>
Sent: Wednesday, January 19, 2022 7:27 AM
To: Denise G Spiess <denise.spiess@outlook.com>
Cc: Wendy Compton-Ring <wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: RE: Mountain Gateway City Council Meeting: 1/18
Denise,
Thank you for your comments. The City Council has continued the Public Hearing to February 7, 2022
due to the number of public comment. The Public Hearing is still open. Your letter will be appended to
the packet for January 18th and included in the packet for February 7 th for the Council’s consideration.
Thank you,

Michelle Howke
1
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Administrative Services Director/City Clerk
PO Box 158/418 E. 2nd Street
Whitefish, MT 59937
mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org
406-863-2402
STAY CLEAN, CAREFUL AND CONNECTED
From: Denise G Spiess <denise.spiess@outlook.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 18, 2022 8:45 PM
To: Wendy Compton-Ring <wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org>; David Taylor
<dtaylor@cityofwhitefish.org>; Michelle Howke <mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>; Angela Jacobs
<ajacobs@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: RE: Mountain Gateway City Council Meeting: 1/18
ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk if in doubt.

Dear Wendy,
After listening to the meeting discussing Mountain Gateway, we continue to not support this
development.
Thank you for sharing this with the city council members. I am sorry, I teach in the morning, and need to
leave the meeting. I look forward to the Council denying this request.
Take good care.
Denise

From: Wendy Compton-Ring <wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org>
Sent: Wednesday, December 29, 2021 4:57 PM
To: David Taylor <dtaylor@cityofwhitefish.org>; Michelle Howke <mhowke@cityofwhitefish.org>;
Angela Jacobs <ajacobs@cityofwhitefish.org>
Subject: Mountain Gateway City Council Meeting: 1/18
As you provided public comments on the Mountain Gateway, please be advised that the public hearing
before City Council is scheduled for Tuesday, January 18th. City Council meetings are in the Council
Chambers at 418 E 2nd Street and start at 7:10PM. City Council meetings provide for participation inperson as well as on Webex. Information for participating via Webex will be at the top of the City
Council agenda once posted (no later than January
14th): https://www.cityofwhitefish.org/AgendaCenter/Mayor-City-Council-17
All public comments received for the Planning Board public hearings will be forwarded to the City
Council for their consideration.
Please let Michelle Howke, City Clerk, or me know if you have any questions.

Wendy Compton-Ring, AICP
Senior Planner
406-863-2410: Main Office | 406-863-2418: Direct Office
City of Whitefish
PO Box 158 | 418 E 2nd Street
Whitefish, MT 59937
2
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Michelle Howke
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Diane Helgath <dhelgath@hotmail.com>
Wednesday, February 2, 2022 10:30 AM
Michelle Howke
Public comments of Arim Mountain Gateway Development

ATTENTION: External Email - This email originated from outside of the City of Whitefish. Use caution when clicking
links or opening attachments unless you recognize the sender and are expecting the contents. Contact the IT
Helpdesk if in doubt.

2/2/2022
Dear Mayor Muhlfeld and Councilors,
I, Diane Helgath, have lived at 835 Highland Dr., Whitefish since 1978. I live off Wisconsin Avenue which provides me
with the only access to safety in case of emergencies.
I am writing regarding the Arim Mountain Gateway Development set before our community.
“First things first”.
Proper, well planned, safe, efficient, road infrastructure should be our first priority, not an after thought.
I vote”no” for any additional densely populated areas accessing the Wisconsin Ave Corridor (S- 487 or secondary highway
487) until Montana Department of Transportation makes the necessary improvements to the road to provide “safe and
efficient” travel for citizens already living north of the railroad viaduct along with future residents. I have experienced
worse traffic jams the past few years along the Wisconsin corridor, viaduct, and Baker Ave than I have in my travels to
densely populated areas; Maui, Florida, Phoenix, AZ this past year.
Please solve the traffic flow issues before adding more congestion with densely populated residences.
Thank you for hearing my perspectives.
Sincerely,
Diane M. Helgath
Whitefish, MT
4
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Sent from my iPad
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ORDINANCE NO. 22-___
An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Whitefish, Montana, rezoning approximately
3.966 acres of land located at 2015 East Lakeshore Drive, Whitefish, Montana, from
WR-2 (Two-Family Residential District) to WR-2/WB-1-SC (Two-Family Residential
District/Limited Business District with a Statement of Conditions).
WHEREAS, James Barnett of Arim Mountain Gateway (Applicant) applied to the
Whitefish Planning & Building Department to amend the Whitefish zoning jurisdiction map from
WR-2 (Two-Family Residential District) to WR-2/WB-1-SC (Two-Family Residential
District/Limited Business District with a Statement of Conditions) on 3.966 acres of land located
at 2015 East Lakeshore Drive; and
WHEREAS, in response to the request to rezone, the Whitefish Planning & Building staff
prepared Staff Report WZC 21-03 dated October 14, 2021, which analyzed the proposed rezone
and recommended in favor of its approval subject to an approved Statement of Conditions, as
amended by staff; and
WHEREAS, after adjacent landowner notification, at a lawfully noticed public hearing on
October 21, 2021, the Whitefish Planning Board received an oral report from Planning Staff and
the Applicant, reviewed Staff Report WZC 21-03 and the proposed findings of fact, invited public
comment, and thereafter voted to continue the agenda item with the public hearing remaining open
until its next regularly scheduled meeting; and
WHEREAS, at a lawfully noticed public hearing held November 18, 2021, the Whitefish
Planning Board invited further public comment and rebuttals and thereafter voted to deny (3 to 1)
the requested rezone; and
WHEREAS, pursuant to § 76-2-305(2), MCA, the City received protests against the rezone
signed by owners of 25% or more of those lots or units, as defined in § 70-23-102, 150-feet from
a lot included in the proposed rezone; and
WHEREAS, at a lawfully notice public hearing held January 18, 2022, the Whitefish City
Council received an oral report from Planning Staff and the Applicant, reviewed Staff Report
WZC 21-03, the proposed findings of fact, and the Planning Board's recommendation of denial,
invited public comment, and thereafter postponed this item to a meeting to be held
February 7, 2022, with the public hearing remaining open; and
WHEREAS, at a lawfully notice public hearing held February 7, 2022, the Whitefish City
Council invited additional public input and thereafter voted by two-thirds of the present and voting
members of Council to approve the requested rezone, Staff Report WZC 21-03, its findings of fact,
and the Statement of Conditions as set forth on the attached Exhibit A, incorporated herein by
reference; and
WHEREAS, it will be in the best interests of the City of Whitefish, and its inhabitants, to
approve the proposed rezone; and
WHEREAS, the proposed rezone meets zoning procedure and the criteria and guidelines
for the proposed rezone required by MCA §§ 76-2-303 through 76-2-305 and WCC § 11-7-12.
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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:
Findings of Fact.

Staff Report WZC 21-03, dated October 14, 2021, is hereby adopted as

Section 3:

The real property located at 2015 East Lakeshore Drive and legally described

as:
A TRACT OF LAND SITUATED IN THE NE 1/4 OF SECTION 23, T 31 N,
R 22 W,
P.M.,M,
FLATHEAD
COUNTY,
MONTANA,
MORE
PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
THAT PORTION OF TRACT 1 OF CERTIFICATE OF SURVEY NO. 9861
LYING EAST OF THE EAST RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF BIG MOUNTAIN
ROAD (60.00 FEET WIDE), CONTAINING 3.966 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.
is hereby rezoned WR-2/WB-1-SC (Two-Family Residential District/Limited Business District
with a Statement of Conditions) subject to the Statement of Conditions attached hereto as
Exhibit A.
Section 4: The official Zoning Map of the City of Whitefish, Montana, shall be amended,
altered and changed to provide that the rezone and zoning map amendment of the real property
identified on the map attached hereto as Exhibit B and incorporated herein by reference, shall be
designated WR-2/WB-1-SC (Two-Family Residential District/Limited Business District with a
Statement of Conditions). The Zoning Administrator is instructed to change the City's official
Zoning Map to conform to the terms of this Ordinance.
Section 5: 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 6: This Ordinance shall take effect thirty (30) days after its adoption by the City
Council of the City of Whitefish, Montana, and signing by the Mayor thereof.
PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
WHITEFISH, MONTANA, ON THIS ________ DAY OF _______________ 2022.

John M. Muhlfeld, Mayor
ATTEST:

Michelle Howke, City Clerk
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EXHIBIT A
STATEMENT OF CONDITIONS
The subject parcel shall be subject to the development requirements of the WR-2 Zone for yard
setbacks, height limitations, minimum lot width, and minimum lot size, with the exception of the
following:
Minimum Yard Spaces:
Front: 20-feet
Side:
Residential uses: 10-feet; non-residential uses: 10-feet greenbelt when abutting
a residential district or public right of way, otherwise, none
Rear:
Residential uses: 20-feet, non-residential uses: 20-feet greenbelt when abutting
a residential district, or public right of way, otherwise none
Permitted Lot Coverage: 60%
The subject parcels shall be limited to the allowed uses in the WR-2 zone, and in addition may be
developed only for the following principal uses of the WB-1 zone:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

g.
h.
i.
j.
k.

All uses allowed within the WPUD overlay (Mountain Gateway PUD).
Daycare (registered home; 5 to 12 individuals).
Financial institutions and professional services (less than 4,000 square feet).
Private and commercial recreation facilities.
Professional offices.
Public utility buildings and facilities when necessary for serving the surrounding
territory, excluding repair or storage facilities. A minimum of five feet (5')
landscaped area shall surround such a building or structure.
Publicly owned or operated buildings, uses or recreational facilities, including
parks and playgrounds.
Residential – Multi-family dwellings, one to four (4) dwelling units above ground
floor commercial (see special provisions in § 11-3-43).
Restaurants, excluding drive-ins.
Retail sales and service (less than 4,000 square feet enclosed gross floor area per
lot of record; no outside storage or display).
Vendors (see special provisions in § 11-3-23).

The subject parcel shall be limited to the allowed conditional uses of the WR-2 zone, and in
addition may apply for the following conditional uses allowed in the WB-1 zone:
a.
b.
c.
d.

Bars/lounges.
Daycare centers (more than 12 individuals).
Microbreweries and microdistilleries (located on a parcel with frontage along an
arterial).
Schools (K - 12).

The site shall be subject to City of Whitefish Landscape requirements for WB-1 zoned property
and subject to review during design.
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EXISTING
ZONING
MAP SITE
MOUNTAIN
GATEWAY
EXISTING
Zoning and Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan

Wisconsin Corridor Plan 4-16-18

Big Mountain Road
Intersection

Description: Intersection of Big Mountain
Road and East Lake Shore Drive. Parcels are
under single ownership and span both sides of
Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive.
Existing use is single-family residential.
Existing zoning north of road is WR-2 (13.5
acres), WR-3 (8.31 acres), and County R-4 zone
(9.19 acres.) South of road is County R-1 zone,
Suburban Residential (11 acres).

R-4
(County)

Figure 4.16 Subject Area

SAG -10
(County)

Features/Amenities: Lakeshore frontage with
steep slopes & moderately forested. Big
Mountain Rd. provides the only general access
to Whitefish Mountain Resort.
Infrastructure: Utilities and infrastructure are
close to property. Water and sanitary sewer
are in East Lakeshore Drive.

Figure 4.17 : Preserving the tree canopy will be important

Dev. Considerations for all development:
Conservation design and stormwater
treatment to protect water quality.
Best practices for lakeshore development such
as lakeshore setbacks for sensitive areas.
Coordinate with MDT on intersection
improvements and transit stops.
Set-backs on East Lake Shore should provide
for future street widening.
Design pedestrian crossings at grade or
underground to connect parcels.
Negotiate land for fire station/transit drop-off.

WR-2

Figure 4.18: Multi-family on the interior of the site clustered
around open space to preserve existing tree canopy can
engender suburban character.

12DU/AC

WLR

Maintain vegetation to screen from road and
provide buffers to minimize impact on
adjacent land owners.

R-4

12DU/AC

Suburban residential for lakeshore parcels.
Underlying zoning for properties north of East
Lake Shore Dr. allow for multi-family but
should be designed to reflect surrounding lowdensity suburban character.
Transition from higher density in center to
lower density on perimeter.
4-18

WISCONSIN
AVENUESURROUNDING
CORRIDOR PLANSUBJECT PROPERTIES
EXISTING
ZONING

WR-3

WER

14DU/AC

SUBJECT
PROPERTY
(3.96 ACRES)

BIG MOUNTAIN ROAD

Properties must annex to city to connect to
water and sewer.

WR-2

WSR
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WRR1/WPUD

12DU/AC

HOUSTON DRIVE
VICINITY
VICINITYMAP
MAP

IRON
HORSE
GOLF
COURSE

EAST LAKESHORE DRIVE

Maxar, Microsoft

PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT
418 E 2nd Street, PO Box 158, Whitefish, MT 59937
(406) 863-2410 Fax (406) 863-2409
January 11, 2022

Mayor and City Council
City of Whitefish
PO Box 158
Whitefish MT 59937
RE: Mountain Gateway Conditional Zone Change, 2015 E Lakeshore Drive (WZC 2103)
Honorable Mayor and Council:
Summary of Requested Action: Arim Mountain Gateway is requesting a conditional
zoning map amendment at 2015 E Lakeshore Drive, as a component of the Mountain
Gateway Planned Unit Development at the intersection of Big Mountain Road and E
Lakeshore Drive. The Whitefish Growth Policy, as amended by the 2018 Wisconsin
Avenue Corridor Plan, designates this property as the Big Mountain Key Development
Area. This request is accompanied by a Residential Planned Unit Development (WPUD
21-03) overlay to develop 318 residential units (270 rental apartments, 36 townhouses
and 12 condos).
Planning & Building Department Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of
the Conditional Zone Change application, as proposed by the applicant.
Public Hearing: The public hearing began on October 21, 2021 then, due to the
number of comments and lateness of the meeting, it was continued until the November
Planning Board meeting.
A joint public hearing was held for the Zoning Map
Amendment request and PUD request. The two public hearings were held in a hybrid
format due to the volume of those wanting to attend and those preferring to not attend
‘in person’ due to the pandemic.
The applicant and his representatives spoke at both public hearings. Seventy-one
members of the public spoke at the two public hearings (50 in October; 21 in
November). Generally, public comment is not in support of the project, but a few
members of the public indicated support. All public comment and the October and
November Planning Board minutes for this item are attached as part of this packet.
Planning Board Action: At the November 18, 2021 Whitefish Planning Board, Board
considered the request and following the hearing, a motion to deny the project passed
(3-1, Qunell voting in opposition, Freudenberger, Scott, Gardner were absent).
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In making their decision, the Planning Board found the following:
Finding 1: The proposed zone change from WR-2 to WR-2/WB-1-SC does not
conform to the 2007 Growth Policy. generally conforms to the current Big Mountain
Key Development area designation in the adopted Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan
adopted in 2018 as an amendment to the Growth Policy because is proposing
convenience commercial compatible with the neighborhood to create a degree of
self-containment and could eliminate or shorten vehicle trips by a Statement of
Conditions, and the uses generally are similar to what is allowed in the WR-2 and
WB-1 zoning districts.
Finding 2:
The zone change will not increase traffic congestion but the
development of the project will increase traffic on the streets which are being
mitigated through the installation of a modern roundabout at the intersection of East
Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road, the installation of a paved trail on the west
side of Big Mountain Road that connects to the Wisconsin Avenue bike path, the
installation of SNOW bus stops and its proximity to the Wisconsin Avenue bike path.
Finding 3: Zoning and other city standards will not secure safety from fire, panic
and disaster at the time of development because the property is served by the
Whitefish Police and Fire Departments and development of the project will meet Fire
Department Standards.
Finding 4: Zoning and other city standards do not promote health safety and
general welfare at the time of development because the property is served by public
services and facilities and will be required to meet the building code at the time of
building construction.
Finding 5: The proposed zoning and subsequent development will provide
adequate light and air because all city standards, including building and fire code
requirements will be met at the time of development.
Finding 6: The new zoning will not prevent the overcrowding of land and
concentration of people because the zoning district has required setbacks maximum
densities, open space standards and lot coverage requirements.
Finding 7: The requested zone change by itself does not have the potential to
change the provision of public services and facilities but at the time of development
analysis of the water and sewer will occur as part of the standard engineering plan
review including a capacity analysis of the Viking sewer lift station.
Finding 8: The new zoning does not give reasonable consideration to the character
of the district because the proposal complies with the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor
Plan, the development of the project will be required to comply with City zoning
standards and obtain Architectural Review prior to construction.
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Finding 9: The requested zone does not gives reasonable consideration to the
peculiar suitability of the property for particular uses because it was identified in the
Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan as a suitable location for convenience commercial.
Finding 10: The proposed zoning should not negatively impact the value of any
buildings within the neighborhood and should improve them as the site is
redeveloped.
Finding 11: The zoning does not encourages the most appropriate use of the land
because it is compatible with the 2018 Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan and will
serve the future and existing neighborhoods.
Finding 12: Considerable development and redevelopment has occurred along
East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road along with the retention of existing
homes in established neighborhoods. These trends must be weighed equally with
the zoning change request.
Proposed Motion:
•

I move to deny WZC 21-03 and adopt the recommended Findings of Fact, as
recommended by the Whitefish Planning Board from their meeting on November 18,
2021.

Staff continues to recommend approval and offers the following proposed motion for
approval:
•

I move to approve WZC 21-03 and the Findings of Fact in the staff report, as
recommended by the Whitefish Planning Staff in the staff report dated October 14,
2021.

City Council Vote: On November 24, 2021, the Planning Director certified a zoning
protest submitted to our office, pursuant to §§ 76-2-305(3), MCA and 11-7-12, WCC.
Because the City received signatures from more than 25% of adjacent landowners
within 150-feet of the subject property, “an amendment may not become effective
except upon a favorable vote of two-thirds of the present and voting members of the city
council.” (§76-2-305(2), MCA) The petition information is included in this packet.
This item has been placed on the agenda for your regularly scheduled meeting on
January 18, 2022. Should Council have questions or need further information on this
matter, please contact the Planning Board or the Planning & Building Department.
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Respectfully,
/s/ Wendy Compton-Ring
Wendy Compton-Ring, AICP
Senior Planner
Att:

Minutes, Planning Board Meetings, 10-21-21 & 11-18-21
Exhibits from 11-18-21 Staff Packet
1. Staff Report – WZC 21-03, 10-14-21
a. Memo to Planning Board, 11-10-21
2. Map of Adjacent Landowners, Flathead County GIS, 9-20-21
3. Adjacent Landowner Notice, 9-29-21
4. Advisory Agency Notice, 10-1-21
a. Legal Notice for November Meeting Sent to Advisory Agencies, 10-29-21
5. Public Comments
6. Zoning Protests
The following was submitted by the applicant:
7. Application for Zone Change Application, 9-7-21

c: w/att

Michelle Howke, City Clerk

c: w/o att

Glacier Ranch Holding LLC 620 Shelby St Bristol, TN 37620
Arim Mountain Gateway James Barnett 431 1st Ave W Kalispell, MT 59901
WGM Group Mike Brodie 431 1st Ave W Kalispell, MT 59901
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MOTION / BOARD
DISCUSSION

Chair Sweeney asked to clarify whether it is required by the State
that we need to zone for recreational marijuana sales by State law.
Director Taylor deferred to City Attorney Angela Jacobs, and she
responded as she understands it, we must allow the use, but it is up
to us on where we zone for it.
Beckham made a motion, seconded by Gardner, to adopt the
findings of fact within staff report WZTA 21-02, as proposed by City
Staff.
Discussion: Beckham spoke on her motion saying although she
doesn't think the use necessarily fits in the WB-2 zone by definition,
she is wary about zoning small businesses out by only allowing
marijuana-related businesses in a small downtown area with
extremely high rents.

VOTE

The motion passed unanimously. The matter is scheduled to go
before the Council on November 1, 2021.

JOINT PUBLIC
HEARING (ITEMS 2 & 3):
ARIM MOUNTAIN
GATEWAY, LLC PLANNED
UNIT DEVELOPMENT
REQUEST
&
ARIM MOUNTAIN
GATEWAY, LLC
CONDITIONAL ZONE
CHANGE REQUEST

A request by Arim Mountain Gateway, LLC for a Planned Unit
Development in order to develop a mixed residential/commercial
project with 318 residential units (270 apartments, 24 townhouses
and 24 condominiums) north of the intersection of E. Lakeshore
Drive and Big Mountain Road. The lots are zoned WR-2 (Two-Family
Residential District), WR-3 (Low Density Multi-Family Residential
District and Flathead County R-4 (Two-Family Residential). The
three County lots will be annexed into the City Limits at the time of
approval. The properties, located north of the intersection of
E Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road, can be legally described
as Tracts 1HA, 1H, 1CD, 1C, 1CB, 1, 5C, 5 in S23-T31N-R22W,
P.M.,M., Flathead County.

6:39 pm

STAFF REPORT
WPUD 21-03 &
WZC 21-03
(Compton-Ring)

A request by Arim Mountain Gateway, LLC for a Conditional Zone
Change to apply Neighborhood Commercial to the northeast corner
of the intersection of E. Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road.
The lot is zoned WR-2 (Two-Family Residential District) and can be
legally described as Tract 1CD in S23-T31N-R22W, P.M.,M.,
Flathead County.
Senior Planner Compton-Ring reviewed her staff reports and
findings for WPUD 21-03 and WZC 21-03. As of the writing of the
staff reports, 370 public comments had been received, and at least
40 have been received since then.
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Staff recommended adoption of the findings of fact and
17 conditions of approval within staff report WPUD 21-03 and for
the recommendation of approval of the planned unit development
for the Arim Mountain Gateway project to the Whitefish City
Council, as submitted by the applicant.
Staff recommended adoption of the findings of fact within staff
report WZC 21-03 and for the recommendation of approval of the
conditional zone change to the Whitefish City Council.
BOARD QUESTIONS
OF STAFF

Gardner asked for clarification on Policy 6.9 from the Wisconsin
Avenue Corridor Plan. Director Taylor said that the intent was to
have most of the commercial on the south end of Wisconsin, but
Big Mtn road was identified as a key node for a small convenience
commercial area near the residential development.

APPLICANT / AGENCIES

One of the applicants, James Barnett, spoke towards both
applications (WPUD 21-03 and WZC 21-03). First, he clarified that
he wasn't a part of the Quarry project. He acknowledged the
housing crisis and the need for affordable, local housing, and
emphasized this project won't include short-term rentals. He said
they did their best to base their design around the Wisconsin
Avenue Corridor Plan and this project was designed with the local
workforce in mind.
Representative for the project, Mike Brodie, Engineer with WGM
Group, summarized the public process, which included two public
hearings and hundreds of public comments and summarized what
they heard. The top concerns were that it was too dense, this isn't
the right location for this type of project, there are traffic and safety
concerns, and the project is not consistent with the Growth Policy.
He emphasized the proposed community benefits: land designated
for fire station, new roundabout, transit benefits, tree retention,
affordable housing, and adding the neighborhood commercial
designation to allow for small convenience commercial
opportunities to decrease vehicular miles travelled.
Another representative for the project, Mark Bancale, Traffic
Engineer with WGM Group, spoke toward the contents of the
Traffic Impact Study (TIS) and proposed mitigation opportunities.
Intersections considered in the analysis were Houston Dr/
E Lakeshore Dr, E Lakeshore Dr/Big Mountain Rd, Edgewood
Pl/Wisconsin Ave, and all intersections of access points to the
project with public roads. Other impacts such as the ongoing
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900 Wisconsin project were included in the analysis as well. The TIS
used peak traffic volumes and compared traffic in a no-build
scenario to the impacts of the proposed project.
Chair Sweeney asked Mr. Bancale to speak further on the
roundabout design and he responded by emphasizing how it would
be designed for trucks and larger vehicles to safely maneuver.
Gardner asked him about 2025 traffic projections and if the Quarry
was included in that trip generation. Mr. Bancale said the Quarry
and all other development projects they know about were included.
Gardner also asked about the addition of turn lanes on Wisconsin
Avenue in the 2009 Corridor Plan to which Mr. Bancale responded
there are no plans to add an extra lane at this time.
PUBLIC COMMENT

8:03 pm

Chair Sweeney opened the public hearing.
In-person comments were as follows:
• Turner Askew (3 Ridgecrest Ct) spoke against the proposal
stating traffic concerns, specifically around E Lakeshore Dr.
• David Martin (816 Texas Ave) spoke against the proposal
stating concerns about infill north of the viaduct and the impact on
Wisconsin Ave.
• Bob Ambrose (102 Hidden Hills Ln) spoke against the
proposal stating safety concerns about forest fires and evacuation
issues from Big Mountain Road and the surrounding area, as well as
concerns about traffic on Wisconsin Avenue.
• Whitney Geiger (2081 Houston Dr) represented Flathead
Families for Responsible Growth and spoke against the proposal for
reasons of non-conformity with the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan
and the Growth Policy, traffic concerns, a lack of conformity with
surrounding neighborhood character, safety concerns for
evacuation purposes, and a lack of capacity with respect to
infrastructure.
• Connie Johnson (2798 Resthaven Rd) spoke against the
proposal stating reasons of irresponsible growth management,
degrading the current quality of life, and setting precedent for
similar projects in the future.
• Phyllis Johannes (495 Blanchard Lake Rd) spoke against the
proposal stating the City should be conducting their own
transportation study and hold Whitefish developers to a higher
standard. She also stated that she disagreed with the staff proposal
to allow the development to allow four stories and she sees issues
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with non-motorized transportation safety surrounding the
development.
• Daphne Hall (2312 Houston Circle) spoke against the
proposal stating she doesn't want to see density because it's so
close to her home and she's worried about safety crossing the road.
• Steve Kelly (2312 Houston Circle) spoke against the proposal
stating the proposal will decrease his family's quality of life and all
north of the viaduct. He doesn't believe the City's plans align with
the proposal.
• Kim Wilson, Attorney based in Helena representing Flathead
Families for Responsible Growth, spoke against the proposal stating
reasons of noncompliance with the Growth Policy, Wisconsin
Avenue Corridor Plan and other basic requirements concerning
public health and safety. He also claimed the development will
compound transportation issues and pointed out that MDT has not
approved a roundabout at this time. Additionally, Mr. Wilson
pointed out what he believed to be inconsistencies in the staff
report with State law and concerns the applicant's claims will not
fully come to fruition.
• David Donohue, Hydrosolutions, 303 Clarke Street, Helena,
representing Flathead Families for Responsible Growth stated legal
water availability was not demonstrated in the application or staff
report and water rights were not provided. Regarding stormwater
management systems, he stated the analysis was not complete and
does not prove the retention pond could handle all on-site
stormwater. Mr. Donohue stated there is a general lack of
information on stormwater management and the effects on
Whitefish Lake, and specifically Monk's Bay. He said more
information needs to be provided by the applicant.
• Jessica Owen (451 Woodland Pl) spoke about the need for
affordable housing and keeping local workers housed. She stated
we need more creative options to work with developers to reward
those who provide affordable housing units.
• Jeffrey Allen (150 Lookout Lane) spoke against the project
due to traffic concerns, a lack of information on environmental
mitigation, and traffic safety.
• Brad Bulkley (2124 Houston Dr) spoke against the project
referencing an article in the Boston General discussing fire
evacuation and stated the developers have not done sufficient
analysis on emergency evacuation in the area and the mitigation of
public safety concerns.
• Valerie Bauch (2190 Houston Dr) spoke against the project
and emphasized bike and pedestrian safety issues.
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• Roxanne Gallagher (234 Hidden Hills Ln) spoke against the
project saying there is inconsistency of both the existing and the
proposed zoning with the surrounding area. She also said this
location has never been identified for high-density residential
projects in City plans and the proposal is inconsistent with
surrounding suburban neighborhood character. She acknowledged
the significance of the project and said it is dangerous to set
precedent in this way.
• John Collins (3080 E Lakeshore Dr) spoke against the project
saying the staff report was deficient on topics such as conformity
with the Growth Policy, preservation of the character of
surrounding areas, tree preservation and the preservation of green
space.
• Ben Johnson (813 Trail View Way) spoke in support of the
proposal discussing the necessity of affordable housing units and
compliance with the Growth Policy and current Housing Needs
Assessment.
• Nathan Dugan (937 Kalispell Ave) spoke in support of the
proposals, discussing the need for more affordable housing in
Whitefish. He acknowledged the site will be developed either way,
but we need more affordable housing units for the local workforce.
He also encouraged the developer to give first priority to locals to
purchase if possible.
• Mallory Phillips (937 Kalispell Ave) spoke in support of the
proposals stating grief watching longtime locals be priced out of
Whitefish and the desire to keep economic diversity in the
community and provide affordable housing in whatever way
possible.
• David Hughes (no address) spoke in support of the proposal
discussing similarities with other small mountain towns and data
surrounding housing prices and mortgage/home ownership trends.
He said workforce housing in town impacts the community in a
positive way, specifically referencing the impact on traffic. He said
we need to keep our workforce in Whitefish and encouraged staff
to reach out to other similar communities in resort/mountain
towns.
• Emily Quinn (311 W 8th St) discussed concerns about
phasing of the construction and impacts on nearby residents
throughout the construction process. She asked the Board and
applicant to consider the details of each phase and stated concerns
about the impacts on traffic, safety, and the community as a whole.
While generally against density at this location, if it is inevitable, she
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recommended the construction portion of the project be carefully
considered.
• Brian Quinn (311 W 8th St) discussed what the density at
that location would look like in terms of people/acre and said while
you can't build yourself out of traffic, you also can't build yourself
out of the housing crisis. He said we don't need more units, and we
have a number of empty homes here.
• Allen Tays (1226 E 2nd St) spoke against the proposal saying
the infrastructure can't support it and he doesn't see the need for a
roundabout.
• Mike Talbot (2125 Houston Dr) spoke against the proposal
stating when they were annexed they were told their
neighborhoods would be protected and he'd like to see the zoning
become consistent with the surrounding neighborhoods. He also
stated concerns about snowplows getting through the roundabout,
the impacts on Wisconsin Ave traffic, and the need to revisit the 3%
growth used in the TIS.
• Kristin Riter (620 Nature Trail) spoke against the project
saying the developer needs to consider crossings on Big Mountain
Road and that parks and community spaces for families need to be
incorporated. She said while we need this type of development, the
location for this type of development will not work due to traffic
volumes and we need to consider other areas of town due to the
location of services, schools, parks, emergency services etc. She
also mentioned the need for analysis on emergency response.
• Nick Polumbus (303 Stumptown Loop) representing
Whitefish Mountain Resort spoke against the proposal as is, stating
traffic concerns and the need for further analysis on the traffic
impacts on Big Mountain Rd. He also mentioned the SNOW bus
may not have the capacity to act as a viable commuter
transportation option due to its capacity by the time the route gets
to the bottom of Big Mountain Rd.
• Will Hagin (284 Flathead Ave) representing Glacier
Restaurant Group spoke against the proposal stating the project is
an example of poor growth because it is not properly located, will
negatively impact traffic on Wisconsin Ave, does not match the
character of surrounding neighborhoods, and sets bad precedent
for future similar development proposals. He also stated concerns
with the amount of information available regarding the
effectiveness of a roundabout at that location.
• Wendy Dahl (158 E Blanchard Lake Rd) spoke against the
proposal stating concerns about the capacity of schools and
community medical facilities with increased housing units and the

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 1244 of 1405

availability of water. She also mentioned affordable housing isn't
necessarily affordable for most Whitefish residents and she is
against roundabouts.
• Gary Stephens (1470 Barkley Ln) spoke against the project
saying affordable housing should be separated from higher priced
housing. He said there isn't a need for four-story development or
additional commercial in that area and other high-density
developments are already occurring along Wisconsin that will
compound the impacts on traffic. He stated we need to update
Wisconsin infrastructure prior to considering more development in
the corridor and also consider the impact to our water/sewer
system and water treatment plant.
• Jude Ferrara (604 Pine Pl) spoke against the proposal stating
concerns
about
wildlife
habitat
deprivation,
over
development/availability of water, and a decrease of quality of life
in Whitefish.
• Rhonda Fitzgerald (412 Lupfer Ave) spoke against the
proposal stating there's nothing holding the developer to the
number of affordable units they are claiming and stated there is no
public benefit to the project because the small number of
affordable units, SNOW bus stops, roundabout, and land for the fire
station don't outweigh the negatives since the units are not for our
workforce.
• Lauren Walker (155 Fonner Rd) spoke against the proposal
with concerns about over-development and said we need to be
more intentional with our development and find more creative
ways to preserve the community's character and natural resources.
She also said she didn't think this was the appropriate location for
this type of development.
• Cari Arnot (1470 Barkley Ln) spoke against the proposal
stating concerns about precedent for similar developments in the
area and says the project is premature.
• Dave Harriman (2264 Houston Point Dr) spoke against the
project because of the location near his home and inconsistent
character compared to the surrounding areas. However, he said
he's in support of the roundabout.
• John Bergeman (1040 Birch Point Dr) spoke against the
project saying that growth isn't inevitable, and we have the capacity
to control it. He also said affordable housing needs to be dealt with
by expanding the housing authority and making development pay
its own way rather than being funded by citizens.
• Kelly Wiczorek (27 Mill Ave) spoke against the proposal
saying she agrees with John Bergeman (previous comment) that we
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need to slow down with development but also added that we need
to protect our dark skies. She also mentioned the need for
affordable housing.
• Kathy Chauner (735 Northwoods Dr) spoke against the
proposal stating concerns about roadway safety, the impacts of
increased traffic, and emergency evacuation preparedness. She
said she's for the development, but not in this location near her
neighborhood.
• Matt Geiger (2081 Houston Dr) stated concerns about light
pollution associated with the proposal.
• Carol Atkinson (404 Dakota Ave) spoke against the proposal
agreeing with many previous comments and stated overall
concerns about the state of Whitefish.
At 10:10 pm, Chair Sweeney announced that the meeting will be
adjourned at 11:00 pm and the joint hearing will restart at the next
scheduled meeting. At that time, any remaining comments will be
taken first prior to Board discussion and any rebuttals.
Webex/telephone comments were as follows:
• Jim Stroud (108 Ridge Top Dr) spoke against the proposal
referencing the number of people that have spoken against the
project and agreeing with previous statements supporting denial of
the proposal. He also said the benefits do not justify the impact of
the development and he has concerns about the overall
environmental impact.
• Justin Holley (2448 Big Mountain Rd) spoke against the
proposal and asked the Planning Board to consider existing wildlife
habitat, additional impervious area that the project would create,
accountability for loss of trees and green space, traffic impacts, and
not only consider the affordable housing benefit in their decision.
He also noted commerce does need to be decentralized somewhat
from downtown.
• Ahmed Al Kaisy, a traffic engineer from Bozeman who is
representing Flathead Families for Responsible Growth spoke
against the findings of the TIS saying there were issues with how
WGM Group conducted their study and referenced a memo on the
TIS he submitted to the Planning Board.
• Mike Jenson (919 Dakota Ave) spoke against the proposal
citing traffic safety concerns on Wisconsin Avenue and
preparedness for emergency fire evacuation. He also asked if the
Board doesn't vote no they delay the decision.
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• Tessa Pitman and her daughter Lucia (505 Dakota Ave)
spoke against the proposal due to traffic safety concerns and safety
issues for children and families crossing Wisconsin Ave.
• Adam Wesley (211 N. Beargrass Cir) spoke against the
proposal agreeing with previous comments saying growth isn't
inevitable, adding it needs to be halted because housing is a
demand problem rather than a supply problem so we shouldn't be
adding affordable housing. He also added he is against high-density
rental communities in general being developed in Whitefish.
• Pam Sbar (511 Dakota Ave) spoke against the proposal
saying it doesn't meet the requirements of a PUD due to its location
and general mismatch of the surrounding neighborhood character.
She also stated development in the area is outpacing supporting
infrastructure and the current design of Wisconsin Ave won't
properly support this type of development. Finally, stating
examples on south Wisconsin, she shared concerns about the
impact of increasing traffic in the corridor.
• Lauren Stevens (Missoula – previous resident) spoke in
support of the proposal, discussing concerns about what else may
be able to happen by right in the future if we don't take advantage
of the benefits being offered by the developer and the need for
affordable housing for residents, despite the location. She also
encouraged the Board to consider the proposal based on the review
criteria rather than just the public comment.
• Allie McMann (no address provided) spoke in support of the
project and said she is trying to move back to Whitefish where she
grew up and can't find rental housing or afford to buy a home, so
she supports any opportunity for affordable housing.
• Jodi Korb (1914 Suncrest Dr) spoke against the proposal
stating it does not support the Growth Policy, character of the
surrounding neighborhood at that location, provide appropriate
emergency egress, or provide safe crossings for non-motorized
traffic.
• Kristi __(?) (Big Mountain Rd) spoke against the proposal
stating since she's owned her second home, there have been
increased safety concerns and safety issues on Big Mountain Road.
She said there is a mismatch of the zoning with the surrounding
neighborhood and the development would increase traffic issues
and create urban sprawl, which she does not support.
ADJOURNMENT

11:09 PM

At 11:05 pm, Beckham made a motion, seconded by Linville, to
adjourn the meeting and continue the joint hearing for WCUP 21-03
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and WZC 21-03 at the next scheduled meeting. The motion passed
unanimously.
Chair Sweeney added anyone who did not have a chance to
comment would have the first opportunity to speak during the
public comment period at the next scheduled meeting on
November 18th.
The meeting was adjourned at approximately 11:09 pm
.

/s/ Steve Qunell
Steve Qunell, Chair of the Board

/s/ Keni Hopkins
Keni Hopkins, Recording Secretary

APPROVED AS SUBMITTED / CORRECTED: 11-18-21
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CALL TO ORDER AND
ROLL CALL

Chair Qunell called the regular meeting of the Whitefish Planning
Board to order at 6:00 pm. Board members present were Whitney
Beckham, John Ellis, and Allison Linville. Scott Freudenberger, Chris
Gardner, and Toby Scott were absent. Planning Director David
Taylor, Senior Planner Wendy Compton-Ring, Long Range Planner
Tara Osendorf, and Planner I Jessica Nymark represented the
Whitefish Planning and Building Department. Director of Public
Works Craig Workman, Deputy City Attorney Renn Fairchild, and
Chief of Police Bridger Kelch also attended.
There were approximately 145 people attending in person and 92 on
Webex in addition to the board members and staff.

AGENDA CHANGES

None.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Ellis made a motion, seconded by Linville, to approve the
October 21, 2021 minutes without corrections. The motion passed
unanimously.

COMMUNICATIONS
FROM THE PUBLIC
(ITEMS NOT ON THE
AGENDA)

None.

OLD BUSINESS:

None.

JOINT PUBLIC
HEARING (ITEMS 1 & 2):
ARIM MOUNTAIN
GATEWAY, LLC PLANNED
UNIT DEVELOPMENT
REQUEST
&
ARIM MOUNTAIN
GATEWAY, LLC
CONDITIONAL ZONE
CHANGE REQUEST

These items were continued from the October 21, 2021, Planning
Board Meeting and the joint public comment period was left open.

6:02 pm
6:02 pm

6:02 pm
6:02 pm

6:05 pm

A request by Arim Mountain Gateway, LLC for a Planned Unit
Development in order to develop a mixed residential/commercial
project with 318 residential units (270 apartments, 24 townhouses
and 24 condominiums) north of the intersection of E. Lakeshore
Drive and Big Mountain Road. The lots are zoned WR-2 (Two-Family
Residential District), WR-3 (Low Density Multi-Family Residential
District and Flathead County R-4 (Two-Family Residential). The three
County lots will be annexed into the City Limits at the time of
approval. The properties, located north of the intersection of
E Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road, can be legally described
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as Tracts 1HA, 1H, 1CD, 1C, 1CB, 1, 5C, 5 in S23, T31N, R22W,
P.M.,M., Flathead County.
A request by Arim Mountain Gateway, LLC for a Conditional Zone
Change to apply Neighborhood Commercial to the northeast corner
of the intersection of E. Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road.
The lot is zoned WR-2 (Two-Family Residential District) and can be
legally described as Tract 1CD in S23, T31N, R22W, P.M.,M., Flathead
County.
PUBLIC COMMENT

Chair Qunell opened the public hearing and offered the four
members of the public who were waiting to comment at the
October 18, 2021 Planning Board meeting on Webex when the
meeting adjourned (Richard Hildner, Louise Baxter, Kacy ?, and Amy
Johannes) the first opportunity to comment. Kacy ? and Amy
Johannes were not in attendance in person or via Webex.
In-person and Webex comments were as follows:
• Richard Hildner (104 E 5th St) board member of Flathead
Families for Responsible Growth, spoke in opposition of the project
for reasons previously stated by others, in addition to his major
concern with wildfire issues. He has personal experience with
wildland fire and has spoken with local wildland fire managers who
agree it is not a question of if but when the Big Mountain will burn.
He does not agree with a development that would introduce 600 to
800 additional people into this wildland fire environment. He
reminded us that the 2018 Camp Fire in Paradise, CA, covered ten
acres in the first 14 minutes, and eventually burned 153,336 acres,
caused 86 deaths, and burned 18,000 structures.
• Louise Baxter (Webex) was not able to speak due to technical
difficulties but wrote a note that the Alpine 1 Homeowners'
Association (HOA) opposed the proposal.
• Patricia Ryan (1824 E Edgewood Dr) relayed a personal
experience of her fear when she had difficulty getting to medical
facilities because of traffic after having a reaction to being stung by a
hornet at her home. She felt very trapped.
• Mayre Flowers (Webex) (135 Main St, Kalispell) Citizens for a
Better Flathead submitted a packet of information to the board with
suggested alternative findings for its decision and added additional
comments in opposition.
• Dale Cockrell (2317 Houston Point Dr) president of the
Houston Point HOA and attorney for them, spoke in opposition to
the project due to the application failing to meet zoning regulation
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requirements regarding street congestion; securing the area for fire
protection; providing for public health, comfort, convenience, safety,
and general welfare; traffic; and not the most appropriate use of the
land. He also felt it failed to meet Article II, Section 3 of the
Montana Constitution regarding all citizens having the right to a
clean and healthful environment, along with sections of the
Whitefish Growth Policy regarding air and water quality, and the
dark skies ordinance. He agreed with other comments in opposition
made tonight and at the last meeting. He would like the parcels kept
as is with single-family homes.
• Jill Stroud (Webex) (108 Ridgetop Dr) said she is opposed to
the development and requested denial as it does not meet the
community's most pressing needs of affordable housing and safety.
Wisconsin is a two-lane road with no middle lane, and it is already
difficult to get out onto it.
• Carolyn Pitman (1 Tides Way) board member of Flathead
Families for Responsible Growth, read a list of successful projects
accomplished within the community with nonprofits, and said
affordable housing needs to be disconnected from a for-profit
project.
• Karl Gooding (Webex) (lives on Big Mountain) said he is one of
the 3,798 folks who signed the petition opposing this project and his
main objections are quality of life issues. This area has been subject
to massive development due to Covid-19 and traffic is a big issue.
The people have spoken and do not need this project.
• George Losleben (2798 Rest Haven Dr) requested denial as he
feels the existing zoning is appropriate and the developers have not
shown cause why it should be changed from low to high density.
The board has reviewed the application for compliance with
regulations, etc., but what needs to be determined is the reason for
changing the present zoning. 4,000 people are saying this is not our
will.
• Ted Morton (2670 Rest Haven Dr) retired here two years ago
after coming from Canada and Colorado and skiing here since the
mid-80s. The ski hills are still good near those communities but not
the communities themselves. There are traffic issues, and he feels
this is a big mistake. He requested the board listen and make a
decision good for future generations.
• Doug Reed (520 Somers Ave and owner of a vacant lot at
Houston Point) said this land will be developed somehow in some
way, but this is too dense and too fast, and the local community is
not behind it. He thinks an independent traffic study needs to be
performed and the board should take a diligent approach in denying
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it.
• Dave Grady (785 Northwoods Dr) has concerns with traffic
issues (access from side roads is a real problem), the infrastructure is
not there, and the Montana Department of Transportation (MDT)
has not weighed in on the improvements it needs to make. He
suggested the project be sent back to have the traffic assessed and
determine what can be done with the plan to create a safe
environment for getting to and from the mountain and their homes.
• Rick Nys (Webex) (13554 Rogers Rd, Lake Oswego, OR)
Principal Traffic Engineer, submitted a letter dated November 17
distributed to the board tonight. He thinks the applicant's Traffic
Impact Study (TIS) contains a number of errors and omissions based
on incorrect data and falls way short.
• Ed Docter (845 Wisconsin Ave) owner of the Tap House and
Tamarack Ski House, said it is hard to support this project and he
understands all the issues folks have, but he feels he has to support
it due to Whitefish's need for affordable housing. Businesses
including his are having so much trouble keeping employees, and
many have been lost due to lack of affordable housing.
• Nancy Schuber (110 Bay Point Dr) is opposed to the project as
the closest public access to Whitefish Lake from this proposed
project is Les Mason State Park which has 38 parking spots and is full
on nice days in the summer. There is limited parking around City
Beach, and she is concerned about how all these new residents will
get to the Lake. In winter the Snow Bus is 75% full by the time it gets
to the Ice Den where she gets on.
• Giuseppe Caltabiano (2075 Lion Mountain Loop Rd) asked the
board to consider the due process of law, based on its legal purpose
as the Whitefish Planning Board, as defined under §76-1-102, MCA.
If the PUD meets the criteria, it should be recommended for
approval to the City Council but if it might be lacking or if there is
lingering doubt, it should not be.
• Michelle Weinberg (116 Lupfer Ave), representing Flathead
Families for Responsible Growth, commented on changes made to
the application since the last meeting and noted the board has no
choice but to recommend denial tonight due to three reasons. First,
on page 1 of the original application, they asked for the ability to
develop a 270-unit apartment complex as a community residential
facility conditional use which was removed from page 1 of the
application; however, it is still requested on page 2 of the
application. She noted staff did not address this request in their
report, which speaks for itself. The developer is asking to develop
the large apartment complex of the western two-thirds of the entire
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property within the WR-2 zone where a fraction of the property is
zoned WR-3.
Pursuant to §11-9-2, WCC, in this case the
predominant uses within the PUD must be one- and two-family
homes under §11-2G-1, WCC. The developer is asking for a
residential PUD which allows limited flexibility; however, that does
not mean the predominate uses intended for the property can be
thrown out the window. Even with a PUD, the uses allowed in the
WR-2 zone must predominate on the property which prevents the
approval of the large multi-family apartment complex which would
be unlawful because the apartment complex is not allowed in the
WR-2 zone.
Second, the developer's request for commercial zoning is
inappropriate since the City's PUD regulations prohibit commercial
development in primarily residential neighborhoods. While the
developer is attempting to get around this clear impediment with a
separate but inextricably linked zoning map amendment, approving
this amendment would undermine the City's PUD regulations and
again would be unlawful.
Third, the "by right" argument. Both the developer and staff
argue that 374 units could be built by right on this property which is
not that simple. 1) This calculation is based on the flawed
assumption that the County zoned property will automatically be
annexed in as WR-2; however, the City does not have the authority
to annex the County zoned property in as WR-2 because that would
be inconsistent with the Growth Policy and the Corridor Plan.
2) Given the zoning, the developer would be subject to major
subdivision review if a 374-unit residential development were
proposed on this property requiring very extensive review under
state law and City regulations including a full environmental
assessment and address constraints identified in this process
including constraints related to traffic, steep slopes, and fire danger.
Based on more detailed review it is unlikely that a full buildout to
maximum supposedly allowed capacity would occur here. For least
these reasons the applications should not be recommended for
approval by this board.
• Jennifer Betts (2328 E. Lakeshore Dr) moved here five years
ago, and her property is directly across from the proposed
development. She urged denial of the application. And noted how
the project did not meet the review criteria in Section 76-2-304,
MCA, the City’s Growth Policy and noted an identified issue on page
50 of the Growth Policy: "Current zoning is often inconsistent with
the existing character and densities of residential neighborhoods.
When the zoning district(s) applied to a neighborhood allows higher
densities and different residential types than those that exist in the
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neighborhood, the most likely result is that new development and
redevelopment will not reflect the character and qualities of the
host neighborhood." In the next paragraph it states, "Whitefish has
some areas where the zoning does not match the neighborhood."
She noted the lack of information on the impact of the development
to the schools. According to the Whitefish School Districts
September 2021 meeting minutes, the high school has 579 students,
middle 628, and Muldown 665 students and the District is
developing a long-range facility plan, but it has not been finalized
yet, using a 2% growth factor. We all know our schools are almost at
capacity right now, yet this application does not mention anything
about schools. That is required by §76-2-304(b), MCA.
• Paul Coats (1484 E. Edgewood Dr) is a long-time resident of
Whitefish and would like a balance between the wild and the
development that is happening. He commended the planning
board, City Council, and citizens for working on that balance that we
cherish and would like this project rejected.
• Judy Hessellund (786 W 7th St) was one of the nine people to
write the Growth Policy and a lot of work and thought went into it.
If we need a new one, she is willing to help out.
• Kent Taylor (1735 E. Lakeshore Dr) owns the Hidden Moose
Lodge with his wife and requested denial of this project. We need
workforce housing and a development like this, but maybe not in
this location. The traffic issues and infrastructure problems need to
be solved before this development can be addressed. He served on
the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan when this came up.
Chair Qunell turned the public hearing over to the applicant for five
minutes of rebuttal.
• James Barnett (431 1st Ave W, Kalispell) with the Mountain
Gateway project said the process is confusing for a PUD application.
If a PUD is approved, there is still a lot of work to be done including
review by the Architectural Review Committee, obtaining building
permits, engineering design review, additional work with the Public
Works Department through Site Plan Review meetings regarding
sewer, water, and stormwater, and with the Planning staff to design
the project to ensure there are no surprises.
There may have been a mistake in the application regarding
how they titled something, but the intent was clear – multi-family
apartments. They have included 32 deed restricted units in the
application; he has heard a rumor recently they have removed those
but that is not true. He has also heard something about the existing

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 1254 of 1405

houses and the math of subtracting those from 32, but those are not
deed-restricted units. They may appear to be unexpensive as
rentals, but they are privately owned and have no deed restrictions
on them. Removal of homes will not happen overnight, and people
will be given plenty of time. Regardless of whether this development
is approved, that will probably happen at some point in the future.
He has been asked who will live there and what will their kids
do, and his answer is the same things people do now – enjoy
playgrounds and parks, dog parks, community trails, and swimming.
They envision maybe young people trying to start out and save
money for a down payment, people who do not want payments or
costs associated with home ownership, people going to school, or
those identified in the Growth Policy (teachers, firefighters, police
officers, sales and service workers that we depend on) being renters.
It is simply not true and offends him when it is stated or implied that
renters are somehow "lesser" than those that own.
The roundabout is not their idea; it was identified by the State
of Montana. They are not trying to get out of any obligations and
are willing to do their share and whatever the State or folks want to
make it a safe community, including a stoplight. They did their TIS to
intentionally show the maximum number of cars. He was previously
a fire manager and fought fires for the Forest Service for a long time
and understands those concerns. He does not want all the units to
be affordable housing, but rather include housing options across a
range of incomes, from affordable to middle to home ownership. He
supports private and public efforts for housing. We need much
more, and nonprofits building affordable housing is great, too. This
community stands out because of its great location. He feels they
have offered solutions and worked with the City to design this
project to meet all of the requirements and asks for support.
Chair Qunell turned the public hearing over to the public for five
minutes of rebuttal.
• Kim Wilson, lawyer with Morrison, Sherwood, Wilson & Deola
representing Flathead Families for Responsible Growth, said in terms
of the affordable housing issue, deed restrictions are necessary as
the only way to ensure long-term affordability. Regarding the
discussion about the roundabout and traffic issues, the MDT has not
signed off on that particular approach and as Mr. Nys' report they
submitted today and his testimony tonight made clear, there are
problems with the traffic study. That should be reason enough to
deny. The final point made by the applicant was essentially do not
worry, this is not the last step, there will be other steps beyond this,
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but in terms of global land use planning and this board's role, this is
the "go/no go" decision point, and based on that, they urge denial.
• Dale Cockrell said what we just heard from the developer was
basically they will go through other steps later on, so don't worry.
They have been continually changing the plan and should have
submitted the application and plan correctly initially with everything
firmly laid out. They should have submitted an environmental
impact statement or at a minimum an environmental assessment
when they submitted the plan, so this board and City Council could
see whether it meets the City's Ordinances, state statutes, and the
Montana Constitution.
• Kristen Riter (Webex) said this community will be crossing at
two sidewalks. They will go around a roundabout or stop sign and
stop to allow children to be walked across the street and people
carrying skis going to and from the Snow Bus. The roundabout will
be cancelled out by constant traffic stopping as people freely move
across because of the split of this community across the road.
There being no further comments, Chair Qunell closed the public
hearing and turned the matters over to the Planning Board for
consideration.
MOTION / BOARD
DISCUSSION

Ellis asked and Compton-Ring explained the zoning standards
comparison spreadsheet she prepared at Chair Qunell's request.
Beckham asked and Compton-Ring said Planning staff feels there is
adequate parking depending on what is built, and the applicant is
not asking for any parking deviations.
Beckham asked and Mr. Barnett said his idea of what someone who
works in a school or for the fire department can afford monthly is a
hard question to answer, but he thinks the calculation of the Area
Median Income (AMI) of 60% - 80% is what Housing Authority
Executive Director Lori Collins is looking for. Beckham asked if they
are hoping that people who already live in Whitefish will be able to
move into those, versus people from out of town investing and
coming in or renting them as homes they do not stay in the whole
time. Mr. Barnett said one of the commitments they have made is
to work with local workforce folks and have already started that in
another community they own to try to give rental preference to
those who work in Whitefish or are retired here, without being
discriminatory. He has talked to Ms. Collins and that is the type of
community they are trying to build. Market rents in Kalispell right
now $1,100 for one bedroom, $1,400 or $1,450 for two bedrooms,

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 1256 of 1405

and $1,600 or $1,650 for three bedrooms, and most of the newer
apartment communities are renting for that right now. They do not
know what these will rent for in three years when they are ready,
but they are trying to build to that level of quality in that market
rate.
Compton-Ring said the 80% AMI number for one person for this year
is $39,760 annual income and $56,800 for a family of four.
Ellis asked exactly what is being built as far as units and whether
they are going to retain the title to all the buildings or will any be
sold as condominiums or townhomes. Mr. Barnett said the
270 apartments on the west side are all owned by one entity. They
do their own property management and will manage those as longterm rentals. The 24 condos and 24 townhomes on the east side are
designated as owner occupied ("for sale" units). The proposed
affordable units are all on the west side in the rental community.
Ellis asked how many square feet of commercial space are proposed
and Mr. Barnett referred to his colleague who said 20,000 square
feet.
Linville said given Mr. Barnett's background in wildland fire
management she could see where a development in this area would
be challenging knowing that fire evacuation is a major concern. She
asked if he could address a scenario like was depicted by
Mr. Hildner. Mr. Barnett said it is a scary thing to think about,
especially if you have not been through it. He has done fire
management for a long time and traveled on incident management
teams and been involved in lots of evacuations, like in California
where you have tens of thousands of folks being evacuated. It is a
real concern here with one way in and one way out, and that is a
concern whether or not this development happens. From a fire
management standpoint, the best success in fire suppression is
response time and keeping fires small, which is why having a fire
station there would be a great thing for the City. Fire evacuation is
conducted by law enforcement and ours are very good at it. He
thinks adding a fire station and trying to work on defensible space is
the right direction, not just here but in other places.
Chair Qunell asked and Mr. Barnett said this project will be designed
with defensible space around it; it is good business for them to make
sure the residents and property are protected. Chair Qunell said
10% affordable housing is better than 0%, but why not 20%?
Mr. Barnett said it is basically a math problem for them and just has
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to pencil out. Affordable rental rates have not gone up much, but
construction costs have gone up significantly. If three years ago it
was hard to deliver 10%, it is much harder now. They will do as
much as they can and think the size of the project can carry it.
Chair Qunell said we have had a height of 40-feet go through the
public process as an acceptable tradeoff, but we have never had four
stories within 40-feet. He asked and Mr. Barnett said they could get
enough units if they only had three stories. While working with City
staff, though, they decided to ask for the additional 5-feet with four
stories to pull the footprint in to leave more open space. If they are
all three-story buildings, they can fit the units and absorb it without
it being a huge issue, but there will be slightly less open space.
Chair Qunell said on the site plan it looks like there are at least five
entrances onto Big Mountain Road. Director Workman said it will go
through MDT's system impact analysis and the developer would
need permits for the approaches. It is his understanding that MDT
has initially signed off on this proposal so he assumes those
approaches would be permanent. As we have discussed throughout
this process, applicants do not go through a detailed engineering
design phase prior to these approvals. There is another level of
approval that would have to occur from MDT but at this point they
have been satisfied. Chair Qunell asked and Director Workman said
this could change some in terms of required separation distances.
They may wind up being 10- of 15-feet one way or the other, but in
terms of quantity and general location he thinks we can be
comfortable this is what we would see.
Chair Qunell asked if the reason we do not see any ownership at an
affordable rate is the same reason that allows a development like
this to pencil (just the math). Mr. Barnett said it is really hard to pull
off affordable ownership with construction costs of a townhouse or
a condo right now. He is not opposed to exploring it, but it is not
included at this time; it is included in the rental side. As far as the
condos on the top Chair Qunell mentioned, it is a steep slope which
is why there are two different accesses, but can look at a redesign if
required by MDT or Public Works.
Chair Qunell said they are offering to give us the land for the fire
station, which is admirable, but there is no funding to build or staff
it. We have had other developers in town who have helped by
setting aside money each month to help fund affordable housing but
there is also a developer who does it for the Whitefish Lake Institute
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as a condition of approval. He asked what Mr. Barnett would think
about a condition of approval to set aside 1% of their monthly profits
towards the City building and staffing the proposed fire station.
Mr. Barnett said that idea has only come up in the comments, not
from the City or the fire district. The Wisconsin Avenue Plan
identified this as a location for a fire station, and they asked them to
dedicate the land and they did; they were not asked to do anything
else. He is open to discussion, but he also does not want to build a
fire station that nobody wants or cannot be staffed. It is one thing to
give money to an existing organization and another to give it to
something that does not yet exist. He would rather give units to the
Housing Authority as that is something they can do.
Beckham said there has been talk about building "by right," how
much could be built and how much more it might be, maybe through
major subdivision. She asked and Mr. Barnett said this is desirable
land in a desirable location and this is something he would like to see
there. He does not have a fall back plan or a plan for greater density
if the PUD is denied.
Linville asked and Compton-Ring said the total acreage for WR-2
zoning is everything but the four acres in the lower left-hand corner
which is WR-3. The numbers reflect the maximum it would not go
over, not necessarily what they would get. Compton-Ring pointed
out regarding annexation of the properties from the County into the
City, while it is true the land use designation is Suburban Residential,
the City cannot downzone a property. When one requests to be
annexed the City rezones to a similar City zoning designation. The
County zoning designation here is most like our WR-2, and that is
what we would zone it to.
Chair Qunell asked about the process and Compton-Ring said we
have an annexation document signed and ready at the time the
project is approved. We changed the PUD regulations recently to
allow one to apply for a PUD with property that is in the County and
at the time of approval at the City Council level, we will schedule the
annexation. Chair Qunell asked and Compton-Ring said County
zoning R-4 is like our WR-2, and if the developer wanted to annex
only those properties into the City, we would rezone them WR-2
because we cannot downzone properties.
Chair Qunell asked about how the PUD process works as there has
been a lot of talk of this being a zone change but his understanding
is that a PUD is not actually a zone change. Compton-Ring said that
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a PUD is a zone change. The WPUD overlay on this property will be
put over the top of the City zoning, so it is a zone change approved
by Ordinance by the Council. It is reviewed according to the
standards in the PUD chapter, and also standards in state law. Chair
Qunell asked and Compton-Ring said they could go denser than the
underlying zoning across the entire project with the PUD overlay;
those are the ranges of density. At the high end if you provide 10%
affordable housing, you go up to the higher density. The developer
is choosing not to go denser, and they are providing 10% affordable
housing even though they are not required to through the PUD.
Chair Qunell asked and Director Workman said we see preliminary
conceptual stormwater management information at this level, which
is shown on the site plan, but we will not get detailed engineering
plans until after PUD approval and they go through full engineering
submittal.
Chair Qunell asked and Compton-Ring said City-wide since
approximately 2007, all exterior lights are required to be dark sky
compliant which means lights can shine out and slightly down, but
not up.
Chair Qunell asked and Director Workman said regarding water and
sewer, it is the same as any other engineering development portion
of this project. They have gone through preliminary analysis for both
water and sanitary sewer for this project and it has been determined
we do have capacity. When we get the final engineering plans there
will be a full design report required and at that point there will be
additional detail provided and additional review.
Chair Qunell asked and Director Workman said the developer would
be required to build the roundabout and work with MDT regarding
how to build it. Chair Qunell asked how we ensure the roundabout
will be built in Phase 1 and Compton-Ring said that is addressed in
Condition No. 15(e). Director Workman said the roundabout would
be part of the system impact analysis that MDT would do. In order
to issue the permit, MDT would require the roundabout be built
prior to any vehicle trips being added to the roadway. That would go
through their analysis and detailed engineering plans would have to
be submitted and approved along with other requirements like
construction routing and phasing, detour plans, etc. Chair Qunell
asked and Director Workman said construction vehicles do not count
as additional vehicles in the system impact analysis. Construction
vehicles would come before the actual occupant vehicles, so you
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would not have them at the same time. Compton-Ring said the
developer will have to build the roundabout before submitting a
building permit.
Chair Qunell asked and Police Chief Kelch said our fire plan for a big
fire over there would be a unified command situation where fire,
police, and the County would all work together for evacuation.
Chair Qunell asked how many units are going up in the new
Landmark building and no one was sure. Director Workman said the
maximum number of Equivalent Residential Units (ERUs) in the
current Big Mountain Sewer District Agreement is 2,000. Right now,
he thinks they are at 750 or so, so based on the current agreement
there could be as many as another 1,200 units.
Chair Qunell asked about pedestrian crossings, not only as part of
the roundabout, but for the development. It seems like there could
be a better way to get people across the street, especially from one
side of the project to the other. There is no direct connection into
the commercial area based on this rendering. You have to walk
across the road up higher or walk around the southern edge and in
that way, which does not seem like very good pedestrian flow to him
especially with no sidewalks on the east side of the road.
Beckham asked and Compton-Ring said the process for The Lodge to
do the pedestrian overpass was that they came in for a PUD for
everything on the east side of Wisconsin Avenue, including the
Nature Trail Subdivision and Day Lodge. During that process the
developer suggested a crossing (which was a different design than
what ended up being built), which was approved by the Council at
that time. Beckham asked if an above-ground crossing could be a
potential condition for cyclists and pedestrians. Compton-Ring said
MDT would have to weigh in as we would be crossing their
right-of-way. She thinks we can work with the developer and
engineers to figure out the safest way to get across the road.

Break from 8:12 pm to 8:20 pm.
Beckham made a motion, seconded by Ellis, to deny adoption of the
findings of fact within staff report WPUD 21-03, as proposed by City
Staff.
Beckham said this is too much, too fast. Smaller developments have
popped up along the Wisconsin Corridor have given the community
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and board great pause because of the traffic and emergency
situations that might arise. It is in the future MDT will improve
Wisconsin and these things will happen, but we are not seeing them.
Every development that continues to go in, even though some are
scattered in different neighborhoods and different sides of
Wisconsin has an impact, especially during the height of the season.
People worked very hard to create the Growth Policy and the text of
it does not support this.
Ellis said like other big projects similar to this, a lot of it is out of our
control. Wisconsin Avenue and Highway 93 South (the main
entrance to our town) are out of our control. MDT controls and we
cannot be proactive in the City to make and carry out a plan. Right
now, it is impossible to turn out of the Old Town Residential
neighborhood unless you go to Columbia Avenue. The same thing is
going to happen on Reservoir Road and some of the other streets on
Wisconsin if it hasn't already. The two biggest problems in Whitefish
are the cost of housing and traffic, neither of which we seem to be
able to control. He does not think we should put a development of
this size at this location as we do not have the infrastructure on
Wisconsin Avenue to handle it. He is most concerned about the
20,000 square feet of commercial space and associated traffic. He
thinks this is a good project, but not where it is currently proposed
and suggested a better location would be where the old hospital
was. He thinks Finding 2 is incorrect as there are elk, deer, and
turkeys there, and this is a big block of buildings that would block
this corridor. He does not agree with Finding 4 as far as character
because of the commercial aspect. When you look at the whole part
of town past Hidden Meadow Lodge and The Lodge, it is all
single-family residential. As for Finding 7, the problem is cars, not
bike paths, sidewalks, and the bus going up to Big Mountain. He
does not like the idea of going to a height of 40-feet and agrees with
Chair Qunell that he would rather see it spread out a little.
Regarding Finding 10 dealing with the 2007 Growth Policy and
2018 Wisconsin Avenue Plan, he cannot agree that it demonstrates
substantial compliance.
Linville said one of things that is educational about being on the
board in a small community like Whitefish is being able to reflect on
projects that have been approved or denied over several years. She
was not on the board at the time, but at the last meeting folks
reflected on the development on E 2nd Street initially presented as
apartment complexes and was deemed not the right place, and now
is developed as something different. There were two ways in and
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out of that project and lots of ways to get access to that land and
ways to get out of town, down Edgewood, to/from the hospital, etc.,
and maybe that would have been a good spot. From a traffic
standpoint having this density with only one way in and one way out
puts extensive pressure on the intersections and roadways up to it.
From an evacuation standpoint she was moved by Mr. Hildner's
compelling argument, and we are incredibly lucky that hasn't already
happened. As a community we cannot continue to say we need this,
but not here, and the board struggles with the question of where.
The public process can be frustrating, and she acknowledged all the
incredible efforts and well-organized community group. The
proposed community benefit of donating land for a fire station
seems hollow to her. If you take out the term "fire station," it is
really just donation of a lot. She appreciates the affordable housing
but feels the evacuation and traffic issues are an excessive
detriment, and that is what is guiding her vote.
Chair Qunell said this is the third project we have seen in the last
three years where the developer is offering us affordable housing
and immediately people come out and say you can't do it here. We
saw that with the Highway 93 South development where we were
going to get 30% and homes, and the community said not here. The
Council voted it down and we got nothing. We saw it over by the
school where we were going to get several affordable units and
instead the developer built townhomes starting at $780,000 just as
big and massive as the building that was going to go in there. His
question to everyone in this community is do we really value
affordable housing for our workforce or do we not because we have
people offering who do not even have to do it now. Mr. Barnett
could sell those properties and make a lot more money than he
would building a 270-unit apartment complex. Regarding the site,
the traffic on Wisconsin is unbearable, and the intersections are
already failing. This project will make this worse as any development
north of the viaduct will. There are very little City limits up there and
most of that is County and out of the City's control. Putting a
270-unit apartment complex that could house people that would
work on Big Mountain with a bus stop there and a local grocery
actually reduces vehicle trips. It is on the bike path and on the route
to Big Mountain. He would rather see trees there forever rather
than a 270-unit apartment, but he does not own the property, so he
does not have control over that. He has been here for over 20 years
and if he had not been on the planning board for about 15 of those
years, he would be in the audience agreeing that this is too dense
and destroys the character of the neighborhood. He has been doing
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this for a long time and has seen what has happened when we say
no to developers who are willing to give a little to get a little. We
end up with our sewer pond ringed with affordable housing with
another giant project planned right next to our Sewer Treatment
Plant. Should we marginalize all of our affordable housing out to the
Sewer Treatment Plant because it is too dense and causes traffic
problems? That is not the intent in the Growth Policy, which says we
want affordable housing interspersed with our regular housing, so
we don't end up with neighborhoods that are all affordable housing.
Is 10% enough and is this too dense are the questions that eat at the
back of his mind. He would rather see 20% but does not know what
it takes to actually build affordable housing and what makes
something pencil. It is hard for him to vote no against this project
because of the affordable housing. There are issues but our
community is already different from the community he moved to 20
years ago. He teaches high school and was fortunate that he moved
here when he did. This place is only accessible now to people from
big cities out of state. The most valuable resource we have in this
town is our people – the men and women who worked on the
railroad and then shifted to the Mountain and now work in the bars
and have no place to live. When someone is willing to give a little by
deed restricting 32 units and putting in some retail which actually is
going to help with vehicle trips problem rather than hurt it, to get a
little in return by making a profit on some higher end stuff, he thinks
that is good. He will not support the motion to deny based on those
reasons.
VOTE

The motion to deny passed 3 to 1 by roll call vote with Chair Qunell
voting in opposition. The matter is scheduled to go before the
Council on January 18, 2022.

MOTION / BOARD
DISCUSSION

Ellis made a motion, seconded by Linville, to deny adoption of the
findings of fact within staff report WZC 21-03, as proposed by City
Staff.

VOTE

The motion to deny passed 3 to 1 by roll call vote with Chair Qunell
voting in opposition. The matter is scheduled to go before the
Council on January 18, 2022.

Break from 8:45 pm to 8:52 pm.
PUBLIC HEARING 3:
A request by Little Bear Development No. 2 LLC for approval of a 20LITTLE BEAR
lot subdivision. The property is currently undeveloped and is zoned
DEVELOPMENT NO. 2 LLC WRR-2 (Medium Density Resort Residential District). The property is
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MOUNTAIN GATEWAY
STAFF REPORT
ZONING MAP AMENDMENT
WZC 21-03
OCTOBER 14, 2021
A report to the Whitefish Planning Board and the Whitefish City Council regarding a
request by Arim Mountain Gateway LLC to amend the Whitefish zoning jurisdiction map
from WR-2 (Two-Family Residential District) to WR-2/WB-1-SC (Two-Family Residential
District/Limited Business District with a Statement of Conditions) on 3.966 acres at 2015
E Lakeshore Drive. A public hearing is scheduled before the Whitefish Planning Board
on October 21, 2021 and a subsequent hearing is set before the City Council on
November 15, 2021.
Background Information:
This application accompanies a Planned Unit Development (WPUD 21-03) application
request for a mixed residential neighborhood.
Conditional zoning allows an applicant to rezone a property into a blended zone offering
restrictions on development requirements and future uses in exchange for the allowance
for some additional uses.
§11-7-12D, Conditional Zoning:
1. In the event that it is found to be in the best interests of the city, as well as

advantageous to property owners seeking a change in zoning boundaries, if
certain more restrictive conditions were proposed by property owners as part of
their request for rezoning, an owner of land may voluntarily offer in writing
conditions relating to the use and/or development of land for which a rezoning is
requested. This offer may be made either at the time the application for rezoning
is filed or may be made at a later time during the rezoning process

3. The city council, while reviewing the compatibility of the rezoning request with the

considerations of subsection E1 of this section, shall consider compatibility of
allowed uses and the performance of the conditional restrictions along with the
intent of the underlying future land use shown for the parcel in the city-county
growth policy maps rather than strict adherence to growth policy land use
designations such as commercial and residential.

As part of the Statement of Conditions, the property owner is asking for the following uses
from the WB-1 zone to be permitted, in addition to all the permitted WR-2 uses:
• Daycare (registered home; 5 to 12 individuals).
• Financial institutions and professional services (less than 4,000 square feet).
• Private and commercial recreational facilities.
• Professional offices.
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•
•
•
•
•
•

Public utility buildings and facilities when necessary for serving the surrounding
territory, excluding repair or storage facilities. A minimum of five feet (5')
landscaped area shall surround such a building or structure.
Publicly owned or operated buildings, uses or recreational facilities, including
parks and playgrounds.
Residential:
• Multi-family dwellings, one to four (4) dwelling units above ground floor
commercial (see special provisions in section 11-3-43 of this title).
Restaurants, excluding drive-ins.
Retail sales and service (less than 4,000 square feet enclosed gross floor area
per lot of record; no outside storage or display).
Vendors

Under Conditionally permitted uses, the following would be added, in addition to all the
WR-2 conditional uses:
• Bars/lounges.
• Daycare centers (more than 12 individuals)
• Microbreweries and microdistilleries (located on a parcel with frontage along an
arterial)
• Schools (K - 12)
Setbacks:
• Front yard setback would be 20-feet
• Side yard setback for residential uses: 10-feet
• Side yard setback for nonresidential uses: 10-feet greenbelt when abutting a
residential, otherwise none
• Rear yard setback for residential uses: 20-feet
• Rear yard setback for nonresidential uses: 20-feet greenbelt when abutting a
residential, otherwise none
Lot Coverage:
• 60%
They are proposing to voluntarily remove the following permitted WB-1 uses:
• Bed and breakfast establishments (see special provisions in section11-3-4 of this
title).
• Caretaker's unit (see special provisions in section 11-3-6 of this title).
• Colleges, business and trade schools.
• Fraternity and sorority houses.
They are proposing to voluntarily remove the following conditionally permitted WB-1 uses:
• Automobile and boat repair, limited.
• Automotive service stations.
• Boat and recreational vehicle storage (see special provisions in section 11-332 of this title).
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Churches or similar places of worship, including parish houses, parsonages,
rectories, convents and dormitories.
Clubs.
Formula restaurants (see definition of "formula retail" in section 11-9-2 of this
title).
Formula retail (see definition of "formula retail" in section 11-9-2 of this title).
Funeral homes and mortuaries.
Ministorage
Residential:
• Accessory apartments.
• Boarding houses.
• Multi-family dwellings, one to eight (8) dwelling units - administrative
conditional use permit (subsection 11-7-8M of this title) (see special
provisions in section 11-3-42 or 11-3-43 of this title).
• Multi-family dwellings, nine (9) or more dwelling units (see special provisions
in section 11-3-42 or 11-3-43 of this title).

There is a draft “Statement of Conditions” attached the applicant has preliminary agreed
to for review.
A.

Owner:
Glacier Ranch Holding LLC
620 Shelby St
Bristol, TN 37620
Applicant:
Arim Mountain Gateway
James Barnett
431 1st Avenue W
Kalispell, MT 59901

Technical Assistance:
WGM Group
Mike Brodie
431 1st Avenue W
Kalispell, MT 59901

B.

Location: The property is 2015 E Lakeshore Drive. This property is the easterly half
of Tract 1CD in23, T31N, R22W, P.M.M., Flathead County, Montana.

C.

Size: The property contains approximately 3.966 acres.

D.

Existing and Proposed Zoning Designations:
Existing Zoning: WR-2
Proposed Zoning: WR-2/WB-1/S-C
Purpose – Intended for residential Purpose – a combination of the WR-2 (to
purposes to provide for one-family and the left) and WB-1: limited commercial
two-family homes in an urban setting uses within or adjacent to Residential
connected to all Municipal utilities and Districts to meet certain convenience
services
services catering to the daily needs of
those nearby residents living within one
mile of the district. This district shall
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generally be a business island rather
than a strip and shall be located
adjacent to an arterial or collector street
and shall have convenient and safe
access both for vehicles and
pedestrians. The maximum size of such
a district at one location shall be seven
(7) acres and the minimum shall be two
(2) acres.
Minimum Lot Area: 6000 s.f.
Front Yard Setback: 25-feet
Side Yard Setback: 10-feet
Rear Yard Setback: 20-feet
Maximum Height: 35-feet
Lot Coverage: 40%

Minimum Lot Area: 6000 s.f.
Front Yard Setback: 20-feet
Side Yard Setback: Side yard setback
for
residential
uses:
10-feet;
nonresidential uses: 10-feet greenbelt
when abutting a residential, otherwise
none
Rear Yard Setback: Rear yard setback
for
residential
uses:
20-feet;
nonresidential uses: 20-feet greenbelt
when abutting a residential, otherwise
non
Maximum Height: 35-feet
Lot Coverage: 60%

Public Notice:
A notice was published in the Whitefish Pilot on October 6, 2021. A notice was mailed to
adjacent landowners within 150-feet of the subject parcel on September 29, 2021 along with
the PUD request. The full application was put on the City’s webpage on September 16,
2021. As of the writing of this report, many comments were received and are attached to
this report. Due the number of letters, staff is unable to summarize all the comments, but it
is probably fair to state that there is little support for this project. Staff encourages the
Planning Board and City Council to carefully review the comments.
E.

Review and Findings of Fact: This request is reviewed in accordance with the
Whitefish Zoning Regulations and based on statutory criteria on the purposes of
zoning (76-2-304 & 305 M.C.A.).

1.

Conformity to the Growth Policy
§11-7-12D has different standards for conditional zoning with regard to Growth
Policy conformity in relation to standard zoning map amendments.
The City Council, while reviewing the compatibility of the rezoning request with the
considerations of subsection E1 of this section, shall consider compatibility of
allowed uses and the performance of the conditional restrictions along with the
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intent of the underlying future land use shown for the parcel in the city-county
growth policy maps rather than strict adherence to growth policy land use
designations such as commercial and residential.
The Whitefish City-County Growth Policy Land Use Map, as amended by the 2018
Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan, designates the subject property as Big Mountain
Key Development Area – shown as the Suburban Land Use with a hatch over the
top.

As described in the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan, this “property can and should
be developed in a manner that will preserve most of its suburban character. At the
same time, development of this property can address several of the goals set forth in
this plan, including a wider variety of housing types and workforce housing, a degree
of self-containment with the support of convenience commercial, shortened and/or
eliminated vehicle trips, and access to transit and non-motorized transportation.”
Finding 1: The proposed zone change from WR-2 to WR-2/WB-1-SC generally
conforms to the current Big Mountain Key Development area designation in the
adopted Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan adopted in 2018 as an amendment to the
Growth Policy because is proposing convenience commercial compatible with the
neighborhood to create a degree of self-containment and could eliminate or shorten
vehicle trips by a Statement of Conditions, and the uses generally are similar to what
is allowed in the WR-2 and WB-1 zoning districts.
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2.

Will congestion in the streets be lessened?
The zone change in and of itself will not lessened congestion on the streets;
however, the applicant is proposing, as part of the Planned Unit Development (PUD)
application, to install a modern roundabout at the intersection of East Lakeshore
Drive and Big Mountain Road. This will mitigate the traffic for the development. In
addition, they are installing an extension of the Wisconsin Avenue bike path up the
west side of Big Mountain Road and are installing bus stops for the SNOW bus. This
property is also well-situated to take advantage of the Wisconsin Avenue bike path
for patrons coming and going to the commercial area and the entire development.
Finding 2:
The zone change will not increase traffic congestion but the
development of the project will increase traffic on the streets which are being
mitigated through the installation of a modern roundabout at the intersection of East
Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road, the installation of a paved trail on the west
side of Big Mountain Road that connects to the Wisconsin Avenue bike path, the
installation of SNOW bus stops and its proximity to the Wisconsin Avenue bike path.

3.

Will the new zoning secure safety from fire, panic, and disasters?
These properties are served by the City of Whitefish Police and Fire Departments.
Any future development will meet all city requirements for roadway widths and Fire
Department standards.
Finding 3: Zoning and other city standards will secure safety from fire, panic and
disaster at the time of development because the property is served by the Whitefish
Police and Fire Departments and development of the project will meet Fire
Department Standards.

4.

Will the new zoning promote health and general welfare?
The site is served by public services and utilities, and the construction will be
required to meeting the building code.
Finding 4: Zoning and other city standards will promote health safety and general
welfare at the time of development because the property is served by public services
and facilities and will be required to meet the building code at the time of building
construction.

5.

Will the new zoning provide adequate light and air?
The proposed zoning contains height limitations, setback standards and lot
coverage, which will address and are intended to provide adequate light and air for
this property and neighboring properties.
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Finding 5: The proposed zoning and subsequent development will provide
adequate light and air because all city standards, including building and fire code
requirements will be met at the time of development.
6.

Will the new zoning prevent overcrowding of land and avoid the concentration of
people?
Through the Growth Policy planning process this area has been identified as an area
appropriate for mixed residential and neighborhood commercial.
Finding 6: The new zoning will prevent the overcrowding of land and concentration
of people because the zoning district has required setbacks maximum densities,
open space standards and lot coverage requirements.

7.

Will the requested zone facilitate the adequate provision of transportation, water,
sewerage, schools, parks and other public requirements?
The property is served by East Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. The
applicant is proposing a privately owned and maintained road into the commercial
area off East Lakeshore Drive connecting to Big Mountain Road. Both water and
sewer are available to the site and will be extended at the time of development.
Finding 7: The requested zone change by itself does not have the potential to
change the provision of public services and facilities but at the time of development
analysis of the water and sewer will occur as part of the standard engineering plan
review including a capacity analysis of the Viking sewer lift station.

8.

Will the new zoning give reasonable consideration to the character of the district?
The new zoning and associated development is part of the Wisconsin Avenue
Corridor plan as the Big Mountain Key Development area. It was noted that the
zoning and location of the property are unique and suitable for convenience
commercial along with the other suggestions for workforce housing. It noted that
while higher density is appropriate, it needs to also be compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood. This is likely the reasoning for locating the commercial
on the northwest corner away from the existing neighborhoods and adjacent to
vacant land adjacent to the Iron Horse golf course. The development will be required
to obtain Architectural Review Committee approval for site and building design.
Additionally, landscape requirements are in place, and the conditional zoning limits
the allowed uses to those most compatible with the neighborhood.
Finding 8: The new zoning gives reasonable consideration to the character of the
district because the proposal complies with the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan, the
development of the project will be required to comply with City zoning standards and
obtain Architectural Review prior to construction.
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9.

Does the requested zone give reasonable consideration to the peculiar suitability of
the property for particular uses?
The proposed zoning does give reasonable consideration to the property as
indicated in the proposed zone change application and as described above, the
property was identified as a Key Development area in the Wisconsin Avenue
Corridor Plan as a unique opportunity for workforce housing and convenience
commercial.
Finding 9: The requested zone gives reasonable consideration to the peculiar
suitability of the property for particular uses because it was identified in the
Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan as a suitable location for convenience commercial.

10.

Will the new zoning conserve the value of buildings?
This criterion is subjective at best, but staff can identify no instances where
“buildings” will be subject to a diminution in value because of the proposed zone
change. However, it is permissible for the Board to consider testimony from nearby
residents as prima facie evidence of adverse impact. Any redevelopment of the
currently vacant lots will likely increase adjacent property values.
Finding 10: The proposed zoning should not negatively impact the value of any
buildings within the neighborhood and should improve them as the site is
redeveloped.

11.

Will the new zoning encourage the most appropriate use of the land throughout the
municipality?
The proposed uses are appropriate within the context of the Wisconsin Avenue
Corridor Plan which identified the value of a convenience commercial area for this
unique location to serve the neighborhood and surrounding areas. This conditional
zoning request is only for this approximate three-acre location and does not apply to
other properties throughout the municipality.
Finding 11: The zoning encourages the most appropriate use of the land because it
is compatible with the 2018 Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan and will serve the future
and existing neighborhoods.

12.

That historical uses and established use patterns and recent change in use trends will
be weighed equally and consideration not be given one to the exclusion of the other.
This property has remained partially developed for many years with a few singlefamily detached homes. Surrounding this property, the Iron Horse development
occurred including the construction of the golf course and significant infrastructure
and large homes. Adjacent residential lots along the lake that were once small
cabins have been removed and redeveloped with much larger homes often used as
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second homes. Further up Big Mountain Road, considerable redevelopment has
also occurred – including substantial development at the base of Big Mountain. The
Planning Board and the City Council should consider the historical and established
use patterns, including trends, when considering the Conditional Zoning Application.
Finding 12: Considerable development and redevelopment has occurred along East
Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road along with the retention of existing homes in
established neighborhoods. These trends must be weighed equally with the zoning
change request.
Staff Recommendation:
Staff recommends the Planning Board adopt the findings of fact found in staff report
#WZC 21-03 and recommend to the Whitefish City Council the property be rezoned from
WR-2 to WR-2/WB-1-SC, subject to an approved Statement of Conditions, as amended
by staff.
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Planning & Building Department
(406) 863-2410 Fax (406) 863-2409
418 E 2nd Street, PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
Date:

November 10, 2021

To:

Whitefish Planning Board

From:

Wendy Compton-Ring, AICP, Senior Planner

Subject:

Mountain Gateway (WPUD 21-03 & WZC 21-03)

This memo is a follow-up to the Planning Board public hearing on October 21,
2021, on the Mountain Gateway project. At that meeting, the Planning Board held
public testimony until 11:00 PM then, due to the lateness of the meeting, adjourned
the meeting and approved a motion to continue the hearing until the November
public hearing. The Board noted the public comment will start with those on Webex
that did not have an opportunity to comment since all in attendance ‘in-person’ had
spoken.
Background
Arim Mountain Gateway is requesting: 1) a Residential Planned Unit Development
(R-PUD) overlay to develop 318 residential units (270 rental apartments, 24
townhouses and 24 condominiums) on 32.7 acres on the north side of Big
Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive intersection and 2) a Conditional Zoning
with a Statement of Condition on 3.966 acres at the northeast corner of the Big
Mountain Road and E Lakeshore Drive to allow a blend of the WR-2 zoning and
some of the commercial uses from the WB-1 zoning district.
The properties are zoned WR-2 (Two-Family Residential District), WR-3 (Low
Density Multi-Family Residential District) and Flathead County R-4 (Two-Family
Residential). The Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan, the 2018 amendment to the
Growth Policy, designates this property as a “Key Development Area” shown with
a Suburban Land Use designation with a hatch.
Staff Recommendation
Staff continues to recommend approval of both the PUD and ZC.
Next Steps
The Planning Board will continue the public hearing starting with those members
of the public participating via Webex that did not have an opportunity to speak at
the October public hearing. Once the public hearing is closed, the Planning Board
will deliberate the merits of the project and offer recommendation to the City
Council. Two separate motions will need to be made for each request.
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The City of Whitefish would like to inform you that Arim Mountain Gateway
is requesting both a Planned Unit Development to develop a mixed
residential/commercial project with 318 residential units (270 apartments,
24 townhouses and 24 condominiums) and a Conditional Zone Change to apply
Neighborhood Commercial to the northeast corner of the intersection. The property is
partially developed with several single-family homes to be removed as part of the project.
The lots are zoned WR-2 (Two-Family Residential District), WR-3 (Low Density Multi-Family
Residential District and Flathead County R-4 (Two-Family Residential. The three County
lots will be annexed into the City Limits at the time of approval. The properties are located
north of the intersection of E Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road and can be legally
described as Tracts 1HA, 1H, 1CD, 1C, 1CB, 1, 5C, 5 in S23-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 Planning Board will hold a public hearing for the proposed project
request on:

Thursday, October 21, 2021
6:00 p.m.
Whitefish City Council Chambers, City Hall
418 E 2nd Street, Whitefish MT 59937

The Whitefish Planning Board will make a recommendation to the City Council, who will then
hold a public hearing and take final action on Monday, November 15, 2021, at 7:10 p.m.,
also in the Whitefish City Council Chambers.
On the back of this flyer is a site plan of the
project. Additional information on this proposal
can be obtained at the Whitefish Planning
Department and on the Planning Department
webpage – Current Land Use Actions:
www.cityofwhitefish.org.
The
public
is
encouraged to comment on the above proposal
and attend the hearing. Please send comments
to the Whitefish Planning Department (address
below)
or
email
at
wcomptonring@cityofwhitefish.org. Comments received
by the close of business on October 12, 2021,
will be included in the packets to Board
members. Comments received after the
deadline will be summarized to Board members
at the public hearing.

VICINITY MAP

Please share this notice with your neighbors
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PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT
418 E Second Street/PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
(406) 863-2410 Fax (406) 863-2409
Date:

October 1, 2021

To:

Advisory Agencies & Interested Parties

From:

Whitefish Planning & Building Department

The regular meeting of the Whitefish Planning Board will be held on Thursday,
October 21, 2021 at 6:00 pm in the Whitefish City Council Chambers at 418 E
Second Street. The Board will hold public hearings on the following items listed
below. Upon receipt of the recommendation from the Planning Board, the Whitefish
City Council will hold a subsequent public hearing on items 1-2 on November 1,
2021 and items 3-4 on November 15, 2021. City Council meetings start at 7:10
pm at 418 E Second Street in the Whitefish City Council Chambers on the second
floor.
1. A request by the City of Whitefish for zoning text amendments to 11-3-35,
Residential Short-term Rental Standards, and 11-9-2, Definitions, to update
and improve regulations and enforcement for short-term rentals. Taylor (WZTA
21-03)
2. A request by the City of Whitefish for zoning text amendments to 11-3-34,
Special Provisions, Medical Marijuana, and 11-9-2, Definitions, as well as 112J, WB-1 Limited Business District, 11-2K, WB-2 Secondary Business District,
11-2L, WB-3 General Business District, 11-2M, WB-4 Business Park District,
11-2R, Industrial and Warehousing District, 11-2V, WBSD, Business Service
District, 11-2X, WI-T, Industrial Transitional District, to establish development
standards and permitted districts for marijuana facilities. Taylor (WZTA 21-02)
3. The request by Arim Mountain Gateway LLC for a Planned Unit Development
in order to develop a mixed residential/commercial project with 318 residential
units (270 apartments, 24 townhouses and 24 condominiums) north of the
intersection of E Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. The lots are zoned
WR-2 (Two-Family Residential District), WR-3 (Low Density Multi-Family
Residential District and Flathead County R-4 (Two-Family Residential. The
three County lots will be annexed into the City Limits at the time of approval.
The properties, located north of the intersection of E Lakeshore Drive and Big
Mountain Road, can be legally described as Tracts 1HA, 1H, 1CD, 1C, 1CB, 1,
5C, 5 in S23-T31N-R22W P.M.M., Flathead County. Compton-Ring (WPUD
21-03)
4. The request by Arim Mountain Gateway LLC for a Conditional Zone Change to
apply Neighborhood Commercial to the northeast corner of the intersection of
E Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. The lot is zoned WR-2 (TwoFamily Residential District) and can be legally described as Tract 1CD in S23T31N-R22W P.M.M., Flathead County. Compton-Ring (WZC 21-03)
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Documents pertaining to these agenda items are available for review at the
Whitefish Planning & Building Department, 418 E Second Street, during regular
business hours, and the application and site plans are available HERE. The full
application packet along with public comments and staff report will be available on
the City’s webpage: www.cityofwhitefish.org under Planning Board one week prior
to the Planning Board public hearing date noted above. Inquiries are welcomed.
Interested parties are invited to attend the meeting and make known their views
and concerns. Comments in writing may be forwarded to the Whitefish Planning
& Building Department at the above address prior to the hearing or via
email: dtaylor@cityofwhitefish.org. For questions or further information regarding
these proposals, call 406-863-2410.
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TO: rrooney@dailyinterlake.com
PLEASE PUBLISH THE FOLLOWING LEGAL NOTICE ONCE ON
NOVEMBER 3, 2021 IN THE WHITEFISH PILOT
PLEASE BILL:

City of Whitefish
Do not publish above this line
WHITEFISH PLANNING BOARD
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

The regular meeting of the Whitefish Planning Board will be held in person on
Thursday, November 18, 2021 at 6:00 pm at the Whitefish City Council Chambers
in City Hall. Upon receipt of the recommendation from the Planning Board, the
Whitefish City Council will hold a subsequent public hearing on December 6, 2021
for items number 1, 3 and 4, and January 3, 2022 for item number 2. City Council
meetings start at 7:10 pm and will also be held in person at City Hall.
1. A request by the City of Whitefish for zoning text amendments to 11-3-35,
Residential Short-term Rental Standards, and 11-9-2, Definitions, 11-2L-2 WB3 General Business District, Permitted Uses, 11-2M-2/3 WB-2 Secondary
Business District, Permitted Uses and Conditional Uses, 11-2N-2 WRR-1 Low
Density Resort Residential, Permitted Uses, 11-2O-2 WRR-2 Medium Density
Resort Residential, Permitted Uses, 11-2P-2 WRB-1 Limited Resort Business,
Permitted Uses, 11-2Q-2 WRB-2 General Resort Business, Permitted Uses,
11-2T-2 WBMV Big Mountain Village, Permitted Uses, and 11-2U-2 WBMRR
Big Mountain Resort Residential, Permitted Uses, to update and improve
regulations and enforcement for residential short-term and medium-term
rentals. Taylor (WZTA 21-03)
2. A request by Little Bear Development No. 2 LLC is requesting approval for a
20-lot subdivision. The property is currently undeveloped and is zoned WRR2 (Medium Density Resort Residential District). The property is unaddressed
and located on Fairway Drive south of the Grouse Mountain soccer fields and
can be legally described as Grouse Mountain Phase 1, Tract A, in S35, T31N,
R22W, P.M.M., Flathead County. Compton-Ring (WPP 21-05)
3. The request by Arim Mountain Gateway LLC for a Planned Unit Development
in order to develop a mixed residential/commercial project with 318 residential
units (270 apartments, 24 townhouses and 24 condominiums) north of the
intersection of E Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. The lots are zoned
WR-2 (Two-Family Residential District), WR-3 (Low Density Multi-Family
Residential District and Flathead County R-4 (Two-Family Residential. The
three County lots will be annexed into the City Limits at the time of approval.
The properties, located north of the intersection of E Lakeshore Drive and Big
Mountain Road, can be legally described as Tracts 1HA, 1H, 1CD, 1C, 1CB, 1,
5C, 5 in S23-T31N-R22W P.M.M., Flathead County. Compton-Ring (WPUD
21-03)
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4. The request by Arim Mountain Gateway LLC for a Conditional Zone Change to
apply Neighborhood Commercial to the northeast corner of the intersection of
E Lakeshore Drive and Big Mountain Road. The lot is zoned WR-2 (TwoFamily Residential District) and can be legally described as Tract 1CD in S23T31N-R22W P.M.M., Flathead County. Compton-Ring (WZC 21-03)
Documents pertaining to these agenda items are available for review at the
Whitefish Planning & Building Department, 418 E Second Street, during regular
business hours and online at http://www.cityofwhitefish.org/428/Current-LandUse-Actions. The full application packets along with public comments and staff
report will be available on the City’s webpage: www.cityofwhitefish.org under
Planning Board one week prior to the Planning Board public hearing date noted
above. Inquiries are welcomed. Interested parties are invited to attend the meeting
and make known their views and concerns. Comments in writing may be
forwarded to the Whitefish Planning & Building Department at the above address
prior to the hearing or via email: dtaylor@cityofwhitefish.org. For questions or
further information regarding these proposals, phone 406-863-2410.
WHITEFISH PLANNING BOARD
Steve Qunell, Chair
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All public
comments are
in the
WPUD 21-03
file
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

David Taylor
Michelle Weinberg
Wendy Compton-Ring; Angela Jacobs; Kim Wilson; Lindsey Hromadka
RE: WPUD 21-03 and WZC 21-03: Written Protest & Signature
Wednesday, November 24, 2021 2:16:52 PM
image001.jpg
MGW Signatures_Final2.pdf

Based on our review of the criteria, it appears that your written protest meets the code provisions of
being signatures from owners of 25% or more of the 23 lots within 150’ of the lots proposed for
zone change of the PUD overlay. See the attached map with the 8 properties that qualify marked.
The City Council will need a favorable vote of two-thirds of the present and voting members to
approve the zone change.
Dave
David Taylor, AICP
Director of Planning and Building
City of Whitefish
418 East Second Street
P.O. Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
406-863-2416

From: Michelle Weinberg <michelle@whlawmt.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 24, 2021 10:30 AM
To: David Taylor <dtaylor@cityofwhitefish.org>
Cc: Wendy Compton-Ring <wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org>; Angela Jacobs
<ajacobs@cityofwhitefish.org>; Kim Wilson <kwilson@mswdlaw.com>; Lindsey Hromadka
<lindsey@whlawmt.com>
Subject: Re: WPUD 21-03 and WZC 21-03: Written Protest & Signature
Hi Dave,
Trying you again before the holiday. Any updates on the written protest and my emails dated 11/1,
11/8, and 11/19?
Thank you,
Michelle
On Fri, Nov 19, 2021 at 5:15 PM Michelle Weinberg <michelle@whlawmt.com> wrote:
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PROTEST NOTICE FOR ZONING AMENDMENTS
Arim Moimtain Gateway PUD & Zoning Map Amendment/Conditional Zone Change
Applications(Fde Nos. WPUD 2U03 and WZC 21-03)(collectively, the “Amendments”)
WHEREAS, pursuant to 76-2-305, MCA,the City of Whitefish (“City”) must accept written
protests from property owners against the proposed zoning Amendments described above before
the close of the public hearing before the WhileEsh City Council;
WHEREAS,in the case of a written protest signed by the owners of 25% or more of the area of
the lots or units within 150 feet from a lot included in a proposed change, the Amendments shall
not become effective except by the favorable vote of two-thirds of the present and voting
members of the Whitefish City Council; and
WHEREAS,the Amendments require nine (9) property owners who live or are unit owners
owning property in fee simple within 150 feet from a lot included within the proposed change to
sign a written protest in order to trigger the requirements of 76-2-305, MCA.
NOW,THEREFORE, the following property owner who is a unit owner owning property in fee
simple within 150 feet from a lot included within the proposed change, hereby protests the
Amendments, File Nos. WPUD 21-03 and WZC 21-03:

Physical Address: Houston Point Subdivision Amended, Section 23, Township 31 North, Range
22 West (Flathead County Assessment Code: 0000932246; Levy District: 0334-74 - MAI;
Flathead County Clerk and Recorder No. 83-21289)
Owner Name(s):

Houston Point Homeowners Association, Inc.

Signature(s):

7

I attest that, on October 20, 2021, the written protests above were delivered in-person and by e
mail to the Whitefish City Clerk, 418 E 2"‘= Street, Whitefish, MT 59937;
mhowke@,citvofwhitefish.org

Name: Dale R. Cockrell
Signature:

t>AL U...09
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I attest that, on November 4_ , 2021, the written protest above was delivered to the
Whitefish Zoning Administrator c/o David Taylor_, 418 E 2nd Street, Whitefish, MT
59937; dtaylor@cityofwhitefish.org via the following means:
[x] email
[ ] in-person

Name: Michelle T. Weinberg
Signature:________________________________
cc:
ajacobs@cityofwhitefish.org
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org
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I attest that, on November 1_ , 2021, the written protests above were delivered to the
Whitefish Zoning Administrator c/o David Taylor_, 418 E 2nd Street, Whitefish, MT
59937; dtaylor@cityofwhitefish.org via the following means:
[x] email
[ ] in-person

Name: Michelle T. Weinberg
Signature:________________________________
cc:
ajacobs@cityofwhitefish.org
wcompton-ring@cityofwhitefish.org
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$2,646.36

Mountain Gateway PUD (Zone Map Amendment)
0906030
23

31N

22W
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B. APPLICATION CONTENTS:
Attached ALL ITEMS MUST BE INCLUDED - INCOMPLETE APPLICATIONS WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED



One (1) printed copy and one (1) electronic copy of the application and supplemental
materials.



Written description how the project meets the criteria in Section E



Map showing the location and boundaries of the property



Reduced copy of the map not to exceed 11” x 17”



Petition for zone change signed by the real property owners representing at least 65%
of the land area for which the change in zoning classification is sought

When all application materials are submitted to the Planning & Building Department, the application will
be scheduled for public hearing before the Planning Board and City Council.
C. OWNER/APPLICAN INFORMAITON
OWNER(S) OF RECORD:
Name: Glacier Ranch Holdings, LLC

Phone:

Mailing Address: 620 Shelby St.
City, State, Zip: Bristol, TN 37620
Email:
APPLICANT (if different than above):
Name: ARIM Mountain Gateway LLC Attn: James Barnett
Mailing Address:
City, State, Zip:
Email:

Phone: 406-756-4848

3821 Lower Valley Road

Kalispell, MT 59901

Jamesbarnett360@gmail.com

OTHER TECHNICAL/PROFESSIONAL:
Name:

Mike Brodie, PE

Phone:

Mailing Address: 431 1st Avenue West
City, State, Zip: Kalispell, MT 59901
Email: mbrodie@wgmgroup.com
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406-756-4848

D. PROPOSAL:
CURRENT ZONING DISTRICT:

WR-2

PROPOSED ZONING DISTRICT: WB-1-SC
State the changed or changing conditions that make the proposed amendment necessary:
With the proposed Mountain Gateway Planned Unit Development (PUD) and the identification of this area as a "key
development area" within the Wisconsin AvenueCorridor Plan (incorporated into the Whitefish Growth Policy in
2018), this amendment allows for the development of this parcel as a complementary use of the PUD. Given the
nature of the single access corridor (from the mountain to downtown Whitefish), it is important to have areas where
services can be developed to encourage walkability and limit vehicular trips to town. Additionally, the development
along the corridor that has occurred in recent years has exacerbated this traffic issue, making this an important
area to activate the existing multi-modal path system by providing an area of interest and respite on an otherwise
long trail system between the commercial node at Reservoir Road and Les Mason Park.

E. FINDINGS: The following criteria form the basis for approval or denial of the Zone Change. The
burden of satisfactorily addressing these criteria lies with the applicant. Review the criteria below
and discuss how the proposal conforms to the criteria. If the proposal does not conform to the
criteria, describe how it will be mitigated.
1. Made in accordance with a Growth Policy
See attached Findings Narrative.

2. Secure safety from fire and other dangers:
See attached Findings Narrative.

3. Promote public health, safety and general welfare:
See attached Findings Narrative.
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4. Facilitate the adequate provision of transportation, water, sewerage, schools, parks and other
public requirements:
See attached Findings Narrative.

5. Provide reasonable provision of adequate light and air:
See attached Findings Narrative.

6. The effect motorized and nonmotorized transportation systems:
See attached Findings Narrative.

7. Promote compatible urban growth:
See attached Findings Narrative.
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8. Consider the character of the district and its particular suitability for particular uses:
See attached Findings Narrative.

9. Conserving the value of buildings:
See attached Findings Narrative.

10. Encourage the most appropriate use of land throughout the jurisdictional area:
See attached Findings Narrative.

11. That historical uses and established use patterns and recent change in use trends will be
weighed equally and consideration not be given one to the exclusion of the other:
See attached Findings Narrative.

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 1305 of 1405

FINDINGS
The following criteria form the basis for approval or denial of the Zone Change. The burden of
satisfactorily addressing these criteria lies with the applicant. Review the criteria below and discuss
how the proposal conforms to the criteria. If the proposal does not conform to the criteria, describe how
it will be mitigated.

1. MADE IN ACCORDANCE WITH A GROWTH POLICY:
In the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan (incorporated into the growth policy in 2018), the intersection at
which this property is located is identified as a key development area. The development goals of this
growth policy are further identified as shown in Figure 1 below.

Figure 1: Key Development Area Policies From the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan

The proposed zone amendment from WR-2 to WB-1-SC uses set forth in the included conditional
zoning request comply and allow for development in compliance with:
6.1 - The proposed zoning allows for a walkable integrated design of the proposed Mountain Gateway
PUD with preservation of mature trees and natural buffer to preserve the rural nature of the corridor and
limit impacts to surrounding properties.
6.2 – The proposed zoning includes removal of formula retail and restaurants from conditional uses of
WB-1 zone.
6.3 – The proposed zoning allows a complementary commercial component to for the varied residential
unit types proposed Mountain Gateway PUD.
6.4 – The proposed zoning allows for uses of the property that meet these elements and improve an
existing multimodal path system which currently has no areas of interest between Reservoir Road and
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Les Mason State Park. This key development location can reduce the need for vehicle trips to town
and encourage multi modal use by creating an activity node at a key location.
6.5 – The proposed zoning in this location allows for the creation of the described focal point for this
area of the Wisconsin Corridor.
6.6 - The proposed zoning allows for a more public use of an otherwise residential district. The
mountain Gateway PUD proposes shared parking in this location to help support the transit stop.
6.7 – The proposed zoning would allow for mixed use development as described.
Items 6.8, 6.9, and 6.10 seem to be specific to areas in the south end of the corridor as there is limited
development on the north or south of the road in this location, there is no pastoral land, and there is no
major blight/public nuisance.

2. SECURE SAFETY FROM FIRE AND OTHER DANGERS:
One of the key elements for safety for the area is access. Wisconsin Avenue is the primary road that
connects this location and downtown Whitefish. The access beyond is restricted to limited access over
the BNSF rail corridor. This limits emergency vehicle access to and from the location. As a part of the
Mountain Gateway PUD, a location is being designated for a new fire station which will help alleviate
this bottlenecked access. The addition of a 24 hour staffed fire station here would allow for quick EMS
and Fire response times for the north end of this corridor. Currently the following emergency services
are located here:




Whitefish Police Department is located approximately 3.5 miles south via the Wisconsin
Corridor and Baker Avenue.
North Valley Hospital is located approximately 5 miles south via the Wisconsin Corridor and US93.
The Whitefish Fire Station is located approximately 3.5 miles south via the Wisconsin Corridor
and Baker Avenue.

The proposed zone amendment allows for the development of the property to support the proposed
Mountain Gateway PUD and providing a key commercial component. This integrated development
increases the walkable nature of this community and increases use of the existing multi-modal path
system. This reduces vehicle trips and can help reduce congestion along the Wisconsin Avenue
Corridor which would help to increase emergency access overall vs. a development solely under the
current zoning.
All development on the property will be remain subject to City of Whitefish subdivision regulations and
need to provide access for fire and emergency vehicles.
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Figure 2: A Graphic from the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan Describing Commercial Integration Walkability Benefits

3. PROMOTE PUBLIC HEALTH, SAFETY AND GENERAL WELFARE:
By providing key areas of interest along a path system, destinations are created as well as areas for
respite. The uses proposed by this amendment have the potential to encourage use of this multimodal
path system and active lifestyles promote public health.
Providing services within a mile of a residence, 318 of which are being proposed as a part of the
Mountain Gateway PUD, increases walking trips and reduces the need for vehicle trips. With the
potential uses of this zoning district and its complimentary nature to the PUD, fewer vehicle trips will
help to increase safety along the corridor.
The allowed uses within the zoning district can provide neighborhood markets or restaurants which
contribute to the general welfare of the adjacent Mountain Gateway PUD and the greater area’s
residents. The existing WR-2 zoning allows for some conditional commercial uses but for example
would not permit the development of a neighborhood market which would be extremely complimentary
to the immediate surrounding development and the greater area.

4. FACILITATE THE ADEQUATE PROVISION OF TRANSPORTATION, WATER,
SEWERAGE, SCHOOLS, PARKS AND OTHER PUBLIC REQUIREMENTS:
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Typically, commercial uses set forth in the included conditional zoning request (WB-1-SC), will have
comparable or in some cases lower water and wastewater use needs than its current residential use.
The surrounding area is proposed for residential development under the PUD and this proposed zoning
allows for alternate uses which may have less impact to the services. Daycare facilities and schools
are also allowed under this proposed zoning which would provide a service to the greater area.
This zoning strengthens the transportation amenities being provided as a part of the PUD a commercial
zoning component to this area helps to support the transit stop proposed in the separate PUD
application. Direct connections to this district from the adjacent Multimodal path could be easily
incorporated into a commercial zoned property. A commercial area is ideal for providing public parking
spaces for use of the trail system, or transit system and uses the district provides would support those
waiting for busses, rides, or as a destination for trail use. This area would remain subject to open
space requirements per City of Whitefish zoning and subdivision regulations, and could be integrated
with the surrounding uses.

5. PROVIDE REASONABLE PROVISION OF ADEQUATE LIGHT AND AIR:
The proposed zoning will be subject to all City of Whitefish lighting regulations or conditions set forth in
the Mountain Gateway PUD. Locating this zoning use at a busy intersection is ideal to correspond with
the existing traffic noise and vehicle lights.
Sunlight of adjacent developments would not be blocked by the proposed location of this zone as it is
adjacent to a road and central to the site. The surrounding property this area would cast shadows on
would be in the adjacent PUD and the grades of the surrounding properties generally move uphill away
from this location. Building heights would be subject to proposed zoning restrictions.
Again, the proposed zoning’s complementary nature to the proposed PUD has a high potential for
reducing vehicle trips and noise that will be generated by the PUD being proposed as an overlay on this
property and surrounding properties. Fewer vehicle trips translate to fewer emissions and cleaner air.
The buffers provided in the PUD for mature tree retention will also help retain air quality.
A residential development of this property under its existing zoning would have the same impacts
without the added benefits of the increased usability of the existing multi-modal path and associated
decreased in vehicle trips.

6. THE EFFECT ON MOTORIZED AND NONMOTORIZED TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS:
The proposed zoning permits a variety of uses that will promote walkability within the proposed
Mountain Gateway PUD which can help reduce the overall vehicular traffic impact to the Wisconsin
Avenue Corridor. The allowable uses within this proposed zoning district will also help support a bus
stop for the greater area and shared parking that is designated by the Mountain Gateway PUD.
In regard to non-motorized transportation, uses allowed in this proposed zoning district would help
support an existing well used community path system by allowing development of uses that provide a
point of interest, destination, or needed services along a distant stretch of the Wisconsin Avenue path
system. With its current WR-2 zoning and the proposed PUD overlay very few (if any) of the uses or
conditional uses could be utilized to create a welcoming destination or provide services for pedestrians
or cyclists utilizing the non-motorized transportation system.

7. PROMOTE COMPATIBLE URBAN GROWTH:
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The descriptions of the proposed zoning district in the Whitefish zoning will correspond directly with the
surrounding growth. Its location is ideal at the intersection of two arterials/state highways, and it is the
ideal location of a small business district “island”. With the surrounding property being proposed as a
residential PUD development, the proposed zoning would strengthen the surrounding urban growth. A
neighborhood commercial development incorporated into the overall PUD would be ideal to help
support the PUD without providing major impacts to the character of the surrounding area while
complying with the growth policy.
As identified in the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan, this area is a key development area to promote
and serve the surrounding urban growth. As identified in section 1 of these findings this zoning district
corresponds well with the proposed goals outlined in the Plan and is an appropriate application of this
zoning district.
Adjacent properties to the north, east and west, are all currently included in the proposed Mountain
Gateway Residential PUD. Properties to the south are currently zoned as Suburban Residential (WSR)
but are separated from the subject property by a state highway.

8. CONSIDER THE CHARACTER OF THE DISTRICT AND ITS PARTICULAR SUITABILITY
FOR PARTICULAR USES:
From the Whitefish Zoning Regulations:
The WB-1 District is intended for limited commercial uses within or adjacent to Residential
Districts to meet certain convenience services catering to the daily needs of those nearby
residents living within one mile of the district. This district shall generally be a business island
rather than a strip and shall be located adjacent to an arterial or collector street and shall have
convenient and safe access both for the vehicular and pedestrian customer. The maximum size
of such a district at one location shall be seven (7) acres and the minimum shall be two (2)
acres. (Ord. A-407, 3-15-1982)
The Commercial uses allowed within the WB-1 zoning district are very suitable to the highway
intersection (Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive) due to high volume arterial traffic. The
property is also particularly suited for this zoning district as it allows for the development of a “business
island” at this location to serve the surrounding PUD and greater area. The existing designation of the
property surrounding this area being developed as a residential planned unit development will be
greatly complimented by the neighborhood commercial character and uses the proposed zoning district
would support. Specific allowed uses such as Neighborhood Services or a daycare would be
particularly valuable to adjacent residential development. The included Conditional Zoning Request
outlines the uses that correspond to this character and support the surrounding PUD.

9. CONSERVING THE VALUE OF BUILDINGS:
The existing buildings on the site are run down and are of little value. Buildings in the greater area will
not have values affected by the change in zoning of this property. The uses allowed by the proposed
zoning may generate additional noise and lights during business hours, but this would be separated by
a state highway on the west and on the south. To the east (beyond the proposed PUD) is the iron
horse golf course which has no major buildings of value within the immediate vicinity. The suburban
residential properties have buildings on the southside of the highway across from the subject property
are currently owned by the same owner as the subject property.
Though difficult to quantify, the ability to walk from your residence to work, pick up convenience market
items, or drop your kids off at daycare is immense. This value would be added to the surrounding PUD
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community as well as many properties beyond the boundary of the PUD as they currently have a near
“0” walkability score rating based on Walkscore (used by Zillow, Redfin, and other online real estate
firms). These numbers are based on the possibility of a walking trip for anyone in the vicinity, the
further the walk to a place, the lower the score.

Figure 3: Walk Score Methodology (walkscore.com/methodology.shtml)

The walkable scores have been found to increase values of homes as people are willing to pay more
for convenience to walk to perform basic errands. This has been substantiated by companies such as
Zillow and Redfin. Uses in the proposed zoning unavailable in the current WR-2 zoning would have the
potential to increase these scores and subsequent values of adjacent buildings.
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Figure 4: Walking Scores Equated to Home Values (Redfin.com)

10. ENCOURAGE THE MOST APPROPRIATE USE OF LAND THROUGHOUT THE
JURISDICTIONAL AREA:
The existing zoning of the property is WR-2, which allows some conditional uses for commercial
development, it does not however allow for specific uses such as a neighborhood market which would
be an ideal development at this location.
Given the location of the property and the nature of the Wisconsin Avenue corridor. The proposed
zoning at the location is a very appropriate use and supports the residents and the corridor as a whole.
As outlined in finding “1” above, the allowed uses within the proposed zoning district correspond well
with the Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan which studied this area as a part of its scope. The proposed
zoning would encourage development aligned with this plan and the overall corridor from Whitefish
Mountain Resort to Downtown Whitefish.
The uses allowed by the proposed zoning district could help complement the existing multimodal path
which currently has limited destinations or places of interest from Reservoir Road to Les Mason State
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Park. This would encourage use of this multimodal path and help create a more walkable community
for the immediate development as well as the greater area.

11. THAT HISTORICAL USES AND ESTABLISHED USE PATTERNS AND RECENT
CHANGE IN USE TRENDS WILL BE WEIGHED EQUALLY AND CONSIDERATION NOT
BE GIVEN ONE TO THE EXCLUSION OF THE OTHER:
Historically, the property has been used for a single residence currently used as a rental. Established
use patterns for this area is primarily the last major intersection on a person’s way to or from Whitefish
Mountain Resort to Downtown (or vice versa), which lends itself to a well to a commercial use.
Considering both historic and established uses of this area, the proposed zoning, allows for commercial
uses in the hopes it will be developed to support the PUD, and also allows for residential or mixed-use
developments. This flexibility allows for change in use trends as long as they are in substantial
compliance with the proposed Mountain Gateway PUD.
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EXISTING
ZONING
MAP SITE
MOUNTAIN
GATEWAY
EXISTING
Zoning and Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan

Wisconsin Corridor Plan 4-16-18

Big Mountain Road
Intersection

Description: Intersection of Big Mountain
Road and East Lake Shore Drive. Parcels are
under single ownership and span both sides of
Big Mountain Road and East Lakeshore Drive.
Existing use is single-family residential.
Existing zoning north of road is WR-2 (13.5
acres), WR-3 (8.31 acres), and County R-4 zone
(9.19 acres.) South of road is County R-1 zone,
Suburban Residential (11 acres).

R-4
(County)

Figure 4.16 Subject Area

SAG -10
(County)

Features/Amenities: Lakeshore frontage with
steep slopes & moderately forested. Big
Mountain Rd. provides the only general access
to Whitefish Mountain Resort.
Infrastructure: Utilities and infrastructure are
close to property. Water and sanitary sewer
are in East Lakeshore Drive.

Figure 4.17 : Preserving the tree canopy will be important

Dev. Considerations for all development:
Conservation design and stormwater
treatment to protect water quality.
Best practices for lakeshore development such
as lakeshore setbacks for sensitive areas.
Coordinate with MDT on intersection
improvements and transit stops.
Set-backs on East Lake Shore should provide
for future street widening.
Design pedestrian crossings at grade or
underground to connect parcels.
Negotiate land for fire station/transit drop-off.

WR-2

Figure 4.18: Multi-family on the interior of the site clustered
around open space to preserve existing tree canopy can
engender suburban character.

12DU/AC

WLR

Maintain vegetation to screen from road and
provide buffers to minimize impact on
adjacent land owners.

R-4

12DU/AC

Suburban residential for lakeshore parcels.
Underlying zoning for properties north of East
Lake Shore Dr. allow for multi-family but
should be designed to reflect surrounding lowdensity suburban character.
Transition from higher density in center to
lower density on perimeter.
4-18

WISCONSIN
AVENUESURROUNDING
CORRIDOR PLANSUBJECT PROPERTIES
EXISTING
ZONING

WR-3

WER

14DU/AC

SUBJECT
PROPERTY
(3.96 ACRES)

BIG MOUNTAIN ROAD

Properties must annex to city to connect to
water and sewer.

WR-2

WSR
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WRR1/WPUD

12DU/AC

HOUSTON DRIVE
VICINITY
VICINITYMAP
MAP

IRON
HORSE
GOLF
COURSE

EAST LAKESHORE DRIVE

Maxar, Microsoft

PETITION FOR CONDITIONAL ZONING CHANGE-- STATEMENT OF CONDITIONS
Whitefish City Council Ordinance No. ______, Approved ___________________
We, _____________________, owner(s) of a tract of land situated in the NE 1/4 of Section 23, T 31 N,
R 22 W, P.M.,M, Flathead County, Montana, more particularly described as follows:
That portion of Tract 1 of Certificate of Survey No. 9861 lying east of the east right-of -way line of Big
Mountain Road (60.00 feet wide), containing 3.966 acres, more or less, hereby
voluntarily consent to the following Statement of Conditions as part of rezoning our
property to Limited Business District with Conditions (WB-1-SC), a district that
combines the development requirements of the WR-2 residential zone with some of the
allowed uses of the WB-1 Limited Business District commercial zone, keeping the residential character
while also allowing neighborhood commercial-related and accessory uses:
1. We agree that the subject parcel shall be subject to the development requirements
of the WR-2 Zone for yard setbacks, height limitations, minimum lot width, and
minimum lot size, with the exception of the following:
Minimum Yard Spaces:
Front: 20’
Side: Residential uses: 10’; non-residential uses: 10 feet
greenbelt when abutting a residential district or public
right of way, otherwise, none
Rear: Residential uses: 20’, non residential uses: 20 feet
greenbelt when abutting a residential district, or
public right of way, otherwise, none
Permitted Lot Coverage: 60%
2. We agree that the subject parcels shall be limited to the allowed uses in the WR-2
zone, and in addition may be developed only for the following principal uses of
the WB-1 zone:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.

All uses allowed within the WPUD overlay (Mountain Gateway PUD)
Daycare (registered home; 5 to 12 individuals).
Financial institutions and professional services (less than 4,000 square feet).
Private and commercial recreation facilities.
Professional offices.
Public utility buildings and facilities when necessary for serving the surrounding territory,
excluding repair or storage facilities. A minimum of five feet (5') landscaped area shall
surround such a building or structure.
Publicly owned or operated buildings, uses or recreational facilities, including parks and
playgrounds.
Residential – Multi-family dwellings, one to four (4) dwelling units above ground floor
commercial (see special provisions in section 11-3-43 of this title).
Restaurants, excluding drive-ins.
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j.
k.

Retail sales and service (less than 4,000 square feet enclosed gross floor area per lot of
record; no outside storage or display).
Vendors (see special provisions in section 11-3-23 of this title). (Ord. 19-11, 6-3-2019)

3. We agree that the subject parcel shall be limited to the allowed conditional uses
of the WR-2 zone, and in addition may apply for the following conditional uses
allowed in the WB-1 zone:
a.
b.
c.
d.

Bars/lounges
Daycare centers (more than 12 individuals).
Microbreweries and microdistilleries (located on a parcel with frontage along an arterial).
Schools (K - 12).

4. We agree that the site shall be subject to City of Whitefish Landscape requirements for WB-1 zoned
property and subject to review during design.
5. We agree that this document may be recorded against our property subject to the approval of the
Mountain Gateway Planned Unit Development which has been submitted concurrently with this zoning
request. The denial of this planned unit development will be considered a withdrawal of this request.
The aforementioned conditions are a part of rezoning the property and shall run with the land, and shall
bind all future purchasers, assignees, successors, grantees and transferees of the land. We
understand that if all conditions agreed to are not adhered to, it is a violation of the City of Whitefish
Zoning Ordinance, and such violation shall be enforced
by the City of Whitefish.

_______________________
Owners signature

___________
Date
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STATE OF MONTANA )
: ss
County of Flathead )
On this ______ day of ___________________, 2008, before me, the undersigned,
a Notary Public in and for the state aforesaid, personally appeared ______________
, known to me to be the persons whose names are subscribed to
the foregoing instrument, and acknowledged to me that they executed the same.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed my Notarial Seal the day and year
last above written.
(SEAL) Notary Public for the State of Montana
[print or type name of Notary]
Residing in

, Montana

My Commission expires:
STATE OF MONTANA )
: ss
County of Flathead )
On this ______ day of ___________________, 2008, before me, the undersigned,
a Notary Public in and for the state aforesaid, personally appeared __________________,
known to me to be the person whose name is subscribed to the foregoing instrument, and
acknowledged to me that he executed the same.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed my Notarial
Seal the day and year last above written.
(SEAL) Notary Public for the State of Montana
[print or type name of Notary]
Residing in , Montana
My Commission expires:
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY FOR ZONE CHANGE
A TRACT OF LAND SITUATED IN THE NE 1/4 OF SECTION 23, T 31 N, R 22 W, P.M.,M, FLATHEAD COUNTY,
MONTANA, MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
THAT PORTION OF TRACT 1 OF CERTIFICATE OF SURVEY NO. 9861 LYING EAST OF THE EAST RIGHT-OF WAY LINE OF BIG MOUNTAIN ROAD (60.00 FEET WIDE), CONTAINING 3.966 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.
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PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT
418 E 2nd Street, PO Box 158, Whitefish, MT 59937
(406) 863-2410 Fax (406) 863-2409
January 31, 2022

Mayor and City Council
City of Whitefish
PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
RE: Lewis Accessory Apartment 800 West 7th St. (WCUP 21-28)
Honorable Mayor and Council:
Summary of Requested Action: Richard Lewis is requesting a Conditional Use Permit to
construct an accessory apartment over a new garage at 800 West 7th Street. The site is
developed with a single-family home and a detached garage, wood shed and storage
building. The existing garage and storage buildings will be town down. The propertyis
zoned WR-1 (One-Family Residential District) and the Whitefish Growth Policy
designates this property as ‘Urban’.
Planning & Building Department Recommendation: Staff recommended approval of
the Conditional Use Permit application subject to seven conditions set forth in the attached
staff report.
Public Hearing: The applicant’s representative spoke at the public hearing on January 20,
2022. The draft minutes for this item are attached as part of this packet.
Planning Board Action: The Whitefish Planning Board met on January 20, 2022 and
considered the request. Following the hearing, the Planning Board unanimously approved
the request. In making their decision, the Planning Board adopted staff report WCUP 2128 with Findings of Fact and recommended Conditions of Approval.
Proposed Motion:
•

I move to approve WCUP 21-28, the Findings of Fact in the staff report and the seven
conditions of approval, as recommended by the Whitefish Planning Board on January
20, 2022.

This item has been placed on the agenda for your regularly scheduled meeting on
February 7, 2022. Should Council have questions or need further information on this
matter, please contact the Planning Board or the Planning & Building Department.
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Respectfully,
/s/ Jessica Nymark
Jessica Nymark
City Planner I
Att:

Exhibit A: Planning Board Recommended Conditions of Approval
Draft Minutes, Planning Board Meeting, 12-16-21
Exhibits from 12-13-21 Staff Packet
1. Staff Report – WCUP 21-28, 12/13/21
2. Adjacent Landowner Notice, 12/8/21
3. Advisory Agency Notice, 12/22/21
The following was submitted by the applicant:
4. Application for Conditional Use Permit, 12/01/21
5. Plans Submitted with Application, 12/01/21
6. Updated Plans Submitted 12/16/21

c: w/att
c: w/o att

Michelle Howke, City Clerk
Richard Lewis, 218 Southchester Lane Houston, TX 99079
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Exhibit A
Lewis Accessory Apartment
WCUP 21-28
Conditions of Approval
Whitefish Planning Board
January 20, 2022
1.

The project must be constructed in compliance with the plans submitted December 1, 2021, except
as amended by these conditions. Minor deviations from the plans will require review pursuant to
§11-7-8(M) and major deviations from the plans will require review pursuant to §11-7-8. The
applicant must maintain and demonstrate continued compliance with all adopted City Codes and
Ordinances.

2.

One (1) off-street parking space must be designated for the accessory apartment and two (2) offstreet parking spaces must be designated for the primary residence. (§11-3-1(D))

3.

The driveway must be paved as required in §11-6-3-1(D)(2)

4.

All stormwater generated by the proposal must be retained on-site. (§11-3-2(C))

5.

Prior to building permit issuance, the property owner must provide the City a recorded copy of
either a deed restriction or a restrictive covenant that the accessory apartment may only be rented
if the owners maintain permanent residence in the primary structure. (§11-3-1(C))

6.

Short term rentals are not permitted. (§11-3-1(C), WCC)

7.

The conditional use permit is valid for 18 months and will terminate unless commencement of the
authorized activity has begun. (§11-7-8)
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PUBLIC HEARING 1:
LEWIS CONDITIONAL
USE PERMIT REQUEST

6:03 pm

A request by Richard Lewis for a Conditional Use Permit to construct
an accessory apartment over a new garage. The property is
currently developed with a single-family home and is zoned WR-1
(One-Family Residential District). The property is located at
800 West 7th Street and can be described as Lot COS 6212, S36,
T31N, R22W, P.M.,M., Tract 5EB in the northwest 1/4 of the
southwest 1/4, Flathead County.

STAFF REPORT
WCUP 21-28
(Nymark)

Planner Nymark reviewed her staff report and findings. As of the
writing of WCUP 21-28, no public comments had been received, and
none have been received since then.
Staff recommended adoption of the findings of fact within staff
report WCUP 21-28 and for approval of the conditional use permit
to the Whitefish City Council.

BOARD QUESTIONS
OF STAFF

Councilor Sweeney asked and Nymark said the condition is included,
as Condition No. 6, that short-term rentals are not allowed, and the
requirement for deed restriction that it cannot be rented unless
somebody lives in the primary residence is Condition No. 5.
Ellis said Condition No. 3 requires the driveway be paved and asked
if it is currently paved. Nymark said the current driveway is a
"roundabout" in the middle of the property and not paved, but that
driveway will be covered over, and a straight driveway will be built
to the garage with the first 80-feet required to be paved per our
Zoning Regulations.

APPLICANT / AGENCIES

Casey Butler, CRB Design, 100 Cedar Commons Lane in Kalispell, said
he was here tonight representing Mr. Lewis. There were no
questions for Mr. Butler.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Chair Ellis opened the public hearing. There being no public
comment, Chair Ellis closed the public hearing and turned the
matter over to the Planning Board for consideration.

MOTION / BOARD
DISCUSSION

Scott made a motion, seconded by Council Sweeney, to adopt the
findings of fact within staff report WCUP 21-28, with the seven (7)
conditions of approval, as proposed by City Staff.

VOTE

The motion passed unanimously. The matter is scheduled to go
before the Council on February 7, 2022.
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LEWIS RESIDENCE
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
WCUP 21-28 STAFF REPORT
December 13, 2021
This is a report to the Whitefish Planning Board and the Whitefish City Council regarding a request
for a conditional use permit (CUP) to allow an accessory apartment or accessory dwelling unit
(ADU) in a WR-1 zone at 800 West 7th Street. This application has been scheduled before the
Whitefish Planning Board for a public hearing on Thursday, January 20, 2022. A recommendation
will be forwarded to the City Council for a subsequent public hearing and final action on Monday,
February 7th, 2022.
PROJECT SCOPE
The applicant is requesting a CUP to construct an ADU (600 square feet livable space) above a
new two-car garage (884 square feet). The property is currently developed as a single-family
residence with detached garage, storage shed, and small woodshed. The existing garage and
storage sheds would be removed as part of the proposed project. The garage and accessory
apartment will be accessed from a shared driveway off West 7th Street to the south.

Figure 1, Project Area
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A.

OWNER:
Richard Lewis
218 Southchester Lane
Houston, TX 77079

B.

SIZE AND LOCATION OF PROPERTY:
The subject property is approximately 1.125 acres. It is located at 800 W. 7th Street
and can be described as Lot COS 6212, Section 36, Township 31 North, Range 22
West, Pacific Meridional Mode (P.M.M.) Tract 5EB in the northwest ¼ of the southwest
1/4, Flathead County. Please refer to Figure 1, Project Area.

C.

EXISTING LAND USE:
The property is currently developed as a single-family residence with detached
garage, storage shed, and small woodshed. The existing garage and storage sheds
would be removed as part of the proposed project. Please refer to Figure 2, Existing
Land Use.

Figure 2, Existing Land Use
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D. ADJACENT LAND USES AND
ZONING:
North:
WR-2
West:
WR-1
South:
WR-1
East:
WR-1
E.

Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential

ZONING DISTRICT:

The property is zoned WR-1, One-Family
Residential. The purpose of this district is
intended for residential purposes to
provide for single-family dwellings in an
urban setting connected to all Municipal
utilities and services.
F. WHITEFISH
CITY-COUNTY
GROWTH POLICY DESIGNATION:
The Growth Policy (2007) designation
for this area is ‘Urban’ which corresponds to WR-1:
This is generally a residential designation that defines the traditional neighborhoods
near downtown Whitefish, but it has also been applied to 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 town homes and lower density
apartments and condominiums are also acceptable in appropriate locations using
the Planned Unit Development (PUD). Densities generally range from two to 12
units per acre. Limited neighborhood commercial located along arterial or collector
streets are also included in this designation. Zoning includes WLR, WR-1, and WR2.
G.

UTILITIES:
Sewer:
Water:
Solid Waste:
Electric:
Natural Gas:
Phone:
Police:
Fire:

City of Whitefish
City of Whitefish
Republic Services
Flathead Electric Co-op
Northwestern Energy
CenturyLink
City of Whitefish
City of Whitefish
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H.

PUBLIC COMMENTS:
A notice was mailed to adjacent landowners within 300 feet of the subject parcel on
December 8, 2021. A sign was posted to the property on December 23, 2021. A notice
was emailed to advisory agencies on December 22, 2021. A notice of the public
hearing was published in the Whitefish Pilot on January 5, 2022. As of the writing of
this staff report, no comments have been received for this proposal.

REVIEW AND FINDINGS OF FACT
This application is evaluated based on the "criteria required for consideration of a Conditional Use
Permit," per Section §11-7-8(J) of the Whitefish Zoning Regulations.
1.

Whitefish City-County Growth Policy Compliance:
Finding 1: The proposed use complies with Growth Policy designation of ‘Urban’ because
the proposal is for an accessory apartment in association with a single-family residence in
compliance with the WR-1 zoning.

2.

Compliance with WR-1 zone regulations. The proposal is consistent with the purpose,
intent, and applicable provisions of these [zoning] regulations:
Setbacks: This is a flag lot, so the allowable setbacks for the property are 15 feet in the front,
15 feet on the sides, and 15 feet in the rear. Setbacks for accessory buildings with footprints
exceeding 600 square feet shall be the same as those for the principal structure; all standards
appear to be met and will be confirmed at the time of the building permit.
Parking: Zoning requires two spaces for the single-family home and one space for the
apartment. There is space for parking within the proposed two-car garage and space on the
driveway. There is adequate space on the property to meet these requirements and this will
be confirmed at the time of building permit. As a part of this permit, the first 80-feet of the
driveway are required to be paved, as required by §11-6-3-1D(2).
Height: The maximum height for an accessory building is 24-feet. It appears to meet these
criteria and will be confirmed at the time of building permit.
Lot Coverage: Permitted total lot coverage in zone WR-1 is 35%. It appears to meet these
criteria and will be confirmed at the time of building permit.
Accessory Apartment Standards: The structure is detached, single-story, and accessory to a
single-family home. The apartment living area is not shown to exceed 600 square feet, which
will be confirmed at the time of the building permit.
Finding 2: The proposed use complies with the WR-1 zoning district because it conforms to
the development standards and §11-3-1 of the Whitefish Zoning Regulations regarding
accessory apartments, as conditioned.
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3.

Site Suitability. The site must be suitable for the proposed use or development,
including:
Adequate usable land area: The subject parcel is approximately 1.125 acres in size. The
maximum permitted lot coverage in this zoning district is 35%. All setbacks and lot coverage
requirements can be met (See above subtitle “Lot Coverage”), and these will be confirmed at
the time of building permit.
Access that meets the standards set forth in these regulations, including emergency access:
The garage and accessory apartment can be accessed from a driveway off of W. 7th Street
to the south. Emergency services can access the house from South Karrow Estates Road to
the north, as well.
Absence of environmental constraints that would render the site inappropriate for the
proposed use or development, including, but not necessarily limited to floodplains, slope,
wetlands, riparian buffers/setbacks, or geological hazards: According to the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) National Flood Hazard Layer FIRMette, the
proposed ADU is not located within the 100-year floodplain (2021). Montana’s Natural
Heritage Wetland and Riparian Areas Map Viewer (https://mtnhp.org/mapviewer/?t=8)
indicates there are no wetlands or riparian zones in the project area. There are no extreme
slope angles or geological hazards.
Finding 3: The subject property is suitable for the proposed accessory apartment because
the proposal complies with the minimum lot size, minimum lot coverage, and required
setbacks. Also, access to the proposed structure will be from an existing driveway and there
are no environmental constraints on the property to limit development.

4.

Quality and Functionality. The site plan for the proposed use or development has
effectively dealt with the following design issues as applicable:
Parking locations and layout: Whitefish Zoning Regulation §11-6-2(A) requires two (2) parking
spaces per single family dwelling unit and §11-3-1(D) requires one (1) off-street space for the
accessory apartment. The lot provides adequate space to accommodate all parking needs
on-site with the identified two parking spaces located inside the proposed garage and at least
two off-street parking spaces on the driveway.
Traffic Circulation: The proposed use should not impact traffic circulation on the existing road.
Open space: The submitted site plan appears to have adequate open space (See above
subtitle “Lot Coverage”).
Fencing/Screening: Fencing and screening are not required by the zoning regulations.
Landscaping: Whitefish Zoning Regulation §11-4-1 exempts single-family dwellings and
accessory apartments from the landscaping requirements; therefore, no landscape plan is
required.
Signage: No signage is proposed for the accessory apartment.
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Undergrounding of new and existing utilities: The subject property currently has access to
utilities located on-site. Any new utilities will be required to be installed underground.
Finding 4: The quality and functionality of the proposed development is adequate because
the applicant can meet the required number of parking spaces, the proposed use will not
impact existing traffic circulation, no landscaping is required, no signage is proposed for the
accessory apartment, and all new utilities will be underground.
5.

Availability and Adequacy of Public Services and Facilities
Sewer and water: The subject property is currently serviced by municipal water and sewer.
Separate water and sewer service are required for the accessory apartment.
Storm Water Drainage: The new stormwater standards require an engineered stormwater
plan if the impervious surface is 10,000 square feet; however, the plans show an impervious
area of less than 10,000 square feet so no stormwater plan will be required. It will be
confirmed at the time of the building permit.
Fire Protection: The Whitefish Fire Department serves the site and response times and
access are adequate. The proposed use is not expected to have significant impacts upon fire
services.
Police: The City of Whitefish serves the site and response times and access are adequate.
The proposed use is not expected to have significant impacts upon police services.
Streets: The subject property is located off of W. 7th Street and East Karrow Estates Roads,
both of which are paved public streets. The ADU will be accessed via W. 7th Street.
Parks: No parks are located within 300’ of the proposed project.
Sidewalks: No sidewalks are located within the proposed project.
Bike/Pedestrian Ways: There is a shared pedestrian-bike path on W 7th Street.
Finding 5: The subject property appears to have adequate availability of public services. The
property is currently served by municipal sewer and water, is within the jurisdiction of the
Whitefish Fire Department and the City of Whitefish Police Department and is accessed from
a paved public street including sidewalks.

6.

Neighborhood/Community Impact
Traffic Generation: Traffic impacts are anticipated to be minimal as the subject property is
located within an existing neighborhood with similar residential uses.
Noise or Vibration: No additional noise or vibration is anticipated to be generated from the
proposed use. Any additional noises or vibrations would be temporary in association with
construction and are not anticipated to be permanent impacts.
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Dust, Smoke, Glare, or Heat: No impact is anticipated beyond what would be expected from
the surrounding residential uses. The driveway will be paved as required in §11-6-3-1(D)(2).
Smoke, Fumes, Gas, and Odor: No impact is anticipated regarding smoke, fumes, gas or
odors.
Hours of Operation: There are no hours of operation anticipated with this use beyond those
that would be typical for a residential property.
Finding 6: The proposed development is not anticipated to have a negative neighborhood
impact because the accessory apartment will not increase traffic generation on surrounding
streets, there will be no noise or vibration beyond associated construction disturbance, no
generation of fumes or other odors, and there will be no hours of operation for the residential
use.
7.

Neighborhood/Community Compatibility
Structural Bulk and Massing: The proposed accessory apartment will meet the lot coverage
and height standards. The proposed structure is accessory to the single-family home and will
be similar to existing residential uses in the neighborhood.
Scale: The proposed accessory apartment will meet or exceed the primary structure
setbacks, which will be confirmed at the time of building permit. There is adequate open space
within the subject property to maintain the character and scale of the neighborhood.
Context of Existing Neighborhood: The existing neighborhood is predominantly single-family
residential. The proposed use is not expected to impact or change the character of the
existing neighborhood. The proposed use is consistent with the existing zoning.
Density: The proposed ADU fits the surrounding density of the neighborhood. The totally lot
coverage does not exceed the allowed 35%. The density is not out of character with the area.
Community Character: The proposed accessory apartment will not be detrimental to the
immediate neighborhood character as the accessory apartment reflects the housing
standards established in the area and will be utilized as an accessory use to the existing
primary residence.
Finding 7: The proposed accessory apartment is compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood because the use is similar to existing uses in the neighborhood, it will be
consistent with the design, size and density of the immediate area, and it will be utilized as
an accessory use to the existing primary residence.

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Whitefish Planning Board adopt the findings of fact within staff report
WCUP 21-28 and that this conditional use permit be recommended for approval to the Whitefish
City Council subject to the following conditions:
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1.

The project must be constructed in compliance with the plans submitted December 1, 2021,
except as amended by these conditions. Minor deviations from the plans will require review
pursuant to §11-7-8(M) and major deviations from the plans will require review pursuant to
§11-7-8. The applicant must maintain and demonstrate continued compliance with all
adopted City Codes and Ordinances.

2.

One (1) off-street parking space must be designated for the accessory apartment and two (2)
off-street parking spaces must be designated for the primary residence. (§11-3-1(D))

3.

The driveway must be paved as required in §11-6-3-1(D)(2)

4.

All stormwater generated by the proposal must be retained on-site. (§11-3-2(C))

5.

Prior to building permit issuance, the property owner must provide the City a recorded copy
of either a deed restriction or a restrictive covenant that the accessory apartment may only
be rented if the owners maintain permanent residence in the primary structure. (§11-31(C))

6.

Short term rentals are not permitted. (§11-3-1(C), WCC)

7.

The conditional use permit is valid for 18 months and will terminate unless commencement
of the authorized activity has begun. (§11-7-8)
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Planning & Building Department
PO Box 158
418 E 2nd 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 Richard Lewis is requesting a
Conditional Use Permit to construct an accessory apartment over a new garage.
The property is currently developed with a single-family home and is zoned WR-1
(One Family Residential District). The property is located at 800 West 7th Street
and can be legally described as Whitefish Lot 5EB, North ½ of the Southwest ¼ of
S36, 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 Planning Board will hold a public hearing for the
proposed project request on:

Thursday, January 20th, 2022
6:00 p.m.
Whitefish City Council Chambers, City Hall
418 E 2nd Street, Whitefish, MT 59937
The Whitefish Planning Board will make a recommendation to the City Council,
which will then hold a public hearing and take final action on Monday, February
7, 2022 at 7:10 p.m. also in the Whitefish City Council Chambers.
On the back of this flyer is a vicinity map and site plan of the project. Additional
information on this proposal can be obtained at the Whitefish Planning Department
located at 418 E 2nd Street and on the Planning Department webpage – Current
Land Use Actions: www.cityofwhitefish.org. The public is encouraged to comment
on the above proposal and attend the hearing. Please send comments to the
Whitefish Planning Department, PO Box 158, Whitefish, MT 59937, or by phone
(406) 863-1254, fax (406) 863-2409 or email at jnymark@cityofwhitefish.org.
Comments received by the close of business on January 12, 2022 will be included
in the packets to Board members. Comments received after the deadline will be
summarized to Board members at the public hearing.

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 1333 of 1405

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 1334 of 1405

2

3

5BA

2

2EC

2EB

2DAC

2DAB

SKARROW ESTATESRD

3

1

13

EW
ARDVI
3CB
3CC
3DC

3DBB
DA 9/2021
3
Date:12/

5EDA

KARROW AVE

3J

3Q
2

BA
2E

Projec
ABt:300FootBu ffer
3D

5ED

O89A

2E

2FAAB

2DA

2DBAAA

CON
DAD
DI
TI
ON
T

7

AA
2FA

2FAAC

6

5FAD

5FA

2DBA

5FAAA

5FAA

5EBA

ABD

5E

5FB

2
O
BN
U
NS1B
O
RS
E
RG
O
T

5FC

5F

5FF

W 7THST

1A

B
U
S

5

AA 2FAC
2F

SKARROW ESTATESRD

5EBAB

NTENNI
ALDR

2

12 1
1 10 G

5EB

5EDD

3P

3
C2

14

1

1 2 SE

2D
BA
A

L
YS

GO2

5

2D
BA
AB

1A 1B

1B

L
MJ

WC
K

1

1

2DABA

C

1A

MK
B

AV
ER GO5
I
LL
SU
B

GJT

A

3

7

D
PB

KARROW AVE

1

8

2D
BA
D

9
TRACT 5EB IN S36 T31N R22W PMM
300 FOOT OWNERSHIP
W 4THST

5EAA

5EA

5EAB

N
O
S
R
GE
R
COUNTY GIS
O tedon th is m ap aFLATHEAD
Th T
eareas depic
refor il2
lu strativepu rposes onlyanddo notnec
essarilym eetm apping,
su rv
ey
ing,or engineeringstandards.Deriv
ingc
onc
lu sions from th is m ap is doneatth eu ser’
s risk.

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 1335 of 1405

5EAC

·

7

PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT
418 E Second Street/PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
Phone (406) 863-2410 Fax (406) 863-2409

Date:

December 22, 2021

To:

Advisory Agencies & Interested Parties

From:

Whitefish Planning & Building Department

The regular meeting of the Whitefish Planning Board will be held in person
on Thursday, January 20, 2022 at 6:00 pm at the Whitefish City Council Chambers in
City Hall. Upon receipt of the recommendation from the Planning Board, the Whitefish
City Council will hold a subsequent public hearing on items 1-3 on February 7, 2022. City
Council meetings start at 7:10 pm and will also be held in person at City Hall.
1. A request by Richard Lewis for a Conditional Use Permit to construct an accessory
apartment over a new garage. The property is currently developed with a singlefamily home and is zoned WR-1 (One-Family Residential District). The property is
located at 800 West 7th Street and can be described as Lot COS 6212, Section
36, Township 31 North, Range 22 West, P.M.M. Tract 5EB in the northwest ¼ of
the southwest 1/4, Flathead County (WCUP 21-28) Nymark
2. A request by the City of Whitefish to amend Chapter 2 of Title 11 in order to add
Article Y: WB-T Business Transitional District. This addition to the Zoning
Regulations is in response to the recently adopted Highway 93 South Corridor Plan
and is intended to provide a performance-based, mixed-use transitional
environment in the community gateway areas that border Highway 93 South just
south of Highway 40. (WZTA 22-01) Osendorf
Documents pertaining to these agenda items are available for review at the Whitefish
Planning & Building Department, 418 E Second Street, during regular business hours,
and the application and site plans are available HERE. The full application packet along
with public comments and staff report will be available on the City’s
webpage: www.cityofwhitefish.org under Planning Board one week prior to the Planning
Board public hearing date noted above. Inquiries are welcomed. Interested parties are
invited to attend the meeting and make known their views and concerns. Comments in
writing may be forwarded to the Whitefish Planning & Building Department at the above
address prior to the hearing or via email: dtaylor@cityofwhitefish.org. For questions or
further information regarding these proposals, call 406-863-2410.
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City of Whitefish

File #:

Planning & Building Dept
418 E 2nd
Whitefish, MT 59937
Phone: (406) 863-2410
Fax: (406) 863-2409

Date:
Intake Staff:
Check #:
Amount:
Date Complete:

ADMINISTRATIVE CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
FEE ATTACHED $ _______________
(see current fee schedule)

INSTRUCTIONS:
A Site Review Meeting with city staff is required for new construction, additions, or changes to parking lots. A
pre-application meeting with staff is recommended prior to any application submittal.
Date of Site Review or Pre-App Meeting: _______________
Submit the application fee, completed application, and appropriate attachments to the Whitefish Planning &
Building Department.
City Staff will notice the property owners within 300-feet of the project and place a legal notice in the Whitefish
Pilot.
After the required 15-working day comment period ends after public notice, staff will either issue the permit,
issue the permit with conditions, or elevate the permit to the full Conditional Use Permit public hearing review.

A. PROJECT INFORMATION:
Project Name:
Street Address:
Lot No(s)
Block #
Subdivision Name
Section __________ Township __________ Range___________
I hereby certify that the information contained or accompanied in this application is true and correct to the best
of my knowledge. The signing of this application signifies approval for the Whitefish Staff to be present on the
property for routine monitoring and inspection during the approval and development process.
_________________________________________
Property O

__________________________
Date

_________________________________________
Print Name
_________________________________________

__________________________
Date

_________________________________________
Print Name
_________________________________________
_________________________________________
Print Name

__________________________
Date

**May be signed by the applicant or representative, authorization
letter from property owner must be attached. If there are multiple
owners, a letter authorizing one owner to be the authorized
representative for all must be included.
Page 1 of 6
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B. APPLICATION CONTENTS:
Attached

ALL ITEMS MUST BE INCLUDED - INCOMPLETE APPLICATIONS WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED
One (1) printed copy and one (1) electronic copy (pdf) of the application and supplemental
materials.
All questions/boxes under C, D, and E of this application are filled out with the required
information.
Site Plan drawn to scale, which shows in detail the proposed use, property lines and setback
lines, existing and proposed buildings, driveways, parking lots with spaces and drive aisles
delineated, landscaping, fencing, signage, and any unusual topographic features such as slopes,
drainage, ridges, etc.
Floor plans commercial uses require
floor plans with gross square footage delineated
where off-street parking is required. Where new buildings or additions are proposed, floor plans
and elevations are required.
Will this project provide affordable housing:
Yes
No
If yes, complete a Housing Mitigation Plan
Tree Preservation Plan show a site plan with trees 6-inch DBH or greater to be preserved with
project
If the project is a multi-family development, complete the Multi-Family Development Standards
Supplemental
If the project is a mixed-use or non-residential development, complete the Mixed-Use and NonResidential Building Development Standards Supplemental
Any additional information requested during the pre-application process

When all application materials are submitted to the Planning & Building Department, the application will
be reviewed by City departments.

-------------------- For City Staff Use Only -------------------Approved
Approved with conditions:

Elevated to full CUP

Page 2 of 6
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C. OWNER/APPLICANT INFORMATION
OWNER(S) OF RECORD:
Name:

Phone:

Mailing Address:
City, State, Zip:
Email:
APPLICANT (if different than above):
Name:

Phone:

Mailing Address:
City, State, Zip:
Email:
OTHER TECHNICAL/PROFESSIONAL:
Name:

Phone:

Mailing Address:
City, State, Zip:
Email:

D. DESCRIBE PROPOSED USE:

ZONING DISTRICT: ___________________________

Page 3 of 6
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E. FINDINGS: The following criteria form the basis for approval or denial of the Conditional Use Permit.
The burden of satisfactorily addressing these criteria lies with the applicant. Review the criteria below
and discuss how the proposal conforms to the criteria. If the proposal does not conform to the
criteria, describe how it will be mitigated.
1. Describe how the proposal conforms to the applicable goals and policies of the Whitefish CityCounty Growth Policy.

2. Describe how the proposal is consistent with the purpose, intent and applicable provisions of the
regulations.

3. How is the property location suitable for the proposed use? Is there adequate usable land area?
Does the access, including emergency vehicle access, meet the current standards? Are
environmentally sensitive areas present on the property that would render the site inappropriate
for the proposed use?

Page 4 of 6
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4. How are the following design issues addressed on the site plan?
a. Parking locations and layout
b. Traffic circulation
c. Open space
d. Fencing/screening
e. Landscaping
f. Signage
g. Undergrounding of new utilities
h. Undergrounding of existing utilities

5. Are all necessary public services and facilities available and adequate? If not, how will public
services and facilities be upgraded?
a. Sewer
b. Water
c. Stormwater
d. Fire Protection
e. Police Protection
f. Street (public or private)
g. Parks (residential only)
h. Sidewalks
i. Bike/pedestrian ways including connectivity to existing and proposed developments

Page 5 of 6
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6. How will your project impact on adjacent properties, the nearby neighborhoods and the
community in general? Describe any adverse impacts under the following categories.
a. Excessive traffic generation and/or infiltration of traffic into neighborhoods
b. Noise, vibration, dust, glare, heat, smoke, fumes, odors

7. What are the proposed hours of operation?

8. How is the proposal compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and community in general in
terms of the following:
a. Structural bulk and massing
b. Scale
c. Context of existing neighborhood
d. Density
e. Community Character

Page 6 of 6
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G1.00

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

1.

6.

3.

ALL CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS OF THE LATEST EDITION OF
THE INTERNATIONAL RESIDENTIAL CODE (IRC), THE INTERNATIONAL ENERGY CONSERVATION CODE (IECC) AND
LOCAL AND STATE BUILDING CODES, OR AS SPECIFICALLY NOTED ON THESE PLANS AND ANY ACCOMPANYING
CALCULATIONS, WITH THE MOST STRINGENT CONDITION GOVERNING. IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER CONTRACTOR TO BE FAMILIAR AND COMPLY WITH THE
REQUIREMENTS AS STATED IN THE IRC.
2. IN THE EVENT OF CONFLICT BETWEEN PERTINENT CODES AND REGULATIONS AND THE REFERENCED STANDARDS
OF THESE SPECIFICATIONS, THE MORE STRINGENT PROVISIONS SHALL GOVERN.
3. ATTIC ACCESS: UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED ON PLANS, GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL
PROVIDE A MINIMUM 22" X 30" ATTIC ACCESS LOCATED FOR EASY ACCESS AND 30" OF UNOBSTRUCTED HEADROOM
AT SOME POINT ABOVE THE ACCESS MEASURED VERTICALLY FROM THE BOTTOM OF THE CEILING FRAMING
MEMBERS. ACCESS MAY BE LOCATED IN GARAGES IF 1-HOUR FIRE PROTECTION IS PROVIDED. GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO VERIFY SUCH REQUIREMENTS WITH LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL
BUILDING CODES.
3.1.
FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON ATTIC ACCESS OPENINGS AND WHERE ATTIC ACCESS IS REQUIRED SEE
SECTION R807.1 OF THE 2018 INTERNATIONAL RESIDENTIAL CODE.
4. CEILING HEIGHT: MINIMUM CEILING HEIGHT IN HABITABLE AREAS, HALLWAYS AND PORTIONS OF BASEMENTS
CONTAINING THESE SPACES SHALL HAVE A CEILING HEIGHT OF NOT LESS THAN 7'-0". BATHROOMS, TOILET ROOMS
AND LAUNDRY ROOMS SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN 6'-8".
4.1.
FOR ROOMS WITH SLOPED CEILINGS, THE REQUIRED FLOOR AREA OF THE ROOM SHALL HAVE A CEILING
HEIGHT OF NOT LESS THAN 5' AND NOT LESS THAN 50% OF THE REQUIRED FLOOR AREA SHALL HAVE A CEILING
HEIGHT OF NOT LESS THAN 7'.
4.2.
THE CEILING HEIGHT ABOVE BATHROOM AND TOILET ROOM FIXTURES SHALL BE SUCH THAT THE FIXTURE IS
CAPABLE OF BEING USED FOR ITS INTENDED PURPOSES. A SHOWER OR TUB EQUIPPED WITH A SHOWERHEAD
SHALL HAVE A CEILING HEIGHT OF NOT LESS THAN 6'-8" ABOVE AN AREA OF NOT LESS THAN 30" X 30" AT THE
SHOWERHEAD.
4.3.
BEAMS, GIRDERS, DUCTS, OR OTHER OBSTRUCTIONS IN BASEMENTS CONTAINING HABITABLE SPACE SHALL BE
PERMITTED TO PROJECT TO WITHIN 6'-4" OF THE FINISHED FLOOR.
4.4.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL VERIFY CEILING HEIGHT REQUIREMENTS
LISTED IN 4 THROUGH 4.3 ABOVE WITH LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
5. GUARDRAILS/RAILING:
5.1.
ALL RAILINGS AND/OR GUARDRAILS/RAILING MUST BE CONSTRUCTED TO RESIST A CONCENTRATED LOAD OF
200 POUNDS IN ACCORDANCE WITH WITH SECTION 4.5.1.1 OF AMERICAN SOCIETY OF CIVIL ENGINEERS (ASCE) 7
OR AS REQUIRED PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
5.2.
GUARDRAILS/RAILINGS ARE DESIGNED TO BE NOT LESS THAN 36" HIGH (AS MEASURED VERTICALLY ABOVE THE
ADJACENT WALKING SURFACE OR THE LINE CONNECTING THE STAIR NOSINGS) ON THE OPEN SIDE OF THOSE
PORTIONS OF OPEN-SIDED WALKING SURFACES, INCLUDING STAIRS, RAMPS, AND LANDINGS THAT ARE LOCATED
MORE THAN 30" MEASURED VERTICALLY TO THE FLOOR OR GRADE BELOW AT ANY POINT WITHIN 36"
MEASURED HORIZONTALLY OF THE OPEN SIDE. INSECT SCREENING SHALL NOT BE CLASSIFIED AS A
GUARDRAIL/RAILING.
5.2.1.
STAIR RAILINGS ARE TO BE LOCATED 34" MIN. TO 38" MAX. ABOVE TREAD NOSING.
5.2.2.
ON THE OPENING CREATED WITH TREAD, RISER, AND BOTTOM RAIL OF RAILING NO MORE THAN A 6"
SPHERE CANNOT PASS THROUGH.
5.3.
MAXIMUM OPEN SPACES IN GUARDRAILS/HANDRAIL SO THAT A 4" SPHERE CANNOT PASS THROUGH.
5.4.
GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO VERIFY 5 THROUGH 5.3 WITH LOCAL, STATE, AND
FEDERAL BUILDING CODES FOR ALL THE REQUIREMENTS FOR GUARDRAILS/RAILING.
6. FIRE SAFETY CONSIDERATIONS: ATTACHED GARAGES SHALL HAVE A 1-HOUR FIRE SEPARATION FROM DWELLING
SPACES.1-HOUR FIRE SEPARATION CONSISTS OF 5/8" TYPE "X" GYPSUM WALLBOARD (BOTH SIDES OF WALL) ON
COMMON WALLS/CEILINGS AND A 20-MINUTE FIRE-RATED DOOR ASSEMBLY WITH AUTOMATIC CLOSING DEVICE.
ONE DIRECT-WIRED WITH BATTERY BACK-UP SMOKE DETECTOR & CARBON MONOXIDE DETECTOR SHALL BE
SUPPLIED PER SLEEPING ROOM WITH OTHERS IN DWELLING PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
7. CRAWLSPACES: THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL:
7.1.
THE CRAWL SPACE SHALL BE MECHANICALLY VENTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION R408.3 OF THE 2018
INTERNATIONAL RESIDENTIAL CODE (IRC). THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL
RETAIN THE SERVICES OF A LICENSED MECHANICAL ENGINEER TO DESIGN SUCH MECHANICAL SYSTEMS TO
PROPERLY VENT THE CRAWL SPACE. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL VERIFY
THAT THE IRC SECTION MENTIONED ABOVE IS APPROVED BY LOCAL AND STATE BUILDING CODES. CRB DESIGN,
LLC IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR THE MECHANICAL VENTING OF A CRAWL SPACE.
7.2.
INSTALL A CLASS I 10MM VAPOR/MOISTURE BARRIER/RETARDER PER SECTION R408.3 OF THE 2018
INTERNATIONAL RESIDENTIAL CODE. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER ARE TO
VERIFY WITH LOCAL AND STATE BUILDING CODES.
7.2.1.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO INSTALL 2" OF WASHED PEA GRAVEL OVER
BARRIER/RETARDER TO PROTECT BARRIER/RETARDER FROM ABUSE. THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO VERIFY WITH LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING
CODES THAT A GREATER DEPTH OF PEA GRAVEL IS NOT REQUIRED.
7.3.
PROVIDE A MINIMUM 18" X 24" CRAWL SPACE ACCESS LOCATED IN AN ACCESSIBLE AREA (CLOSET, EXTERIOR
FOUNDATION WALL, ETC.). GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL VERIFY THE SIZE OF
THE OPENING WITH LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
7.3.1.
FOR MORE INFORMATION ON ALTERNATE LOCATION OF ACCESS AND SIZING SEE SECTION R408.4 OF THE
2018 INTERNATIONAL RESIDENTIAL CODE.
8. ROOF VENTILATION: GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER ARE TO PROVIDE/INSTALL ROOF
VENTILATION AND VENT ROOF/ATTIC SPACES AS REQ'D IN SECTION R806 OF THE 2018 INTERNATIONAL
RESIDENTIAL CODE AND VERIFY THAT SECTION R806 OF THE 2018 IRC MEETS THE LOCAL AND STATE BUILDING
CODES FOR ROOF VENTILATION.
9. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL RIGIDLY ADHERE TO ALL LAWS, CODES, AND
ORDINANCES WHICH APPLY TO THIS WORK. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUB CONTRACTOR(S) SHALL NOTIFY AND
RECEIVE CLARIFICATION FROM OWNER AND BUILDING OFFICIAL IN WRITING OF ANY VARIATION BETWEEN
CONTRACT DOCUMENTS AND GOVERNING REGULATIONS.
10. FOR THE PROTECTION OF WOOD AND WOOD-BASED PRODUCTS AGAINST DECAY AND ASSOCIATED REGULATIONS,
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL REVIEW AND INSTALL SUCH ITEMS IN
ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION R317 OF THE 2018 INTERNATIONAL RESIDENTIAL CODE. THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL VERIFY THAT THIS SECTION IS APPROVED BY THE LOCAL AND
STATE BUILDING CODES AND INSTALL SUCH ITEMS AS PER LOCAL AND STATE BUILDING CODES.
11. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL USE AND INSTALL PRESERVATIVE-TREATED WOOD
PRODUCTS AND/OR NATURALLY DURABLE WOOD AS REQ'D PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
12. IF A FIREWALL IS TO BE CONSTRUCTED WITHIN THE DRAWINGS, THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER IS TO VERIFY THAT SUCH FIREWALL IS CONSTRUCTED AS REQ'D PER
LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES AS IT RELATES TO BUT NOT LIMITED TO THE TYPE OF WALL
CONSTRUCTION, OPENINGS WITHIN WALL, PENETRATIONS, CHASES WITHIN/THROUGH WALL, SEALING OF WALL,
AND ETC.
13. IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO VERIFY WITH THE
LOCAL JURISDICTION ON WHETHER OR NOT WHERE A FIREWALL IS NEEDED PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL
BUILDING CODES FOR THE PROJECT CONTAINED HEREIN.
14. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO PLACE AND INSTALL HOUSE WRAP (AIR BARRIER)
AND/OR VAPOR BARRIER AS REQ'D PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.

BUILDING PLANS:
1.

GREAT CARE AND PROFICIENCY HAVE GONE INTO THE PREPARATION OF THESE PLANS AND BLUEPRINTS. HOWEVER,
DUE TO THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF PROVIDING "ON-SITE" SUPERVISION, PERSONAL CONSULTATION, CONTROL OVER
ACTUAL CONSTRUCTION, AND BECAUSE OF GREAT VARIATIONS IN LOCAL BUILDING CODES, BUILDING
CONDITIONS, AND WEATHER CONDITIONS, CRB DESIGN, LLC ASSUMES NO RESPONSIBILITY FOR ANY AND ALL
DAMAGES DUE TO DEFICIENCIES, OMISSIONS, OR ERRORS IN THE DESIGN OR BLUEPRINTS. THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER MUST INTERPRET THE BLUEPRINTS AND VERIFY ALL STRUCTURAL
COMPONENTS ON THE JOB SITE.
2. BEFORE BEGINNING CONSTRUCTION (THIS INCLUDES EXCAVATION AND SITE CLEARING), A THOROUGH
UNDERSTANDING OF THE BLUEPRINTS MUST BE MADE BY THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SO THE DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS ARE UNDERSTOOD.
3. ALL DIMENSIONS PRINTED IN THESE DRAWINGS TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER DIMENSIONS THAT ARE SCALED WITH A
MEASURING DEVICE BY THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER. WHILE EVERY ATTEMPT HAS
BEEN MADE IN THE PREPARATION OF THESE PLANS TO AVOID MISTAKES, CRB DESIGN, LLC CANNOT GUARANTEE
AGAINST ERROR. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER OF THE JOB MUST VERIFY ALL
DIMENSIONS AND ALL OTHER PROJECT DETAILS AND BE WHOLLY RESPONSIBLE FOR THE SAME.
3.1.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL THOROUGHLY ACQUAINT THEMSELVES
WITH THE ASSEMBLY TECHNIQUES OF THIS STRUCTURE PRIOR TO COMMENCING THE WORK. IF DURING THE
CONSTRUCTION PROCESS ANY DETAILS, DRAWINGS, OR PROCEDURES SEEM UNCLEAR, THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHOULD ASCERTAIN THE CORRECT METHOD BEFORE CONTINUING
WITH THE WORK.
3.2.
IF CLARIFICATION IS NEEDED OVER A DIMENSION(S), THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER
SHOULD CLARIFY SUCH DISCREPANCIES WITH CRB DESIGN, LLC OR EOR.
4. CRB DESIGN, LLC IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR THE DESIGN AND/OR ENGINEERING OF FIREPLACE(S) AND CHIMNEY(S)
AND THEIR FOOTINGS. IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO
VERIFY THESE ITEMS ARE STRUCTURALLY SUFFICIENT WITH A LICENSED STRUCTURAL ENGINEER.
4.1.
INCLUDED IN THIS DRAWING SET, THERE MAY BE LOCATIONS AND GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATIONS OF
FIREPLACE(S) AND CHIMNEY(S) AND THEIR FOOTINGS IDENTIFIED FOR THE PURPOSE OF PROVIDING
PRELIMINARY INFORMATION OF SUCH ITEMS IN THIS DRAWING SET. IF THESE ITEMS ARE SHOWN, IT IS THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S) TO VERIFY WITH THE OWNER THE
LOCATION AND GRAPHICAL REPRESENTATION OF THE FIREPLACE(S) AND CHIMNEY(S) WITH THE OWNER PRIOR
TO COMMENCING THE BUILDING OF SUCH FIREPLACE(S) AND CHIMNEY(S) AND THEIR FOOTINGS.
ADDITIONALLY, IF THESE ITEMS ARE SHOWN IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO HAVE THESE ITEMS REVIEWED, SIZED, DESIGNED AND
APPROVED FOR STRUCTURALLY SUFFICIENCY BY A LICENSED STRUCTURAL ENGINEER AS CRB DESIGN, LLC IS
NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR THE STRUCTURAL DESIGN OF THESES ITEMS.
4.1.1.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL INSTALL THE FIREPLACE(S) AND
CHIMNEY(S) PER THE MANUFACTURER SPECIFICATIONS AND INSTALLATION GUIDE AND AS REQ'D BY
LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
5. ALL DIMENSIONS ARE TO FACE OF STUD (WETHER EXTERIOR OR INTERIOR WALL), OUTSIDE FACE OF CONCRETE,
TOP OF SUBFLOOR(S), TOP OF PLATE, AND/OR TOP OF ROOF SHEATHING U.N.O.

THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR VERIFICATION OF FOOTING
DESIGN AND SOIL CONDITION PRIOR TO THE BEGINNING OF CONSTRUCTION (THIS INCLUDES SITE CLEARING
AND/OR EXCAVATION).

DESIGN DATA:
1.

UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTIFIED BY THE OWNER, THESE PLANS ARE BASED ON THE FOLLOWING MINIMUM DESIGN
LOADS:
1.1.
FLOOR LOADS: 40 PSF LIVE LOAD + 15 PSF DEAD LOAD = 55 PSF TOTAL LOAD.
1.2.
ROOF LOADS: 55 PSF SNOW LOAD + 15 PSF DEAD LOAD = 70 PSF TOTAL LOAD.
1.3.
DECKS/BALCONIES: 60 PSF LIVE LOAD + 15 PSF DEAD LOAD = 75 PSF TOTAL LOAD.
1.4.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR AND/OR OWNER SHALL HAVE THE DESIGN VALUES LISTED IN 1.1 THROUGH 1.3
ABOVE VERIFIED WITH A STRUCTURAL ENGINEER AND THE LOCAL BUILDING DEPARTMENT BEFORE
CONSTRUCTION ON THIS PROJECT BEGINS (THIS INCLUDES BEFORE SITE CLEARING AND/OR EXCAVATION).
2. UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED, AN ASSUMED BASIC ALLOWABLE SOIL BEARING PRESSURE OF 1500 PSF HAS BEEN USED,
WITH ADDITIONAL ALLOWANCES FOR INCREASES IN FOOTING OR PIER WIDTH AND DEPTH AS PER IRC
SPECIFICATIONS. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL HAVE FOUNDATION/FOOTING
DESIGN AND DETAILS MUST BE VERIFIED BY A SOILS ENGINEER, LICENSED STRUCTURAL ENGINEER AND/OR LOCAL
BUILDING DEPARTMENT.
3. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR AND/OR OWNER SHALL VERIFY THE WIND LOAD, EXPOSURE CATEGORY, AND THE
SEISMIC DESIGN CATEGORY WITH A LOCAL STRUCTURAL ENGINEER AND THE LOCAL BUILDING DEPARTMENT.
3.1.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL BUILD THE PROJECT CONTAINED HEREIN TO
THE SPECIFICATIONS OF THE WIND LOAD, EXPOSURE CATEGORY, AND SEISMIC DESIGN CATEGORY FOR THIS
PARTICULAR PROJECT.
4. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR AND/OR OWNER IS TO HAVE THESE PLANS ENGINEERED BY A LICENSED STRUCTURAL
ENGINEER WHERE THE LOADS AND DATA LISTED IN ITEMS 1 THROUGH 3.1 ABOVE WILL BE MODIFIED OR APPROVED
FOR THE PROJECT CONTAINED HEREIN.
5. CRB DESIGN, LLC IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR THE STRUCTURAL ENGINEERING OF THIS PROJECT. THE FRAMING PLANS
SHOWN IN THIS DRAWING SET ARE OF A SCHEMATIC (PRELIMINARY AND NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION) LAYOUT OF
SUCH LAYOUTS. CRB DESIGN, LLC REQUIRES THAT THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR AND/OR OWNER HAVE THESE
PLANS REVIEWED AND STAMPED BY A LICENSED STRUCTURAL ENGINEER THAT IS RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL
STRUCTURAL ENGINEERING DESIGN PRIOR TO THE COMMENCEMENT OF BUILDING OF THE PROJECT CONTAINED
HEREIN. IF THE CONTRACTOR AND/OR OWNER DO NOT HAVE THESE DRAWINGS ENGINEERED, THEY ASSUME ALL
RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE STRUCTURAL SYSTEM(S) FOR THE PROJECT CONTAINED HEREIN AS IT RELATES TO LIFE
SAFETY AND THE LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES AND HOLDS HARMLESS AND INDEMNIFIES CRB
DESIGN, LLC.

STORAGE AND HANDLING:
1.

PROTECT ALL MATERIALS FROM THE EFFECTS OF WEATHERING UNTIL SUCH TIME AS THEY ARE TO BE USED.
PROVIDE VENTILATION SO AS NOT TO TRAP MOISTURE IN THE MATERIALS.
2. ALL MANUFACTURED MATERIALS, COMPONENTS, FASTENERS, ASSEMBLIES, ETC., SHALL BE HANDLED AND
INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH MANUFACTURER'S SPECIFICATIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS AND PROVISIONS OF
APPLICABLE ICBO RESEARCH RECOMMENDATIONS. WHERE SPECIFIC MANUFACTURED PRODUCTS ARE CALLED FOR,
GENERIC EQUALS WHICH MEET APPLICABLE STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS MAY BE SUBSTITUTED.
2.1.
THIS INCLUDES ALL BUILDING MATERIALS ASSOCIATED WITH THE BUILD OF THIS PROJECT INCLUDING BUT
NOT LIMITED TO LUMBER, DOORS, WINDOWS, FINISH (EXTERIOR AND INTERIOR) MATERIALS, HARDWARE,
ROOFING, PLYWOOD SHEATHING (WALLS, FLOORS, AND ROOF), ETC.

THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR IS TO VERIFY WITH THE OWNER PRIOR TO COMMENCING THE BUILD (THIS INCLUDES
EXCAVATION AND SITE CLEARING) FOR THIS PROJECT, THE LOCATION, ORIENTATION (RELATIVE TO NORTH) AND
MAIN FLOOR ELEVATION. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY THE NEW BUILDING CORNERS WITH THE
OWNER PRIOR TO BEGINNING WORK.
2. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY THE SITE CONDITIONS ARE CONSISTENT WITH THESE PLANS BEFORE
STARTING WORK ON THE SITE.
3. GRADES AS SHOWN ON SITE AND PLOT PLANS, ELEVATION, AND SECTION DRAWINGS ARE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/OWNER TO VERIFY WITH PHYSICAL SITE CONDITIONS. CRB DESIGN, LLC TAKES NO
RESPONSIBILITY FOR DAMAGE TO, OR ADDITIONAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS OF, ANY STRUCTURE FOR WHICH THE
RELATIVE POSITION OF THE STRUCTURE TO THE NATURAL FINISH GRADES OF THE BUILDING SITE DIFFER FROM
THAT REPRESENTED IN THESE DRAWINGS.
4. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL VERIFY THAT THERE IS PROPER DRAINAGE FROM
THE BUILDING ACCORDING TO LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
5. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/OWNER SHALL VERIFY THE PROPERTY CORNERS, SETBACKS, UTILITY EASEMENTS,
HARDSCAPE ELEMENTS (DRIVEWAY, SIDEWALK, FENCES, PATIOS), STREET ACCESS, AND/OR RIGHT OF WAY(S) PRIOR
TO STARTING CONSTRUCTION.
6. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/OWNER SHALL VERIFY WITH THE OWNER THE LOCATIONS OF SEWER, WELL, POWER,
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, AND/OR OTHER UTILITIES (NEW OR EXISTING) PRIOR TO STARTING CONSTRUCTION.
7. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL INSPECT THE SITE TO SEE IF THE NEW CONSTRUCTION WILL INTERFERE WITH
EXISTING STRUCTURES, UTILITIES, CURRENT LANDSCAPED ELEMENTS, AND ANY NATURAL OR MANMADE ELEMENTS
AND THEN MAKE NECESSARY CHANGES TO THE LOCATION OF THE NEW CONSTRUCTION AND ITS RELATED ITEMS.
8. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/OWNER IS TO BE RESPONSIBLE FOR EROSION CONTROL (SILT FENCES, STRAW ROLLS,
GRAVEL BAGS, ETC.) TO BE PLACED AROUND THE CONSTRUCTION AREA TO LIMIT RUNOFF DURING THE
CONSTRUCTION PHASE TO THE NEIGHBORING SITES AS REQ'D PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES
AND THE HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION.
9. CRB DESIGN, LLC IS NOT A CIVIL ENGINEER, IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/OWNER TO
RETAIN A CIVIL ENGINEER TO PINPOINT ACTUAL GRADES, VERIFY BUILDING CORNERS, DRAINAGE ETC. IF THE
GENERAL CONTRACTOR/OWNER CHOOSE NOT TO RETAIN A LICENSED CIVIL ENGINEER THEY TAKE ON FULL
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE SITE DESIGN AND ITS ASSOCIATED ELEMENTS FOR THIS PROJECT CONTAINED HEREIN AND
HOLDS HARMLESS AND INDEMNIFIES CRB DESIGN, LLC.
10. THE LANDSCAPE DESIGN, IRRIGATION SPRINKLER DESIGN AND INSTALLATION IS BY OTHERS. THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/OWNER SHALL ENGAGE A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL TO PROVIDE SUCH SERVICES.
11. BEFORE SITE WORK/PREP IS TO COMMENCE, THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/OWNER SHALL PERFORM AN
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS OF THE SITE BOTH ABOVE AND BELOW GRADE. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/OWNER
SHALL RETAIN THE SERVICES OF A LICENSED GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER OR OTHER LICENSED PROFESSIONAL
SPECIALIZING IN THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS OF SITES TO PERFORM SUCH SERVICES.

GRADING, EXCAVATION AND BACKFILL:
1.

THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S) SHALL INCLUDE ALL OF THE ITEMS OF SITE WORK, INCLUDING
DEMOLITION, SITE CLEARING, EXCAVATION, BACKFILL, AND GRADING WORK.
2. SITE CONDITIONS: SOIL INVESTIGATION REPORT, ANALYSIS AND CONSTRUCTION RECOMMENDATIONS ARE THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/OWNER. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/OWNER SHALL
INVESTIGATE SITE DURING CLEARING AND EARTHWORK OPERATIONS FOR FILLED EXCAVATIONS OR BURIED
STRUCTURES SUCH AS SEPTIC TANKS, LEACH FIELDS, CISTERNS, FOUNDATIONS, ETC.
3. EXCAVATION: THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/OWNER SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR SUPPORT OF ALL TEMPORARY
EMBANKMENTS AND EXCAVATIONS, EXCAVATION OF MATERIAL, AND REMOVAL OF ALL LOOSE MATERIAL. PRIOR
TO FOOTING PLACEMENT, A QUALIFIED SOILS ENGINEER SHALL INSPECT THE OPEN EXCAVATION TO VERIFY THE
BEARING MATERIAL IS SUFFICIENT FOR THE LOADS WITHIN THE PROJECT CONTAINED HEREIN.
4. BACKFILL:
4.1.
BACKFILL SHALL NOT BE PLACED AGAINST BASEMENT RETAINING WALLS UNTIL:
4.1.1.
CONCRETE OR MASONRY GROUT HAS REACHED ITS SPECIFIED 28-DAY STRENGTH.
4.1.2.
STRUCTURAL FLOOR FRAMING (INCLUDING PLYWOOD SUBFLOOR) REQUIRED TO STABILIZE WALLS IS
COMPLETE AND FULLY NAILED.
4.1.3.
WATERPROOFING, MOISTURE BARRIER, AND INSULATION IS COMPLETE PER OWNER/CODE SPECIFICATIONS.
4.1.4.
APPROPRIATE PERIPHERAL DRAINAGE WITH GRAVEL FILL IS INSTALLED PER LOCAL CODE AND SOIL
CONDITIONS.
4.2
BACKFILL SHALL BE PLACED IN 6-INCH MAXIMUM LIFTS AND COMPACTED TO A MINIMUM DENSITY OF 95 %
(UNDER SLAB-ON-GRADE) AND 90% (ELSEWHERE) OF MAXIMUM DENSITY AT OPTIMUM MOISTURE CONTENT OR
AS DETERMINED BY A GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER.
4.3
BACKFILL SHALL CONSIST OF 4" MINIMUM NON-EXPANSIVE, FREE-DRAINING, PREDOMINANTLY GRANULAR
MATERIAL FREE OF DEBRIS AND ORGANIC MATERIAL; OR 3/4" WASHED STONE ROAD BASE; OR 4" MINIMUM ABC
(AGGREGATE BASE COURSE) FILL PER SOILS/FOUNDATION ENGINEER.
5. IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/OWNER TO RETAIN A GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER TO
ANALYZE AND PROVIDE CONSTRUCTION RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SUCH SOILS.
6. FINISH GRADING: FINAL SURFACE GRADES ADJACENT TO THE BUILDING SHALL PROVIDE FOR POSITIVE DRAINAGE
AWAY FROM THE BUILDING AND ITS STRUCTURAL COMPONENTS. FINISH GRADE SHALL SLOPE AWAY A MINIMUM OF
6" IN THE FIRST 10'-0". MAINTAIN A MINIMUM 8" CLEAR BETWEEN FINISH GRADE AND PERIMETER SKIRT BOARD.
7. IF A WELL IS USED FOR WATER SUPPLY TO THE PROJECT, THE GRADE AROUND THE WELL IS TO BE SLOPED AWAY
FROM THE WELL (MINIMUM 5% SLOPE) TO AVOID CONTAMINATION OF THE WATER SUPPLY.
8. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL VERIFY ITEMS 1 THROUGH 7 ABOVE WITH LOCAL,
STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES AND A LICENSED STRUCTURAL AND/OR GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER AND
MAKE ANY CHANGES IF NEEDED.

FOUNDATION DRAINAGE SYSTEMS:
1.
2.

A 4" PERIPHERAL DRAIN TILE WITH REQUIRED GRAVEL FILL WILL BE INSTALLED AS REQUIRED PER SOIL CONDITIONS
AND LOCAL CODES. VERIFY WITH SOILS ENGINEER. GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO
VERIFY WITH LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
TO DAMP-PROOF THE FOUNDATION AND/OR RETAINING WALLS THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL USE ASPHALT EMULSIONS, INSTALL PER MANUFACTURER
SPECIFICATIONS AND INSTALLATION GUIDE AND PROVIDE A MINIMUM OF TWO COATS.
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CONCRETE FORMWORK:
1. FORM MATERIALS:
1.1.
EXPOSED CONCRETE SURFACES: PANEL-TYPE TO PROVIDE CONTINUOUS, STRAIGHT, SMOOTH FINISH. USE
LARGEST PRACTICAL SIZES TO MINIMIZE FORM JOINTS.
1.2.
UNEXPOSED CONCRETE SURFACES: SUITABLE MATERIAL, DRESSED ON AT LEAST 2 EDGES AND ONE SIDE
FOR TIGHT FIT.
2. DESIGN, FABRICATION, INSTALLATION, AND REMOVAL OF CONCRETE FORM WORK IS SOLELY THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER.
3. FOOTINGS SHALL:
3.1.
BE PLACED AT A DEPTH TO CONFORM TO LOCAL CODES OR AS SPECIFIED IN THE DRAWINGS.
3.2.
BEAR ON FIRM, UNDISTURBED, NON-ORGANIC SOIL, OR ON FILL COMPACTED TO 95% OF MAXIMUM
DENSITY BASED ON ASTM D1557 OR AS DETERMINED BY A GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER.
3.3.
NOT TO BE ALLOWED WITH THE BOTTOM SURFACE SLOPING MORE THAN 1.0 VERTICAL TO 10.0
HORIZONTAL, UNLESS DESIGNED FOR STEP FOOTINGS: REFER TO DRAWING. FOOTINGS MAY BE POURED
NEAT AGAINST SIDES OF EXCAVATIONS ONLY IF APPROVED BY OWNER AND/OR BUILDING CODE OFFICIAL.
4. FOOTINGS AND SLABS-ON-GRADE SHOULD NOT BE PLACED ON MUDDY OR FROZEN GROUND.
5. BEAM POCKETS: BEAM POCKETS IN CONCRETE WALLS ARE TO HAVE 2" AIR SPACE ON EITHER SIDE OF BEAM
SIDE AND A 3/4" SPACE IN THE END FILLED WITH PLYWOOD, WITH 3 3/4" (MIN.) END BEARING.
6. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL VERIFY ITEMS 1 THROUGH 5 ABOVE WITH
LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES AND A LICENSED STRUCTURAL AND/OR GEOTECHNICAL
ENGINEER AND MAKE ANY CHANGES IF NEEDED.

CONCRETE REINFORCEMENT:
1.

STEEL REINFORCEMENT FOR CONCRETE AND MASONRY CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE DESIGNED, MANUFACTURED,
DETAILED, FABRICATED, AND PLACED IN ACCORDANCE WITH "BUILDING CODE REQUIREMENTS FOR
REINFORCED CONCRETE" (ACI 318) AND "MANUAL OF STANDARD PRACTICE FOR DETAILING REINFORCED
CONCRETE STRUCTURES" (ACI 315)
2. ALL REINFORCEMENT SHALL BE NEW, DEFORMED BILLET STEEL CONFORMING TO ASTM A615, GRADE 40 FOR #3:
AND GRADE 60 FOR #4 AND LARGER.
2.1.
TIES, STIRRUPS, AND HOOPS SHALL CONFORM TO ASTM A615, GRADE 40.
2.2.
REINFORCEMENT SHALL NOT BE BENT IN THE FIELD UNLESS THE BARS ARE TYPICALLY OF SIZES #4, #5, OR
#6.
2.3.
REINFORCEMENT SHALL BE BENT COLD AND SHALL NOT BE WELDED.
3. WELDED WIRE FABRIC SHALL CONFORM TO ASTM A185 AND BE IN AS LONG LENGTHS AS PRACTICAL.
4. REINFORCEMENT IN CONCRETE AND MASONRY SHALL HAVE LAP LENGTHS AS FOLLOWS, UNLESS OTHERWISE
SPECIFIED IN DRAWINGS:
BAR SIZE
#3
#4
#5
#6

SITE:
1.

THE WATERPROOFING OF FOUNDATIONS AND RETAINING WALLS SHALL BE DETERMINED BY A LICENSED
GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER AS REQ'D PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES. IT IS THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO RETAIN SUCH SERVICES OF A
LICENSED GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER AND VERIFY SUCH DESIGN MEETS THE LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL
BUILDING CODES. CRB DESIGN, LLC IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR THE WATERPROOFING OF FOUNDATIONS AND
RETAINING WALLS.

LENGTH IN CONCRETE
1'-7"
2'-0"
2'-6"
3'-4"

406.471.0460
casey@crb-design.com
www.crb-design.com

© 2021 CRB DESIGN, LLC
© ALL RIGHTS RESERVED
THE DESIGN, DRAWINGS, & SPECIFICATIONS
CONTAINED HEREIN ARE CONSIDERED
INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE INTENDED ONLY
FOR THIS PROJECT AND THE RIGHTS TO THESE
INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE BELONG TO CRB
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CONTRACTOR, SUBCONTRACTORS OR ANY
OTHER ENTITY, MAY NOT REUSE ,
REPRODUCE, COPY, OR ALTER IN ANY WAY
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DESIGN, LLC.
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CONTROL OVER THE CONSTRUCTION MEANS,
METHODS, TECHNIQUES, SEQUENCES
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ELEMENTS WHICH ARE NECESSARY AND ARE
REASONABLY INFERRED BY THESE
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LENGTH IN MASONRY
2'-0"
2'-6"
3'-3"
3'-9"

4.1.
IF UNSPECIFIED, LAP LENGTH EQUALS 36 BAR DIAMETERS.
4.2.
WELDED WIRE FABRIC SHALL BE LAPPED ONE GRID WIDTH PLUS 2".
5. REINFORCEMENT SHALL BE ACCURATELY PLACED AND ADEQUATELY SUPPORTED BY CONCRETE, METAL, OR
OTHER APPROVED CHAIRS, SPACERS, OR TIES, AND SECURED AGAINST DISPLACEMENT DURING CONCRETE OR
GROUT PLACEMENT. TACK WELDING NOT ALLOWED.
6. EXCEPT WHERE SHOWN OTHERWISE ON STRUCTURAL DRAWINGS, REINFORCEMENT IN CONCRETE SHALL HAVE
CONCRETE COVER AS FOLLOWS:
6.1.
CONCRETE DEPOSITED AGAINST EARTH .................................3"
6.2.
CONCRETE EXPOSED TO EARTH OR WEATHER .....................2"
6.3.
EXTERIOR FACES OF WALLS ..........................................................2"
6.4.
INTERIOR FACES OF WALLS ...........................................................3/4"
6.5.
TO TOP OF SLAB-ON-GRADE ...........................................................3/4"
6.6.
TIES IN COLUMNS AND BEAMS ....................................................1 1/2"
7. REINFORCEMENT IN ALL FOOTINGS AND MASONRY WALLS SHALL BE CONTINUOUS AROUND CORNERS OR
CORNER BARS PROVIDED.
8. EXCEPT WHERE DETAILED ON STRUCTURAL DRAWINGS, REINFORCEMENT SHALL NOT BE DISPLACED OR CUT
TO PROVIDE CLEARANCE FOR PENETRATIONS, INSERTS, OR EMBEDMENTS.
9. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL VERIFY ITEMS 1 THROUGH 8 ABOVE WITH
LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES AND A LICENSED STRUCTURAL ENGINEER AND MAKE ANY
CHANGES IF NEEDED.

CAST-IN-PLACE CONCRETE:
1.

CONCRETE DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LATEST EDITIONS OF
"SPECIFICATIONS FOR STRUCTURAL CONCRETE FOR BUILDINGS" (ACI 301), "RECOMMENDED PRACTICE FOR
CONCRETE FORM WORK: (ACI 347), "RECOMMENDED PRACTICE FOR MEASURING MIXING, TRANSPORTING, AND
PLACING CONCRETE" (ACI 304) AND "BUILDING CODE REQUIREMENTS FOR REINFORCED CONCRETE" (ACI 318).
2. CONCRETE SHALL HAVE MINIMUM 28-DAY FIELD CURED COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH OF 4000 PSI (6-SACK MIX)
UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED.
2.1.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL HAVE THE COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH OF
CONCRETE VERIFIED BY A LICENSED STRUCTURAL ENGINEER.
3. USE AIR-ENTRAINING ADMIXTURE IN ALL CONCRETE, PROVIDING NOT LESS THAN 4% NOR MORE THAN 8%
ENTRAINED AIR FOR CONCRETE EXPOSED TO FREEZING AND THAWING, AND FROM 2% TO 4% FOR OTHER
CONCRETE.
4. ADMIXTURES CONTAINING CHLORIDE SALTS SHALL NOT BE USED.
5. MATERIALS FOR CONCRETE:
5.1.
PORTLAND CEMENT - ASTM C494, TYPE AS REQUIRED.
5.2.
AGGREGATES - ASTM C33.
5.2.1.
MAX AGGREGATE NOMINAL SIZE: 1"
5.3.
WATER -POTABLE, CLEAN, FREE OF OILS, ACIDS, ALKALI, AND ORGANIC MATTER.
5.4.
AIR ENTRAINING ADMIXTURE - ASTM C260.
5.5.
WATER - REDUCING ADMIXTURE - ASTM C494, TYPE A
6. MEMBRANE-FORMING CURING COMPOUND: ASTM C309, TYPE 1; HUNT PROCESS CO. 225-TU, OR MADDEN
"PERMASHIELD 71" OR EQUIVALENT.
7. CONCRETE SHOULD BE OF "READY-MIXED CONCRETE" AND SHALL CONFORM TO ASTM C94. MIX DESIGN
ALTERNATE NO. 2.
7.1.
AT TIME OF PLACEMENT CONCRETE SHALL HAVE A SLUMP OF 4" MAXIMUM PER ASTM C143
7.2.
ALL CONCRETE SHOULD BE THOROUGHLY CONSOLIDATED DURING PLACEMENT USING A MECHANICAL
VIBRATOR.
8. CONCRETE, WHEN PLACED, SHALL HAVE A TEMPERATURE BETWEEN 50 DEGREES F. AND 70 DEGREES F.
TEMPERATURE OF CONCRETE DURING MIXING OR TRANSPORTATION SHALL NEVER BE LOWER THAN 40
DEGREES F. NOR HIGHER THAN 90 DEGREES F.
8.1.
ACI 306: DURING COLD WEATHER ( AMBIENT TEMPERATURE BELOW 40 DEGREES F.) CONTRACTOR SHALL
MAINTAIN CONCRETE AT A MINIMUM TEMPERATURE OF 50 DEGREES F. FOR 3 DAYS AND ABOVE 32
DEGREES F. FOR 14 DAYS FOLLOWING ITS PLACEMENT.
8.2.
ACI 305: DURING HOT WEATHER (AMBIENT TEMPERATURE ABOVE 60 DEGREES F.) CONTRACTOR SHALL
MINIMIZE TEMPERATURE AND SHRINKAGE CRACKING OF CONCRETE.
9. MEMBRANE CURING COMPOUNDS, CONFORMING TO ASTM C309, SHALL BE PROVIDED ON ALL HORIZONTAL
SLAB SURFACES IN ACCORDANCE WITH MANUFACTURER'S PRINTED INSTRUCTIONS.
10. CONCRETE SHALL BE CONVEYED AND DEPOSITED IN ACCORDANCE WITH RECOMMENDATIONS OF ACI 614.
11. EXPANSION CONTROL: PROVIDE CONTROL JOINTS IN ALL SLABS ON GRADE AT 15 FEET ON CENTER EACH WAY
MAXIMUM. PROVIDE HEAVY (3/4") TOOLED JOINTS 5 FEET ON CENTER AND 1/2" IMPREGNATED CELOTEX-BRAND
OR OTHER PRE-MOLDED EXPANSION JOINTS AT 30 FEET ON CENTER IN ALL EXTERIOR WALKS AND SLABS OR AS
REQUIRED PER FOUNDATION ENGINEER.
12. INTERIOR SLAB-ON-GRADE: THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL INSTALL VAPOR
BARRIERS/RETARDERS UNDER CONCRETE SLABS THAT ARE TO BE 10MM POLYETHYLENE OR EQUIVALENT AND
ARE TO BE INSTALLED AND SEALED PER MANUFACTURE SPECS. IF BELOW SLAB INSULATION IS USED, THE VAPOR
BARRIER/RETARDER SHALL BE PLACED BETWEEN BOTTOM OF THE SLAB AND TOP OF THE INSULATION.
13. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL HAVE ALL CONCRETE PROPERTIES, TESTING
STANDARDS, MATERIAL MAKE UP, ADDITIVES, TEMPERATURE CONDITIONS, WATER/CEMENT RATIO, ETC. IN
ITEMS 1 THROUGH 12 ABOVE VERIFIED WITH A LICENSED STRUCTURAL ENGINEER.

MORTAR AND MASONRY GROUT:
1.
2.

MORTAR SHALL CONFORM TO IRC TYPE "S", ASTM C476 AND C91.
MORTAR SHALL BE RETEMPERED AS REQUIRED TO KEEP IT PLASTIC, SHALL BE USED WITHIN 1 HOUR OF INITIAL
MIXING, AND SHALL NOT BE ALLOWED TO STAND FOR LONGER THAN 1/2 HOUR WITHOUT REMIXING.
MINIMUM 1800 PSI.
3. GROUT SHALL BE PROPORTIONED IN CONFORMANCE WITH ASTM C476, EXCEPT AS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED.
MAXIMUM SIZE AGGREGATE SHALL BE 3/8".
4. GROUT SHALL HAVE AN AVERAGE 28-DAY ULTIMATE COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH OF 2500 PSI.
4.1.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL HAVE THE COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH OF
GROUT VERIFIED BY A LICENSED STRUCTURAL ENGINEER.
5. GROUT SHALL BE MIXED WITH SUFFICIENT WATER TO BE PROPERLY PLACED IN CELLS WITHOUT SEGREGATION.
6. MORTAR SHALL NOT BE USED FOR, OR IN, THE GROUT.
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GENERAL NOTES

CRB DESIGN, LLC IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR THE DESIGN OF FOOTINGS, FOUNDATION WALLS, PIERS, GROUND SLABS,
SITE DRAINAGE AND OTHER SITE FEATURES. THESE ELEMENTS SHALL BE DESIGNED BY OTHERS TO COMPLY WITH
LOCAL CODES AND PRACTICES AND SHALL BE APPROVED BY APPROPRIATE AUTHORITIES.
1.1.
INCLUDED IN THIS DRAWING SET OF THE PROJECT CONTAINED HEREIN, THERE MAY BE LOCATIONS OF
FOOTINGS, FOUNDATIONS, PIERS, AND GROUND SLABS IDENTIFIED FOR THE PURPOSE OF PROVIDING
PRELIMINARY INFORMATION OF SUCH ITEMS IN THIS DRAWING SET. IF THESE ITEMS ARE SHOWN IT IS THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO HAVE THESE ITEMS
REVIEWED, SIZED, DESIGNED, APPROVED AND STAMPED BY A LICENSED STRUCTURAL ENGINEER AS CRB DESIGN,
LLC IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR THE DESIGN OF THESE ITEMS.
2. ALL WORK SHALL BE PERFORMED IN STRICT COMPLIANCE WITH THE LATEST EDITIONS OF STATE AND LOCAL
CODES, OR, IN THE ABSENCE THEREOF, THE INTERNATIONAL RESIDENTIAL CODE (IRC) AND/OR INTERNATIONAL
BUILDING CODE (IBC), AND INTERNATIONAL ENERGY CONSERVATION CODE (IECC) AS PUBLISHED BY THE
INTERNATIONAL CODE COUNCIL (ICC).
3. SPECIFICATIONS AND DRAWINGS INDICATE FINISHED STRUCTURE. GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR CONSTRUCTION MEANS, METHODS,
TECHNIQUES, SEQUENCES, PROCEDURES, AND CONDITIONS AND IS TO PROVIDE ALL NECESSARY TEMPORARY
SUPPORT FOR (INCLUDING SAFETY), WALLS, FLOORS, AND ROOFS PRIOR TO COMPLETION OF VERTICAL AND
LATERAL LOAD SYSTEMS. CONSTRUCTION LOADS SHALL NOT OVERLOAD STRUCTURE NOR SHALL THEY BE IN
EXCESS OF DESIGN LOADS AS INDICATED ON THESE DRAWINGS OR IN SPECIFICATIONS.
4. THE PLANS ARE CURRENT TO THE DATE IN THE TITLE BLOCK, IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO VERIFY ALL MATERIALS, DIMENSIONS, AND CONDITIONS SHOWN ON
THESE DRAWINGS OR NOTED IN SPECIFICATIONS PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION (THIS INCLUDES
EXCAVATION).
5. ANY VARIANCES, INACCURACIES, CONFLICTS, AND/OR OMISSIONS WITHIN THESE DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS,
OR WITH CONDITIONS ENCOUNTERED AT THE JOB SITE, SHALL BE REPORTED TO CRB DESIGN, LLC IN WRITING
BEFORE COMMENCEMENT OF ANY WORK AFFECTED BY SUCH VARIANCES, INACCURACIES, CONFLICTS, AND/OR
OMISSIONS. FAILURE TO NOTIFY CRB DESIGN, LLC OF SUCH VARIANCES, INACCURACIES, CONFLICTS, AND/OR
SIGNIFICANT OMISSIONS, BEFORE THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER MAKES CHANGES,
MODIFICATIONS, CORRECTIONS OR ADJUSTMENTS SHALL RELIEVE CRB DESIGN, LLC OF ALL LIABILITY FOR
DAMAGES ARISING OUT OF SUCH CHANGE, MODIFICATION, CORRECTION, AND/OR ADJUSTMENT.
5.1.
CRB DESIGN, LLC CANNOT BE HELD LIABLE/RESPONSIBLE FOR DELAYS (INCLUDING COSTS) IN CONSTRUCTION
FOR SUCH VARIANCES, INACCURACIES, CONFLICTS, AND/OR SIGNIFICANT OMISSIONS. IT IS THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO REVIEW THE PLANS
CONTAINED HEREIN WELL IN ADVANCE OF COMMENCING THE CONSTRUCTION OF THIS PROJECT.
5.2.
IF VARIANCES, INACCURACIES, CONFLICTS, AND/OR SIGNIFICANT OMISSIONS ARE NOTICED THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER MUST GIVE AN ADEQUATE AMOUNT OF TIME TO CRB DESIGN, LLC
TO ADDRESS SUCH VARIANCES, INACCURACIES, CONFLICTS, AND/OR SIGNIFICANT OMISSIONS.
5.3.
IF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER MAKES SUCH CHANGES IT WILL BE DONE AT
THEIR OWN EXPENSE.
6. NO VARIANCE GRANTED BY A BUILDING OFFICIAL SHALL BE BINDING ON CRB DESIGN, LLC.
7. GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL PAY ANY FINES AND/OR PENALTIES FOR CODE,
ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, OR BUILDING PROCESS VIOLATIONS.
8. GENERAL CONTRACTORS AND SUBCONTRACTOR'S INSURANCES SHALL BE IN FORCE THROUGHOUT THE DURATION
OF THE PROJECT AND GENERAL CONTRACTOR AND SUBCONTRACTOR(S) MUST PERFORM THEIR WORK IN A GOOD
AND CLEAN MANNER AND PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
9. ALL TRADES SHALL MAINTAIN A CLEAN WORK SITE AND CLEAN THE JOB SITE AT THE END OF EACH WORK DAY.
10. GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL KEEP THESE PLANS IN READABLE CONDITION ON THE
JOB SITE UNTIL THE FINAL BUILDING INSPECTION IS COMPLETE.
11. CERTAIN DETAILS OR FACETS OF CONSTRUCTION MAY NOT BE EXPLICITLY INCLUDED IN THESE DRAWINGS. WORK
THAT IS NOT SPECIFICALLY DETAILED IN THESE DRAWINGS, SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED/DETAILED IN A SIMILAR
MANNER TO THE WORK THAT IS DETAILED IN THESE DRAWINGS AND IN ACCORDANCE WITH CUSTOMARY
BUILDING PRACTICES FOR THIS TYPE OF PROJECT.
11.1. IF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER BELIEVE THAT ANY MISSING DETAILS OR FACETS
OF CONSTRUCTION, THE PARTY MUST OBTAIN THE PRIOR WRITTEN APPROVAL OF EITHER CRB DESIGN, LLC OR
THE ENGINEER OF RECORD ("EOR") BEFORE IMPLEMENTING ANY DETAIL OR FACET OF CONSTRUCTION.
12. CRB DESIGN, LLC AND ITS EMPLOYEES ARE NOTE RESPONSIBLE FOR AND SHALL NOT HAVE NO CONTROL OVER THE
CONSTRUCTION MEANS, METHODS, TECHNIQUES, SEQUENCES, AND/OR PROCESSES EMPLOYED BY THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER. CRB DESIGN, LLC IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR THE ACTS, FAILURES OR
ANY OMISSIONS OF ELEMENTS BY THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER, NOR IS CRB DESIGN,
LLC RESPONSIBLE FOR THOSE ANY PARTY'S FAILURE TO CONSTRUCT THE PROJECT IN ACCORDANCE WITH THESE
DRAWINGS AND/OR IN ACCORDANCE WITH LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
13. GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL HAVE THE STRUCTURE BE ADEQUATELY BRACED FOR
THE EFFECTS OF WIND LOADS UNTIL THE WALLS, ROOFS, AND FLOORS HAVE BEEN PROPERLY FASTENED TOGETHER
AND SHEATHED PROPERLY.
14. THE FINISHED PRODUCT MAY NOT LOOK EXACTLY LIKE THESE DRAWINGS AND THE FINAL PRODUCT WILL VARY IN
APPEARANCE FROM THE PLANS AND THE ARCHITECTS CONCEPTUAL RENDERINGS. THE DRAWINGS, SIZES,
ORIENTATION, LOCATION AND ARRANGEMENT OF ELEMENTS, AND DETAILS SHOW WHAT THE GENERAL
CHARACTER SHOULD BE, BUT NOT NECESSARILY WHAT THE FINAL PRODUCT WILL LOOK LIKE.
14.1. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S) SHALL VERIFY ALL ELEMENTS (INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED
TO: DIMENSIONS, FIXTURES, LOCATIONS, ARRANGEMENTS, FINISH MATERIALS, ETC.) OF THESE DRAWINGS WITH
THE OWNER PRIOR TO COMMENCING CONSTRUCTION.
15. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL USE THE WHOLE SET OF DRAWINGS TO
CONSTRUCT THE PROJECT AS NOTES MAY BE CALLED OUT IN LOCATIONS WHERE THE CONTRACTOR/OWNER MAY
NOT BE USED TO SEEING SUCH NOTES CALLED OUT.
16. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER MUST ADHERE TO THE NOTES WITHIN THIS PAGE AS
WELL AS THE OTHER NOTES THROUGHOUT THIS SET OF DRAWINGS TO CONSTRUCT THE PROJECT CONTAINED
HEREIN.
17. IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO WATERPROOF AND
WEATHERPROOF THIS PROJECT AS REQ'D PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES. THIS INCLUDES, BUT
IS NOT LIMITED TO: FLASHING, SEALING, CAULKING, AND OTHER MEASURES THAT PERTAIN TO WATER AND
WEATHERPROOFING THIS PROJECT. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER ARE RESPONSIBLE
FOR WATER AND WEATHERPROOFING METHODS AND LOCATIONS AS PER NOT ONLY LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL
BUILDING CODES BUT ALSO PER MANUFACTURING SPECIFICATION OF SUCH PRODUCTS THAT ARE TO BE
WATERPROOFED AND WEATHERPROOFED.
18. THE FINAL CONSTRUCTION COST IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER.
18.1. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY THE FINAL CONSTRUCTION COST WITH THE OWNER PRIOR TO THE
COMMENCEMENT OF BUILDING, INCLUDING EXCAVATION.
18.2. CRB DESIGN, LLC IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR AND CANNOT CONTROL THE COST OF CONSTRUCTING THE
PROJECT. CRB DESIGN, LLC MAKES NO REPRESENTATIONS OR ASSURANCES REGARDING THE CONSTRUCTION
COST.
19. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL NOT MAKE CHANGES IN THE FIELD TO THESES
DRAWINGS WITHOUT WRITTEN CONSENT FROM CRB DESIGN, LLC.
20. CRB DESIGN, LLC IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR RADON MITIGATION. IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO LOCATE AND INSTALL MEASURES FOR THE PURPOSE OF RADON
MITIGATION AS PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
20.1. WHEN A CRAWL SPACE IS USED BELOW THE LIVING SPACE, THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL INSTALL A 4" DIAMETER PVC SCHEDULE 40 PIPE IN A 2x6
WALL THAT EXTENDS FROM JUST BELOW THE FLOOR FRAMING MEMBERS TO JUST ABOVE THE ROOF
INSULATION, CAP BOTH ENDS.
20.1.1.
IF IN TIME, THE PROJECT CONTAINED HEREIN TEST POSITIVE FOR RADON, THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL ATTACH THE RADON MITIGATION SYSTEM TO THIS PIPE
AND EXHAUST PIPE AS REQ'D PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
20.2. WHEN A SLAB ON GRADE IS USED BELOW THE LIVING SPACE, THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL INSTALL A 4" DIAMETER PERFORATED PVC PIPE BELOW THE
SLAB ON THE INTERIOR SIDE OF THE FOOTINGS ALONG THE ENTIRE PERIMETER OF SUCH SLAB(S). THE PIPE IS
TO BE PLACED WITHIN THE GRAVEL THAT IS BELOW THE SLAB. DEPENDING ON THE SOIL TYPE, THE PIPE MAY
NEED TO BE WRAPPED IN CONTINUOUS SOCK TO KEEP FINE PARTIALS OUT OF PIPE, VERIFY WITH
GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER IF SOCK IS REQUIRED. ONCE PIPE IS INSTALLED, BOTH ENDS OF THE THE PIPE SHALL
PROTRUDE UP ABOVE THE SLAB(S) IN MECHANICAL/UTILITY ROOM AND BOTH ENDS BE CAPPED.
20.2.1.
IF IN TIME, THE PROJECT CONTAINED HEREIN TEST POSITIVE FOR RADON, THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL ATTACH THE RADON MITIGATION SYSTEM TO THIS PIPE
AND EXHAUST PIPE AS REQ'D PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
21. IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO ENSURE THE
ACCURACY AND COMPLIANCE OF THESE DRAWINGS WITH THE APPROPRIATE BYLAWS, REGULATIONS OF THE
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION AND LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING AND ENERGY CODES.
21.1. THESE DRAWINGS ARE TO BE CONSTRUCTED IN A MANNER THAT IS ALWAYS WITHIN THE LOCAL, STATE, AND
FEDERAL BUILDING AND ENERGY CODES, AND IN NO INSTANCE WHETHER NOTED ON THESE DRAWINGS OR
NOT SHALL AN ELEMENT BE CONSTRUCTED IN A MANNER THAT DOES NOT COMPLY WITH THE LOCAL, STATE,
AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
22. THE NOTES ON THESE DRAWINGS, INCLUDE ITEMS RELATED TO CIVIL, MECHANICAL (HVAC), PLUMBING, AND
ELECTRICAL DESIGN. THE NOTES CONTAINED HEREIN FOR SUCH ENTITIES ARE OF GENERAL IN NATURE, IT IS THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/OWNER TO RETAIN THE PROFESSIONAL SERVICES WHEN
NECESSARY OR DESIRED. WHEN SUCH PARTIES ARE RETAINED, THEIR NOTES WILL OVERRIDE THE NOTES WITHIN
THESE DRAWINGS PERTAINING TO THEIR SUCH DISCIPLINES.
23. WITHIN THIS GENERAL NOTES AND IN PARTS OF THE SET THERE WILL BE REFERENCES TO THE STRUCTURAL DESIGN
FOR THIS PROJECT. IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO
RETAIN A STRUCTURAL ENGINEER TO REVIEW SUCH NOTES, LOADS AND CALCULATIONS. CRB DESIGN, LLC IS NOT
RESPONSIBLE FOR STRUCTURAL ENGINEERING OF THIS PROJECT.
24. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL NOT SCALE OFF THE DRAWINGS CONTAINED
HEREIN. IF THERE ARE ANY QUESTIONS ON THE MEASUREMENTS OR MEASUREMENTS MISSING PLEASE CONTACT
CRB DESIGN, LLC.
25. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S) SHALL VERIFY WITH THE OWNER THE ORIENTATION (AS IT
RELATES TO THE NORTH DIRECTION) OF THE BUILDING FOR THE PROJECT CONTAINED HEREIN PRIOR TO THE
BEGINNING OF SITE CLEARING AND THEN AGAIN BEFORE THE CONSTRUCTION PROCESS COMMENCES.

FOUNDATION DRAINAGE SYSTEMS:
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BUILDING PLANS (CONTINUED):

PROJECT NAME:

GENERAL CONDITIONS:

REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS:

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

GENERAL NOTES:

SHEET #:

G2.00

UNIT MASONRY:
1.

ALL HOLLOW CONCRETE MASONRY UNITS SHALL BE AT LEAST 7-5/8" X 7-5/8" X 15 5/8" AND SHALL PROVIDE
MINIMUM UNOBSTRUCTED VERTICAL CORES WITH A LEAST DIMENSION OF 3-1/2" WHEN LAID UP IN RUNNING
BOND, UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED ON DRAWINGS.
2. MOISTURE CONTENT OF HOLLOW CONCRETE MASONRY UNITS PER ASTM C90 AT TIME OF LAYING SHALL NOT
EXCEED 30% OF TOTAL ABSORPTION.
3. MASONRY BLOCK (CMU) UNITS SHALL CONFORM TO ASTM C90, GRAND N, TYPE 1, NORMAL WEIGHT WITH MINIMUM
28-DAY COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH OF 1500 PSI (F'M) AS DETERMINED BY PRISM TESTS.
4. PROPER UNITS SHALL BE USED TO PROVIDE FOR ALL WINDOWS, DOORS, BOND BEAMS, LINTELS, PILASTERS, ETC.,
WITH A MINIMUM OF CUTTING.
5. ALL MASONRY UNITS SHALL BE CLEAN, DRY AND SOUND WHEN LAID UP. STONE AND BRICK UNITS SHALL BE
SATURATED SURFACE DRY.
6. LAY MASONRY IN RUNNING BOND EXCEPT AS DESIGNATED OTHERWISE. PROVIDE MASONRY BONDS AT ALL
CORNERS AND INTERSECTIONS
7. ALL CELLS/CORES OF UNIT MASONRY UNITS SHALL BE FULLY GROUTED.
8. MASONRY SHALL BE LAID UP AND GROUTED IN LIFTS NOT EXCEEDING 4'-0". VERTICAL GROUT POURS SHALL BE
STOPPED 1-1/2" BELOW THE TOP OF THE TOP-MOST UNIT. EACH BOND BEAM SHALL BE GROUTED WITH LIFT BELOW.
8.1.
ALL MASONRY TO LAID IN TYPE "S" MORTAR.
8.2.
IN FOUNDATION WALLS, PROVIDE STANDARD GAUGE TRUSS TYPE DURO-O-WALL AT EVERY SECOND BLOCK
COURSE OR 16" MAXIMUM.
9. ALL BEAMS AND LINTELS SHALL BE GROUTED SUCH THAT HORIZONTAL GROUT TRAVEL IS LIMITED TO 2 FEET.
GROUT BOND BEAMS, PILASTERS, AND WALL VERTICAL CELLS WITH 3000 PSI PEA GRAVEL CONCRETE.
10. MASONRY SHALL NOT BE LAID UP OR GROUTED WHEN AMBIENT TEMPERATURE IS BELOW 40 DEGREES F. OR ABOVE
90 DEGREES F. MASONRY SHALL BE PROTECTED FROM FREEZING TEMPERATURE FOR AT LEAST 14 DAYS AFTER
LAYING. WHEN AMBIENT TEMPERATURES EXCEED 90 DEGREES F., UNITS THAT HAVE PREVIOUSLY BEEN LAID UP
SHALL BE GIVEN A VERY FINE, LIGHT FOG SPRAY OF WATER EVERY FOUR HOURS UNTIL 48 HOURS HAVE ELAPSED
SINCE LAYING UP.
11. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL HAVE THE UNIT MASONRY PROPERTIES,
MATERIAL MAKE UP, SET UP REGULATIONS IN ITEMS 1 THROUGH 10 ABOVE REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY A
LICENSED STRUCTURAL ENGINEER.

STRUCTURAL STEEL:
1.

DESIGN, FABRICATION AND CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE LATEST AISC, AWS, ASTM AND
IRC SPECIFICATIONS.
2. ALL STRUCTURAL STEEL PLATES AND SHAPES SHALL CONFORM TO ASTM SERIAL DESIGNATION A 36 AND ASTM
A500-B FOR STRUCTURAL TUBING.
3. SHOP CONNECTIONS SHALL BE WELDED OR BOLTED WITH A307 BOLTS. SHOP OR FIELD WELDS SHALL BE MADE
WITH CLASS E70XX ELECTRODES OR EQUAL. ALL FIELD WELDING SHALL BE BY AN AWS QUALIFIED WELDER
POSSESSING CURRENT QUALIFICATION DOCUMENTS FOR EACH SPECIFIC WELDING PROCESS AND PROCEDURE. ALL
WELDMENTS REQUIRING "SPECIAL INSPECTION" SHALL BE INSPECTED BY AN AWS CERTIFIED INSPECTOR. "SPECIAL
INSPECTORS" MUST BE NOTIFIED AND PROVIDED WITH STRUCTURAL STEEL PLANS AND DETAILS PRIOR TO ANY
WELDING.
4. ALL STRUCTURAL STEEL TO BE IN PLACE WITH ONE COAT MINIMUM STANDARD SHOP PAINT.
5. DRY PACK GROUT ALL BASE PLATES WITH "FIVE STAR" BRAND GROUT OR EQUIVALENT
6. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER SHALL VERIFY ALL STRUCTURAL STEEL SHOP DRAWINGS
BEFORE PRODUCTION OF SUCH MEMBERS AND INSPECT PHYSICAL ITEMS PRIOR TO INSTALLATION.
6.1.
IF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER HAVE ANY QUESTIONS THAT SHALL DIRECT ALL
QUESTIONS TO A STRUCTURAL ENGINEER OR THE EOR.
7. CRB DESIGN, LLC IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY AND ALL STRUCTURAL STEEL. IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE
GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO VERIFY ALL STRUCTURAL STEEL AND ITS ELEMENTS WITH
A LICENSED STRUCTURAL ENGINEER.

FASTENERS AND ADHESIVE:
1.

ALL MANUFACTURED CONNECTION HARDWARE SHALL BE AS NOTED ON DRAWINGS AND INSTALLED IN
CONFORMANCE WITH MANUFACTURER'S INSTRUCTIONS.
2. ALL STEEL CONNECTION ASSEMBLIES DETAILED ON DRAWINGS SHALL BE FABRICATED FROM STEEL STOCK
CONFORMING TO ASTM A36 AND AISC "SPECIFICATION FOR THE DESIGN, FABRICATION AND ERECTION OF
STRUCTURAL STEEL FOR BUILDINGS." WELDING SHALL CONFORM TO AWS D1.1.
3. INSTALL LAG SCREWS IN DRILLED LEAD HOLES WITH A DIAMETER EQUAL TO 3/4 OF THE SHANK DIAMETER (LAG
SCREWS SHALL NOT BE HAMMERED IN). WAX OR SOAP LAG SCREWS FOR EASE OF ASSEMBLY. PROVIDE WASHERS
UNDER HEADS BEARING ON WOOD/STEEL. HOLES IN SIDE STEEL SHALL BE PROPERLY ALIGNED WITH LEAD HOLES.
4. INSTALL BOLTS IN DRILLED LEAD HOLES WITH A DIAMETER 1/16" LARGER THAN THE BOLT DIAMETER. HOLES SHALL
NOT BE OVERSIZED. PROVIDE WASHERS UNDER ALL BOLT HEADS AND NUTS BEARING ON WOOD/STEEL. HOLES
SHALL BE PROPERLY ALIGNED - IN NO CASE SHALL MISALIGNMENT BE ALLOWED WHICH PREVENTS PROPER BEARING
OR ALIGNMENT OF MEMBERS. ALL BOLTS SHALL CONFORM TO ASTM A307. NUTS SHALL BE TIGHTENED SNUG.
5. ANCHOR BOLTS CAST IN CONCRETE SHALL CONFORM TO ASTM A307.
5.1.
5/8"Ø ANCHOR BOLTS ARE TO BE EMBEDDED AT LEAST 8" IN CONCRETE AND 15" IN MASONRY, WITH 2"
MINIMUM PROTRUDING AND ARE TO BE PLACED 48" ON CENTER MAXIMUM.
5.1.1.
GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO VERIFY SUCH SIZING AND SPACING WITHIN
THESE PLANS AND THE NOTES UNDER 5.1. ABOVE WITH THE LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES
AND THEN MAKE ANY CHANGES AS NEED TO MEET THE BUILDING CODES.
5.2.
LOCATE BOLTS WITH AT LEAST 2 BOLTS PER SILL PLATE/BOARD OR LEDGER STRIP AND WITHIN 12" OF EACH
END.
6. WALL SHEATHING SHALL BE APPLIED PER MANUFACTURER'S SPECIFICATIONS OR PER CODE. CENTER VERTICAL
JOINTS OVER STUDS AND HORIZONTAL JOINTS OVER BLOCKING PLATES. STAGGER JOINTS OF ADJACENT COURSES
OVER STUDS.
7. UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED, THE MINIMUM NAILING REQUIREMENTS FOR CONNECTIONS ARE AS SET FORTH IN THE
MOST RECENT INTERNATIONAL BUILDING CODE AND/OR INTERNATIONAL RESIDENTIAL CODE. AUTOMATIC
NAILING MAY BE SUBSTITUTED PER OWNER/CODE/CONTRACTOR FOLLOWING MANUFACTURER'S SPECIFICATIONS
FOR NAILING SCHEDULES.
7.1.
IF AUTOMATIC NAILING DEVICES (ABSOLUTELY NO STAPLING DEVICES) ARE TO BE USED, THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL HAVE THE SETTINGS AT OR EXCEED THE MOST RECENT
EDITION OF THE INTERNATIONAL BUILDING CODE AND/OR INTERNATIONAL RESIDENTIAL CODE.
8. WHERE PRESSURE TREATED/WEATHER RESISTANCE WOOD IS USED, THE APPROPRIATE FASTENERS/ADHESIVES FOR
SUCH MATERIALS SHALL BE USED BY THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER PER THE LOCAL,
STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
9. ALL REQ'D HOLD-DOWNS SHALL BE LOCATED AND DESIGNED BY A LICENSED STRUCTURAL ENGINEER. THE
GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL INSTALL SUCH HOLD-DOWNS IN ACCORDANCE WITH
THE SPECIFICATIONS OF THE LICENSED STRUCTURAL ENGINEER AS CRB DESIGN, LLC IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR
HOLD-DOWN DESIGN.
10. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL HAVE ALL FASTENERS AND ADHESIVES
SPECIFICATIONS AND PROPER USES IN ITEMS 1 THRU 9 ABOVE VERIFIED WITH A LICENSED STRUCTURAL ENGINEER.

2.

5.

HEAVY TIMBER CONSTRUCTION:
1. TIMBER SPECIFICATIONS: (UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED ON PLANS)
1.1.
ALL GLUED-LAMINATED TIMBER ARE "24F"
1.1.1.
FB = 2400 PSI.
1.1.2.
FV = 265 PSI.
1.1.3.
E = 1,900,000 PSI.
1.1.4.
SIMPLE SPAN = 24F - V4 ; CONTINUOUS SPAN = 24F - V8
1.1.5.
GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO VERIFY THE DESIGN CHARACTERISTICS OF
GLUED-LAMINATED TIMBER(S) WITH A STRUCTURAL ENGINEER ARE SUFFICIENT FOR THE APPLICATIONS
WITHIN THIS PROJECT.
1.2.
THE SAWN LUMBER AND THE ITEMS LISTED BELOW ARE TO CONFORM TO THE GRADING RULES OF WWPA,
WCLIB OR NLGA. FINGER JOINTED STUDS ARE ACCEPTABLE AT INTERIOR NON BEARING WALLS ONLY.
1.3.
POST (4x4, 4x6, 4x8):
1.3.1.
DOUG FIR LARCH, GRADE IS NO. 2
1.4.
FLOOR AND ROOF JOIST (2x6 THROUGH 2x12)
1.4.1.
DOUG FIR LARCH, GRADE IS NO. 2
1.5.
BEAM (3x8 THROUGH 4x12)
1.5.1.
DOUG FIR LARCH, GRADE IS NO. 2
1.6.
BEAM (6x8 THROUGH 6x12)
1.6.1.
DOUG FIR LARCH. GRADE IS NO. 1
1.7.
POST OR TIMBER (6x6, 8x8)
1.7.1.
DOUG FIR LARCH, GRADE IS NO. 1
1.8.
TIMBER BIGGER THAN 6x12)
1.8.1.
DOUG FIR LARCH, GRADE IS NO. 1
1.9.
T&G DECKING (2x6 SOLID)
1.9.1.
DOUG FIR LARCH, GRADE IS KD-15 COMMERCIAL
1.10. T&G DECKING (3x6, 4x6)
1.10.1.
DOUG FIR LARCH, GRADE IS COMMERCIAL
1.11. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO VERIFY THE DESIGN CHARACTERISTICS OF
MEMBERS LISTED ABOVE IN SECTIONS 1.2 THROUGH 1.10.1 WITH A LICENSED STRUCTURAL ENGINEER ARE
SUFFICIENT FOR THE APPLICATIONS WITHIN THIS PROJECT.
2. ALL SAWN LUMBER AND PRE-MANUFACTURED WOOD PRODUCTS SHALL BE IDENTIFIED BY THE GRADE MARK OR
CERTIFICATE OF INSPECTION ISSUED BY CERTIFYING AGENCY.
3. ALL MEMBERS IN BEARING SHALL BE ACCURATELY CUT AND ALIGNED SO THAT FULL BEARING IS PROVIDED
WITHOUT USE OF SHIMS.
4. GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER IS RESPONSIBLE TO SEE THAT ALL BEARING POSTS HAVE FULL
BLOCKING OR SUPPORT BELOW MEMBER.
5. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL VERIFY THE MOISTURE CONTENT OF THE
PRODUCTS USED IN HEAVY TIMBER CONSTRUCTION WITH A LICENSED STRUCTURAL ENGINEER AND PER LOCAL,
STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
6. ALL JOIST/BEAMS SHALL HAVE A MINIMUM OF 3" BEARING AT SUPPORT OR OTHERWISE SPECIFICALLY SUPPORTED.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL HAVE THIS DISTANCE VERIFIED WITH A LICENSED
STRUCTURAL ENGINEER.

ENGINEERED WOOD PRODUCTS:
1.

2.
3.

ALL LAMINATED VENEER LUMBER (LVL) USED ON THE PROJECT CONTAINED HEREIN SHALL HAVE THE FOLLOWING
PROPERTIES, WIDTH = 1-3/4", E(106)=2.0E PSI, Fb=2,600 PSI, Fv=285 PSI, & Fc//=2,510 PSI U.N.O.
ALL TJI CONNECTIONS, BRACING, AND BLOCKING ARE TO BE PER TJI MANUFACTURER SPECIFICATIONS AND IT IS
THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO DETERMINE AND FOLLOW
THE SAME MANUFACTURER SPECIFICATIONS.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL VERIFY ALL ENGINEERED WOOD PRODUCTION
SPECIFICATIONS, CONNECTIONS, BRACING, ETC. WITH A LICENSED STRUCTURAL ENGINEER AND PER LOCAL,
STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.SPECIFICATIONS.

WOOD SHRINKAGE AND EXPANSION:
1.

ROUGH CARPENTRY:
1. LUMBER SPECIFICATIONS:
1.1.
ALL JOISTS, RAFTERS, HEADERS AND LIGHT FRAMING MEMBERS ARE TO BE HEM/FIR, OR WW, #2 & BETTER,
EXCEPT WHERE SPECIFICALLY NOTED OTHERWISE. ALL STUDS ARE TO BE STUD GRADE OR BETTER.
1.2.
ALL MATERIAL USED AS A HORIZONTAL MEMBER IS TO BE INSTALLED WITH THE CROWN FACING UPWARD.
2. ALL STUD WALLS ARE TO HAVE DOUBLE TOP PLATES OF THE SAME DIMENSION AS THE STUD. PLATES ARE TO BE
LAPPED A MINIMUM OF 4'-0" BETWEEN SPLICES WITH AT LEAST EIGHT 16D NAILS THROUGH BOTH PLATES ON EACH
SIDE OF ALL TIE PLATE SPLICES OR AS NOTED ON FRAMING PLANS OR IN ENGINEERING CALCULATIONS
3. ALL PARTITION WALLS SHALL HAVE DOUBLE JOISTS OR SOLID BLOCKING DIRECTLY BELOW THE PARTITION.
4. ALL BUILT-UP, LAMINATED DOUBLE OR MULTIPLE 2X JOISTS AND BEAMS SHALL BE NAILED TOGETHER WITH 16D
NAILS AT ENDS AND AT SPLICES UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.
5. IN NO INSTANCE SHALL A STUD WALL BE USED AS A RETAINING WALL: I.E., TO RESIST LATERAL PRESSURE DUE TO
EARTH BACKFILL, OR WATER OR SNOW BUILD UP AGAINST THE WALL. IN THE CASE OF SNOW BUILD UP AGAINST A
STUD WALL, IT SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE OWNER TO REMOVE SUCH SNOW OR CREATE A GAP BETWEEN
THE SNOW AND THE WALL (E.G., THROUGH HEAT LOSS FROM THE STRUCTURE). CRB DESIGN, LLC SHALL BE HELD
HARMLESS AND INDEMNIFIED FROM DAMAGE AND CLAIMS RESULTING FROM MOVEMENT OF, OR DAMAGE TO, THE
STRUCTURE DUE TO THE LATERAL PRESSURE OF SNOW, WATER OR EARTH AGAINST A STUD WALL.
6. ALL MEMBERS IN BEARING SHALL BE ACCURATELY CUT AND ALIGNED SO THAT FULL BEARING IS PROVIDED
WITHOUT USE OF SHIMS.
7. ALL POSTS WHICH BEAR ON A FLOOR SYSTEM MUST HAVE FULL BLOCKING OR OTHER SOLID SUPPORT UNDERNEATH
8. ALL JOISTS SHALL HAVE A MINIMUM OF 2" BEARING AT SUPPORT OR OTHERWISE SPECIFICALLY SUPPORTED. LAPPING
JOISTS SHALL HAVE 4" MINIMUM LAPS CENTERED OVER SUPPORT. PROVIDE SOLID BLOCKING OVER-BEARING. ALL
FLUSH FRAMING SHALL BE MADE WITH PROPER SIZE JOIST HANGERS, FULL FASTENED WITH APPROPRIATE NAILS.
PROVIDE SOLID BLOCKING BETWEEN JOISTS BELOW ALL CONCENTRATED COLUMN LOADS. PROVIDE DOUBLE JOISTS
BELOW ALL PARALLEL PARTITIONS AND AROUND ALL OPENINGS IN FLOOR. INSTALL SOLID BLOCKING OR
CROSS-BRIDGING AT MID-SPAN OF ANY JOIST SPAN OVER 10 FEET. CROSS-BRIDGING IS TO BE ATTACHED ONLY AT TOP
UNTIL FRAMING OF ENTIRE BUILDING IS COMPLETE

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

9. SILL PLATES:
9.1.
UPON THE INSTALLATION OF THE SILL PLATE, THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER IS TO
BE AWARE OF THE CONDITIONS OF THE FOUNDATION. SHOULD THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER FIND THE FOUNDATION TO BE POURED IN ERROR OR
UNACCEPTABLE TO THE BUILDING TOLERANCES, THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S) SHALL SO
INFORM THE OWNER AND NOT PROCEED BEYOND THAT POINT.
9.2.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL FURNISH AND INSTALL ALL METAL
SHIMMING NECESSARY TO LEVEL THE SILL PLATE UP TO 3/4". SILL SEALER IS TO BE INSTALLED UNDER ALL
EXTERIOR MUD SILLS, ABOVE TERMITE/RODENT SHIELD WHERE REQUIRED.
9.3.
WHEN INSTALLING THE SILL, THE BUILDING SHALL BE SQUARED TO A TOLERANCE OF +/- 1/4", AS MEASURED
DIAGONALLY FROM CORNER TO CORNER. SILL PLATES SHALL BE BOLTED TO FOUNDATION WALLS AND SHOT
DOWN WITH RAMSET FASTENERS WHERE A FOUNDATION BOLT IS MORE THAN 12" FROM THE END OF A PLATE.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL HAVE THIS VERIFIED BY A LICENSED
STRUCTURAL ENGINEER.
9.4.
SILL PLATE MATERIAL SHALL BE NOMINAL 2" PRESSURE-TREATED DF-L#2 OR BETTER OR FOUNDATION GRADE
REDWOOD.
9.5.
TIGHTEN ALL ANCHOR BOLTS.
10. BRING SUBFLOOR/JOIST AREA LEVEL AND SQUARE BEFORE DECK (PLYWOOD, OSB, ETC.) IS INSTALLED. TONGUE AND
GROOVE SUBFLOOR IS TO BE GLUED AND NAILED PER CODE OR MANUFACTURER SPECIFICATION.
11. HORIZONTAL DIAPHRAGMS:
11.1. ROOF PLYWOOD SHALL BE A MINIMUM OF 5/8" THICK, 32/16 CDX (EXTERIOR GLUE) APA RATED PANEL, WITH
FACE GRAIN PERPENDICULAR TO THE SUPPORTS, ARRANGED IN A STAGGERED PATTERN UNLESS NOTED
OTHERWISE.
11.1.1.
NAILING SHALL BE DONE WITH 8D COMMON NAILS AT A MINIMUM OF 6" O.C. ON PANEL EDGES AND 12"
O.C. AT ALL INTERMEDIATE FLOOR SUPPORTS UNLESS NOTE OTHERWISE.
11.2. FLOOR PLYWOOD IS STANDARD AS 3/4" TONGUE AND GROOVE PLYWOOD, GLUED AND NAILED, WITH FACE
GRAIN PERPENDICULAR TO THE SUPPORTS, ARRANGED IN A STAGGERED PATTERN UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.
11.2.1.
NAILING SHALL BE DONE WITH 8D COMMON NAILS AT A MINIMUM OF 6" O.C. ON PANEL EDGES AND 10"
O.C. AT ALL INTERMEDIATE FLOOR SUPPORTS UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.
11.3. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO VERIFY SHEATHING AND NAILING
REQUIREMENTS WITH LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
12. VERTICAL DIAPHRAGMS (SHEAR WALLS):
12.1.
ALL EXTERIOR FRAME WALLS OF A STRUCTURE SHALL BE COVERED WITH MINIMUM 1/2" THICK CDX PLYWOOD
OR OTHER APPROVED STRUCTURAL SHEATHING, NAILED WITH 8D COMMON NAILS AT 6" O.C. AT ALL PANEL
EDGES, AND AT 12" O.C. AT ALL INTERMEDIATE SUPPORTS (STUDS) UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. ONE 2X STUD OR
PLATE SHALL BE PROVIDED AT ALL PLYWOOD EDGES. CHECK FRAMING PLANS TO SEE IF MORE STRINGENT
CONDITIONS ARE REQUIRED. PLYWOOD SHALL BE SPAN RATED FOR THE APPROPRIATE STUD SPACING.
12.2. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO VERIFY SHEATHING AND NAILING
REQUIREMENTS WITH LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
13. THE DESIGN AND LOCATION OF SHEAR WALLS SHALL BE DESIGNED BY A LICENSED STRUCTURAL ENGINEER. THE
GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL RETAIN THE SERVICES OF A LICENSED STRUCTURAL
ENGINEER PERTAINING TO SHEAR WALL DESIGN AS CRB DESIGN, LLC IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR SHEAR WALL DESIGN.
14. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL VERIFY THE MOISTURE CONTENT OF THE
PRODUCTS USED IN ROUGH CARPENTRY WITH A LICENSED STRUCTURAL ENGINEER AND PER LOCAL, STATE, AND
FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
15. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL HAVE ALL ROUGH CARPENTRY MATERIALS,
PROPRIETIES, NAILING SPECIFICATIONS, ETC. REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY A LICENSED STRUCTURAL ENGINEER.

WOOD BASED PRODUCTS AND MATERIALS WILL CONTRACT OR EXPAND BASED ON THE RELATIVE CHANGES IN
MOISTURE IN THE SURROUNDING AREA. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL BE
RESPONSIBLE FOR THE MEANS AND METHODS OF CONSTRUCTION RELATED TO MANAGING AND MITIGATING THE
EFFECTS OF CHANGES IN THE SURROUND MOISTURE AS CRB DESIGN, LLC IS NOT RESPONSIBLE.

PREFABRICATED WOOD TRUSSES:
1.

IF THIS PROJECT CONTAINS PREFABRICATED WOOD TRUSSES: THE LAYOUT CONTAINED HEREIN (IF PROVIDED) IS
PRELIMINARY ONLY AND SHOULD BE VERIFIED WITH THE TRUSS MANUFACTURERS SPECIFICATIONS. IF THERE ARE
INCONSISTENCIES BETWEEN THESE DRAWINGS AND THE TRUSS MANUFACTURER, THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL NOTIFY CRB DESIGN, LLC AND WAIT BEFORE PROCEEDING.
2. THE MANUFACTURER OF TRUSSES SHALL CONFORM THE TRUSS DESIGN ACCORDING TO THE LOADING CONDITIONS
AS CALLED FOR BY LOCAL BUILDING OFFICIALS. SPAN, EAVES OVERHANGS, ROOF PITCH AND BEARING POINTS CAN
BE ACCESSED FROM DRAWINGS.
2.1.
TRUSS SPACING SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE TRUSS MANUFACTURERS SPECIFICATIONS.
3. CRB DESIGN, LLC IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR THE DESIGN AND ENGINEERING OF PREFABRICATED WOOD TRUSSES
WHICH ARE MANUFACTURED AND DESIGNED BY OTHERS.
4. IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO VERIFY THAT THE
PREFABRICATED WOOD TRUSSES MEET THE LOCAL LOADING CONDITIONS AS PER LOCAL CODES AND MATCH THE
DESIGN INTENT CONTAINED HEREIN INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO, EAVES OVERHANG, ROOF PITCH, TYPE
(COMMON, SCISSOR, ATTIC, PARALLEL CHORD, ETC.), BEARING POINTS, ETC.

ARCHITECTURAL WOODWORK/MILLWORK:
1.

ARCHITECTURAL WOODWORK/MILLWORK SHALL INCLUDE BUT NOT LIMITED TO SHELVES, PANELING, CEILINGS,
STAIRCASES, MOLDINGS, CABINETS (KITCHEN, BATHROOMS, STORAGE, OFFICES, AND/OR CLOSETS), DOORS, TRIM,
AND FLOORING THAT ARE MAINLY INSTALLED ON THE INTERIOR OF A PROJECT.
1.1.
IN SOME CASES ARCHITECTURAL WOODWORK/MILLWORK CAN BE INSTALLED ON THE EXTERIOR. IT IS THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO VERIFY IF ANY EXTERIOR
ARCHITECTURAL WOODWORK/MILLWORK IS NEEDED FOR THE PROJECT CONTAINED HEREIN AS WELL AS
VERIFY IF SUCH ITEMS ARE ALLOWED TO BE USED ON THE EXTERIOR AS PER MANUFACTURER SPECIFICATIONS.

3.
4.
5.
6.

ARCHITECTURAL WOODWORK/MILLWORK ARE PRODUCTS THAT ARE MADE OF BUT NOT LIMITED TO WOOD,
PLASTER, PLASTICS, AND LAMINATES.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL VERIFY THE PHYSICAL MEASUREMENTS OF THE
JOBS SITE WITH THAT OF THE CABINET MAKERS SHOP DRAWINGS PRIOR TO THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE CABINETS.
CABINET MAKER SHALL CONFIRM WITH GENERAL CONTRACTOR/OWNER THE TYPE OF CABINETS, FINISH, DESIGN,
HARDWARE, DOOR DESIGN, SWINGS ETC. PRIOR TO PRODUCING THE CABINETS.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S) SHALL VERIFY WITH THE OWNER WHAT TYPES, QUANTITIES,
STYLES, ETC. OF ARCHITECTURAL WOODWORK/MILLWORK ARE TO BE USED ON THE PROJECT CONTAINED HEREIN
PRIOR TO INSTALLATION AND ORDERING OF SUCH ITEMS.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL INSTALL BLOCKING/BACKING WHERE REQ'D
PRIOR TO THE INTERIOR OF THE WALLS BEING COVERED WITH A FINISHED MATERIAL.

ROOFING:
1.
2.

ALL ROOFING MATERIALS, COMPONENTS, AND SYSTEMS ARE TO BE INSTALLED PER MANUFACTURER
SPECIFICATIONS AND PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S) TO VERIFY WITH OWNER THE TYPE AND FINISH OF THE ROOF
MATERIALS.

SHEET METAL FLASHING AND TRIM:
1.

ALL REQUIRED FLASHING IS TO BE PRE-FINISHED METAL. GUTTERS AND DOWNSPOUTS ARE TO BE PRE-FINISHED
ALUMINUM.
1.1.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL VERIFY GAUGE AND TYPE OF FLASHING WITH
LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
2. VALLEY FLASHING WITH METAL ROOFING WILL BE PAINTED TO MATCH MAIN ROOF PER MANUFACTURER
SPECIFICATIONS.
2.1.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S) ARE TO VERIFY WITH OWNER THE COLOR OF ROOFING,
VALLEY FLASHING AND ANY AND ALL TYPES OF FLASHING TO BE USED IN THE PROJECT CONTAINED HEREIN.
3. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER HAS THE RESPONSIBILITY TO PLACE THE FOLLOWING
BUT NOT LIMITED TO, FLASHING, DRIP EDGES, ETC. AT ALL REQ'D LOCATIONS PER LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL
BUILDING CODES WHETHER OR NOT FLASHING LOCATIONS ARE IDENTIFIED IN THESE DRAWINGS AND
SPECIFICATIONS.
4. IN SOME INSTANCES THERE MAYBE A NEED FOR MULTIPLE LAYERS OF FLASHING NEEDED IN A CERTAIN
APPLICATION. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL VERIFY WITH LOCAL, STATE, AND
FEDERAL BUILDING CODES TO SEE IF ANY OF THESE INSTANCES PERTAINING TO THE PROJECT CONTAINED HEREIN.
5. ALL FLASHING, GUTTERS, DOWNSPOUTS AND OTHER ARCHITECTURE SHEET METAL TO BE SIZED, MANUFACTURED,
INSTALLED AND DESIGNED TO THE STANDARDS SET FORTH BY THE SHEET METAL & AIR CONDITIONING
CONTRACTORS' NATIONAL ASSOCIATION (SMACNA).
6. IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO INSTALL FLASHING SO
THAT ALL FLASHING(S)/TRIM, IS INSTALLED AND SEALED PROPERLY AS PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING
CODES AND MANUFACTURING OF SUCH FLASHING AND THE MANUFACTURE OF SUCH PRODUCTS THAT REQUIRES
FLASHING.

JOINT SEALERS:
1.

CAULK AND/OR SEAL ALL EXPOSED EXTERIOR AND INTERIOR JOINTS ABOVE AND BELOW GRADE AND ALL THOSE
INTERIOR AND EXTERIOR JOINTS AND APPENDAGES CONCEALED BY OTHER BUILDING MATERIALS, FLASHINGS, ETC
2. SEALANT MATERIALS AT EXPOSED AREAS ARE TO MATCH AS NEAR AS POSSIBLE IN COLOR THE ABUTTING NATURAL
OR PAINTED FINISHES. ALL SUCH MATERIALS ARE TO BE COMPATIBLE WITH AND SUITABLE FOR ALL MATERIALS
COMPRISING THE JOINT.
3. CAULK AROUND WINDOW AND DOORS AS REQ'D PER MANUFACTURER SPECIFICATIONS.
4. IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO PROPERLY SEAL THE
PROJECT CONTAINED HEREIN AS PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES AND THE MANUFACTURE
SPECIFICATIONS OF SUCH PRODUCTS THE REQUIRE CAULK AND JOINT SEALING.
4.1.
IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO INSTALL CAULK
AND OTHER JOINT SEALANTS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE MANUFACTURE SPECIFICATIONS AND INSTALLATION
GUIDE OF SUCH CAULK JOINT SEALANTS AND AS PER REQ'D PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.

WINDOWS:
1.

THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR TO VERIFY BRAND, SERIES, TYPE, OPERATION, SWINGS, LOCATIONS,
EXTERIOR FINISH, INTERIOR FINISH, HARDWARE, DIVIDED LIGHT (WINDOW GRILLES) DESIGN, ETC AND ACTUAL
WINDOW LOCATIONS WITH OWNER PRIOR TO ORDERING AND/OR INSTALLING WINDOWS.
2. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO VERIFY ROUGH OPENINGS OF EACH WINDOW WITH
SELECTED WINDOW MANUFACTURE AND SERIES.
2.1.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER SHALL VERIFY THAT ROUGH OPENINGS IN FIELD
MATCH THAT OF THE WINDOWS MANUFACTURE SPECIFICATIONS PRIOR TO ORDERING AND INSTALLING
WINDOWS.
3. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO VERIFY QUANTITIES, JAMB SIZES, HEAD AND SILL
HEIGHTS PRIOR TO ORDERING.
4. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO VERIFY WHETHER OR NOT THE JAMB EXTENSIONS ARE
TO BE INSTALLED AT THE FACTORY.
5. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR TO VERIFY WITH OWNER WHICH WINDOW UNITS ARE TO HAVE
SCREENS. GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR TO VERIFY WITH OWNER THE TYPE AND MATERIAL TO BE
USED FOR SUCH SCREENS.
6. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO VERIFY THAT TEMPERED SAFETY GLAZING IS PLACED IN
THE WINDOWS PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
7. GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR TO VERIFY WITH OWNER, WHICH TYPE OF GLASS IS TO BE USED IN
WINDOWS.
7.1.
ALL GLAZING IN WINDOWS ARE TO BE LOW-E AND MINIMUM DOUBLE PANE GLAZING UNIT OR AS PER LOCAL,
STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
8. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO VERIFY THAT WINDOWS FOR EMERGENCY EGRESS
PURPOSES ARE PROPERLY SIZED AND LOCATED CORRECTLY WITHIN THE STRUCTURE ACCORDING TO LOCAL, STATE,
AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
8.1.
THE WINDOW SILL HEIGHT WHERE A WINDOW IS PROVIDED AS THE EMERGENCY ESCAPE AND RESCUE
OPENING, IT SHALL NOT HAVE A SILL HEIGHT OF NOT MORE THAN 44" ABOVE THE FLOOR. GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO VERIFY SUCH MEASUREMENT WITH LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL
BUILDING CODES.
8.2.
THE MINIMUM OPENING SHALL HAVE A NET CLEAR OPENING OF NOT LESS THAN 5.7 SQ. FT. THE NET CLEAR
HEIGHT OF THIS OPENING SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN 24". THE NET CLEAR WIDTH SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN 20".
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER SHALL VERIFY OPENING REQUIREMENTS WITH LOCAL,
STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
8.3.
EVERY ATTEMPT HAS BEEN MADE TO HAVE THE EGRESS WINDOW LOCATIONS TO BE CALLED OUT ON THESE
PLANS; HOWEVER, IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO
VERIFY SUCH WINDOWS ARE LOCATED, PLACED, AND SIZED ACCORDING TO THE CODES FOR EMERGENCY
EGRESS PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES
9. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO INSTALL WINDOWS PER THE MANUFACTURE
SPECIFICATIONS AND INSTALLATION GUIDE.
10. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO WEATHERPROOF AND SEAL WINDOWS AND WINDOW
ROUGH OPENINGS PER THE MANUFACTURE SPECIFICATIONS, INSTALLATION GUIDE, AND PER LOCAL, STATE, AND
FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
11. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO FLASH, SEAL, WATERPROOF, & WEATHERPROOF
WINDOW ROUGH OPENINGS PER WINDOW MANUFACTURE SPECIFICATIONS AND INSTALLATION GUIDE AND PER
LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
12. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO VERIFY THAT THE WINDOW ENERGY DESIGN
CHARACTERISTICS (INCLUDING BY NOT LIMITED TO THE U-VALUE AND SOLAR HEAT GAIN COEFFICIENT) MEETS
ENERGY REQUIREMENTS AS REQ'D PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL ENERGY CODES.
13. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO VERIFY TYPE AND SIZE OF TRIM THAT IS TO BE USED ON
BOTH THE INTERIOR AND EXTERIOR SIDE OF THE WINDOWS.
13.1. TRIM IS TO BE INSTALLED PER THE MANUFACTURE SPECS AND INSTALLATION GUIDE.
13.2. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO VERIFY THAT TYPE OF TRIM SELECTED DOES NOT
VOID THE WARRANTY OF THE WINDOW SELECTED AS PER THE WINDOW COMPANIES MANUFACTURE
SPECIFICATIONS AND INSTALLATION GUIDE

DOORS:
1.

THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR TO VERIFY ALL DOOR SIZES AND LOCATIONS, ROUGH OPENINGS,
TYPES, DOOR MATERIAL AND DESIGN (FLAT PANEL, SINGLE RAISED PANEL, MULTIPLE RAISED PANEL, OR ETC.),
HARDWARE FINISH AND COLOR, SWINGS AND OPERATIONS, HEAD HEIGHTS, THRESHOLD TYPE, AND JAMB WIDTHS
WITH OWNER PRIOR TO ORDERING AND INSTALLING DOORS.
1.1.
THE SAME AS LISTED ABOVE IS TO BE APPROVED IS IT RELATES TO GARAGE DOORS.
2. THE ROUGH OPENINGS ARE CALLED OUT BASED ON TYPICAL BUILDING PRACTICES, GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO VERIFY ROUGH OPENINGS WORK FOR SELECTED DOOR UNITS
(INCLUDING GARAGE DOORS) PER MANUFACTURE SPECS AND INSTALLATION GUIDE.
2.1.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER SHALL VERIFY THAT ROUGH OPENINGS IN FIELD
MATCH THAT OF THE DOORS MANUFACTURE SPECIFICATIONS PRIOR TO ORDERING AND INSTALLING DOORS.
3. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO INSTALL DOORS (INCLUDING GARAGE DOORS) PER THE
MANUFACTURE SPECS AND INSTALLATION GUIDE.
4. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO WEATHERPROOF AND SEAL EXTERIOR DOORS
(INCLUDING GARAGE DOORS) AND EXTERIOR DOOR (INCLUDING GARAGE DOOR) ROUGH OPENINGS PER THE
MANUFACTURE SPECS, INSTALLATION GUIDE, AND LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
4.1.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO PLACE WEATHER-STRIPPING ON ALL EXTERIOR
DOORS (INCLUDING GARAGE DOORS) AS PER EXTERIOR DOOR (INCLUDING GARAGE DOORS) MANUFACTURER
SPECIFICATIONS AND INSTALLATION GUIDE AND PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
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THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO FLASH, SEAL, WATERPROOF, & WEATHERPROOF
EXTERIOR DOOR ROUGH OPENINGS (INCLUDING GARAGE DOORS) PER EXTERIOR DOOR (INCLUDING GARAGE
DOORS) MANUFACTURE SPECIFICATIONS AND INSTALLATION GUIDE AND PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL
BUILDING CODES.
6. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO VERIFY WITH OWNER IF ANY LOW PROFILE
THRESHOLDS ARE REQUIRED FOR ACCESSIBILITY PURPOSES.
7. ALL GLASS IN DOORS (INCLUDING GARAGE DOORS) AND SIDELIGHTS TO BE TEMPERED, LOW-E, MINIMUM
DOUBLE PANE OR AS PER LOCAL, STATE, STATE AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
7.1.
GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO VERIFY THAT THE GLASS ENERGY DESIGN
CHARACTERISTICS (INCLUDING BY NOT LIMITED TO THE U-VALUE AND SOLAR HEAT GAIN COEFFICIENT)
MEETS ENERGY REQUIREMENTS AS REQ'D PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL ENERGY CODES.
8. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR TO VERIFY WITH OWNER WHICH EXTERIOR DOORS
(INCLUDING GARAGE DOORS) ARE TO HAVE LOCKING HARDWARE, THE LOCKING TYPE, AND FINISH, PRIOR TO
ORDERING AND INSTALLING THE DOORS.
9. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR TO VERIFY WITH OWNER WHICH INTERIOR DOORS ARE TO
HAVE LOCKING HARDWARE, THE LOCKING TYPE, AND FINISH, PRIOR TO ORDERING AND INSTALLING THE
DOORS.
10. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO EITHER ORDER DOORS WITH JAMBS ATTACHED TO
DOORS OR PLACE/EXTEND OWN JAMBS TO MATCH THE APPROPRIATE JAMB WIDTH REQUIRED ON SITE.
11. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO PLACE RATED FIRE DOORS AS REQ'D PER LOCAL,
STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
11.1. FIRE DOOR RATING IS TO BE MINIMUM AS ALLOWED PER LOCAL, SATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES
PER WALL ASSEMBLY IN WHICH DOOR IS LOCATED.
11.2. GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO VERIFY THAT ALL FIRE DOORS ARE TO BE SELF
CLOSING.
12. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO VERIFY IF EXTERIOR DOORS (INCLUDING GARAGE
DOORS) ARE TO HAVE DIFFERENT FINISHES/MATERIALS ON EXTERIOR VS. THE INTERIOR.
13. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S) SHALL VERIFY WITH OWNER OF ANY EXTERIOR DOORS ARE
TO HAVE STORM/SCREEN DOORS AND THEIR ASSOCIATED PROPERTIES AND PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS.
14. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER SHALL VERIFY THAT ALL EXTERIOR DOORS
(INCLUDING GARAGE DOORS) OR DOORS TO UNCONDITIONED SPACES MEETS ENERGY DESIGN REQUIREMENTS
AS PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL ENERGY CODES.
15. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO PLACE FINISH JAMBS ON GARAGE DOORS PER
GARAGE DOOR MANUFACTURE SPECIFICATIONS AND INSTALLATION GUIDE AND PER LOCAL, STATE, AND
FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
16. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO VERIFY TYPE AND SIZE OF TRIM THAT IS TO BE
USED ON BOTH THE INTERIOR AND EXTERIOR SIDE OF THE DOOR.
16.1. TRIM IS TO BE INSTALLED PER THE MANUFACTURE SPECS AND INSTALLATION GUIDE.
16.2. GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO VERIFY THAT TYPE OF TRIM SELECTED DOES NOT
VOID THE WARRANTY OF THE DOOR SELECTED AS PER THE DOOR COMPANIES MANUFACTURE
SPECIFICATIONS AND INSTALLATION GUIDE.
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GYPSUM BOARD:
1. PROVIDE GYPSUM WALLBOARD THICKNESS OF FOLLOWING MINIMUM:
1.1.
1/2" ON WALLS MIN.
1.2.
5/8" ON CEILING LIDS MIN.
1.3.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER ARE TO VERIFY MINIMUM THICKNESS OF
GYPSUM WALL BOARD WITH LOCAL, STATE, FEDERAL BUILDING CODES, AND MANUFACTURERS
SPECIFICATIONS.
2. TYPE OF GYPSUM BOARD IS TO BE USE ACCORDING TO THE CONDITIONS IN WHICH IT IS USED AND
ACCORDING TO LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES AND MANUFACTURERS SPECIFICATIONS.
2.1.
5/8" TYPE "X" FIRE-RATED GYPSUM BOARD IS REQUIRED FOR ONE-HOUR FIRE SEPARATION BETWEEN
GARAGE AREAS AND DWELLING AREAS. TO BE APPLIED TO BOTH SIDES. THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL VERIFY WITH LOCAL AUTHORITIES AND PER LOCAL,
STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
3. GYPSUM BOARD WORK AND MATERIALS SHALL MEET ALL REQUIREMENTS OF ANSI A97-1, FOR THE
"APPLICATION AND FINISHING OF WALLBOARD."THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO
VERIFY THESE STANDARDS WITH LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
4. JOINT COMPOUND SYSTEM IS TO BE MIXED, APPLIED AND FINISHED IN COMPLIANCE WITH MANUFACTURER'S
PRINTED DIRECTION; TO BE INVISIBLE AFTER FINISH, INCLUDING ALL METAL CORNER BEAD AND TRIM.
5. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S) TO VERIFY WITH OWNER IF GYPSUM BOARD IS TO BE USED
ON PROJECT. IF NOT USED, IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO SELECT APPROPRIATE MATERIALS TO USE IN PLACE OF THE
GYPSUM BOARD.
5.1.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO MAKE ADJUSTMENTS TO THESE DRAWINGS
AS REQ'D TO ACCOMMODATE ALTERNATIVE MATERIALS.
5.2.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO VERIFY WITH A LICENSED STRUCTURAL
ENGINEER TO VERIFY THAT ALTERNATIVE MATERIALS DOES NOT CAUSE HARM TO THE STRUCTURE.

PAINTING/STAINING:
1.
2.
3.

THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER ARE TO VERIFY WITH LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL
BUILDING CODES WHICH TYPES OF PAINT/STAIN ARE TO BE USED IN SPECIFIC APPLICATIONS/LOCATIONS
(KITCHEN, BATH, INTERIOR, EXTERIOR, ETC.).
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO INSTALL PAINT/STAIN PER MANUFACTURE'S
SPECIFICATIONS AND PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S) ARE TO VERIFY PAINT/STAIN TYPES, FINISH, COLORS, ETC.
WITH OWNER PRIOR TO ORDERING AND INSTALLATION OF SUCH PAINTS/STAINS.

PLUMBING:
1.

INDIVIDUAL SUBCONTRACTOR(S) AND THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/OWNER ARE RESPONSIBLE TO SUPPLY THE
DESIGN, DETAIL AND SPECIFICATIONS AS REQUIRED PER LOCAL BUILDING CODES/OFFICIALS.
2. THE PLUMBER IS TO PROVIDE AND INSTALL PLUMBING AND FIXTURES AS INDICATED ON PLANS AND PER
OWNER'S SPECIFICATION ACCORDING TO STATE AND LOCAL PLUMBING CODES. CRB DESIGN, LLC IS NOT
RESPONSIBLE FOR LOCATION OF JOISTS, BEARING BEAMS OR OTHER STRUCTURAL ELEMENTS IN RELATION TO
PLUMBING LINES.
3. ANY PLUMBING/FRAMING CONFLICTS ARE TO BE RESOLVED WITH OWNER/GENERAL CONTRACTOR BEFORE
CONSTRUCTION BEGINS.
4. INDIVIDUAL SUBCONTRACTOR(S) IS TO VERIFY WITH THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/OWNER WHERE PLENUMS
ARE ALLOWED FOR PLUMBING ELEMENTS.
4.1.
PLENUM LOCATIONS AND SIZES ARE TO BE VERIFIED WITH THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/OWNER.
5. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/PLUMBING SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER IS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE LOCATIONS,
DESIGN, AND FUNCTIONALITY OF THE PLUMBING FIXTURE AND SYSTEMS.
6. ALL PLUMBING SYSTEMS (INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO PIPING LINES) TO BE INSPECTED/TESTED
(INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO PRESSURE TESTING) BY OTHERS.
7. FOR THE PROJECT CONTAINED HEREIN, ALL PLUMBING VENTS ARE TO COMBINE INTO A SINGLE VENT PIPE FOR
ONLY A SINGLE ROOF PENETRATION.
8. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL INSTALL AND LOCATE ANY AND ALL
PLUMBING SYSTEMS, PLUMBING FIXTURES AND EQUIPMENT AS REQUIRED PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL
BUILDINGS & PLUMBING CODES.

HEATING, VENTILATING, AND AIR CONDITIONING (HVAC):
1.

THE INDIVIDUAL SUBCONTRACTOR(S) AND GENERAL CONTRACTOR/OWNER ARE RESPONSIBLE TO SUPPLY THE
DESIGN, DETAIL AND SPECIFICATIONS AS REQUIRED PER LOCAL BUILDING CODES/OFFICIALS.
2. DUE TO CLIMATIC VARIATIONS IN LOCATIONS, LOCAL BUILDER/OWNER OR HEATING CONTRACTOR IS TO
PROVIDE HEAT LOSS CALCULATIONS, SYSTEM SPECIFICATIONS AND LAYOUT.
3. HEATING TYPE AND FUEL TO BE SELECTED BY OWNER. BUILDER TO MAKE NECESSARY CHANGES IN PLAN TO
ACCOMMODATE CHIMNEYS, VENTS, ETC. TO BE LOCATED AND INSTALLED AS REQUIRED BEFORE
CONSTRUCTION BEGINS. CRB DESIGN, LLC IS NOT RESPONSIBLE FOR LOCATION OF STRUCTURAL ELEMENTS IN
RELATION TO MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT AND DISTRIBUTION. THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL NOT ALTER STRUCTURAL ELEMENTS.
4. ANY ALTERATION OF INTERIOR PARTITIONS, CEILINGS OR OTHER ELEMENTS OF THE PLAN DUE TO
MECHANICAL SYSTEMS PLACEMENT IS THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER'S
RESPONSIBILITY.
5. ALL DUCTS TO BE INSTALLED WITHOUT IMPINGEMENT ON BUILDING SURFACES.
6. PROVIDE EXHAUST FANS IN BATHROOMS AND WATER CLOSETS AS REQ'D PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL
BUILDING CODES.
6.1.
IF REQUIRED BY LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES, THAT EXHAUST FANS ARE TO BE LOCATED
IN OTHER AREAS BESIDES BATHROOMS AND WATER CLOSETS, IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO LOCATE AND INSTALL SUCH FANS IN THOSE AREAS
DEFINED BY THE LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
7. INDIVIDUAL SUBCONTRACTOR(S) IS TO VERIFY WITH THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/OWNER WHERE PLENUMS
ARE ALLOWED FOR HVAC ELEMENTS.
7.1.
PLENUM LOCATIONS AND SIZES ARE TO BE VERIFIED WITH THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/OWNER.
8. INDIVIDUAL SUBCONTRACTOR(S) TO INSTALL DUCTING FOR HVAC ELEMENTS AS REQ'D BY LOCAL, STATE, AND
FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
8.1.
ALL DUCTING TO BE SIZED AND LOCATED BY A LICENSED MECHANICAL ENGINEER AND PER LOCAL,
STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
8.2.
ALL DUCTING TO HVAC UNITS SHALL BE INSTALLED PER THE UNITS MANUFACTURER SPECIFICATIONS
AND INSTALLATION GUIDE.
8.3.
ALL DUCTING SHALL BE INSTALLED PER MANUFACTURER SPECIFICATIONS AND INSTALLATION GUIDE.
9. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/HVAC SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER IS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE LOCATIONS,
DESIGN, AND FUNCTIONALITY OF THE HVAC SYSTEMS AND ASSOCIATED DUCTING.
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GENERAL NOTES

NO LIME SHALL BE ALLOWED IN GROUT.
GROUT SHALL BE MIXED IN A MECHANICAL MIXER FOR AT LEAST 5 MINUTES AFTER ALL WATER TO BE USED HAS
BEEN ADDED. READY MIXED GROUT SHALL CONFORM TO ALL APPLICABLE SPECIFICATIONS OF ASTM C94. NO
WATER SHALL BE ADDED TO READY MIX GROUT AFTER ITS DISCHARGE FROM MIXER. GROUT SHALL BE PLACED
WITHIN 1 HOUR OF THE INITIAL MIXING.
9. ALL GROUT SHALL BE THOROUGHLY CONSOLIDATED, AND RECONSOLIDATED, USING A MECHANICAL MASONRY
VIBRATOR.
10. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL HAVE ALL GROUT PROPERTIES, TESTING
STANDARDS, MAKE UP, ETC. IN ITEMS 1 THROUGH 9 ABOVE VERIFIED WITH A LICENSED STRUCTURAL ENGINEER.

DOORS(CONTINUED):

RICHARD D. LEWIS
800 WEST 7TH STREET
WHITEFISH, MT 59937

7.
8.

ARCHITECTURAL WOODWORK/MILLWORK (CONTINUED):

PROJECT NAME:

MORTAR AND MASONRY GROUT (CONTINUED):

ROUGH CARPENTRY (CONTINUED):

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

GENERAL NOTES (CONTINUED FROM G2.00):

SHEET #:

G2.01

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION
A: AREA, AMPERE; ACRE
AB: ANCHOR BOLT; ASBESTOS BOARD
ABV: ABOVE
AC: AIR CONDITIONING, ALTERNATING
CURRENT
ACC: ACCESS
ACF: ARCHITECTURAL CONCRETE FINISH
ACOUST: ACOUSTICAL
ACR: ACRYLIC
ACST: ACOUSTIC
ACT: ACOUSTICAL TILE; ACTUAL
AD: ACCESS DOOR, AREA DRAIN
ADA: AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT OF
1992
ADD: ADDENDUM; ADDITION
ADDL: ADDITIONAL
ADH: ADHESIVE
ADJ: ADJUST, ADJUSTABLE, ADJACENT
AF: ABOVE FLOOR
AFF: ABOVE FINISHED FLOOR
AGG: AGGREGATE
ALM: ALARM
ALT: ALTERNATE, ALTERATION; ALTITUDE
ALUM: ALUMINUM
AMB: AMBIENT
AMP: AMPERE, AMPACITY
AMT: AMOUNT
AN: ANODE
ANCH: ANCHOR, ANCHORAGE
ANOD: ANODIZED
ANT: ANTENNA
AOR: ARCHITECT OF RECORD
AP: ACCESS PANEL
APPROX: APPROXIMATE
APRVD: APPROVED
APT: APARTMENT
APPROX: APPROXIMATE
ARCH: ARCHITECT, ARCHITECTURAL
ARS: ASBESTOS ROOF SHINGLES
AS: ACOUSTIC SEALANT
ASC: ABOVE SUSPENDED CEILING
ASPH: ASPHALT
ASSEM: ASSEMBLE
ASSOC: ASSOCIATION; ASSOCIATE
ASSY: ASSEMBLY
ATTEN: ATTENUATION
AUTH: AUTHORIZED
AUTO: AUTOMATIC
AVG: AVERAGE
AW: ACID WASTE
AWG: AMERICAN WIRE GAUGE
AX: AXIS

1.

THE ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR(S) IS RESPONSIBLE TO PERFORM ALL ELECTRICAL WIRING AND INSTALLATION TO
MEET ALL APPLICABLE STATE AND LOCAL CODE REQUIREMENTS.
2. THE ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE ALL WORK WITH GENERAL CONTRACTOR/OWNER.
3. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/ELECTRICAL SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER IS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE LOCATIONS,
DESIGN, AND FUNCTIONALITY OF THE ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS.
4. ALL ELECTRICAL FIXTURES ARE TO BE INSTALLED ACCORDING TO MANUFACTURER'S SPECIFICATIONS.
4.1.
THE ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR/GENERAL CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY WITH OWNER ALL FIXTURE TYPES AND
LOCATIONS WITH OWNER PRIOR TO ORDERING AND INSTALLING SUCH ITEMS.
5. THE FOLLOWING ELECTRICAL COMPONENTS BUT NOT LIMITED TO: LIGHT FIXTURES, LIGHT SWITCHES, LIGHT
SWITCH PLATE COVERS, RECEPTACLE'S, RECEPTACLES COVER PLATE'S, & EXHAUST FANS SHALL BE OF
ARCHITECTURAL GRADE. THE ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR/GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY THE FINAL
SELECTION OF SUCH COMPONENTS WITH THE OWNER PRIOR TO ORDERING AND INSTALLING SUCH ITEMS.
6. THE ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER IS TO CALCULATE THE PROPER AMP SERVICE TO THE BUILDING.
7. THE ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER IS RESPONSIBLE TO SUPPLY LATERAL SERVICE TO BUILDING, POWER TO
HOT WATER HEATER, FURNACE, PRESSURE TANK, PUMPS, APPLIANCES, ETC. AS REQUIRED PER LOCAL CODES.
8. IF ELECTRIC BASEBOARD UNITS ARE TO BE USED, CALCULATIONS ARE TO BE SUPPLIED BY CONTRACTOR/OWNER OR
SUPPLIER.
9. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL INSTALL EXHAUST FANS IN ALL BATHS AND
WATER CLOSETS AS REQ'D PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
9.1.
THE ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR/GENERAL CONTRACTOR/OWNER TO VERIFY RATES OF AIR EXCHANGE WITH
LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
9.2.
IF REQUIRED BY LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES, THAT EXHAUST FANS ARE TO BE LOCATED IN
OTHER AREAS BESIDES BATHROOMS AND WATER CLOSETS, IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO LOCATE AND INSTALL SUCH FANS IN THOSE AREAS DEFINED BY
THE LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
10. EACH DWELLING SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH AN APPROVED SMOKE/CARBON MONOXIDE DETECTOR UNIT LOCATED
AS SHOWN ON ELECTRICAL LAYOUT (IF ELECTRICAL PLAN IS PROVIDED) OR AS REQUIRED PER LOCAL, STATE, AND
FEDERAL BUILDING CODES. CARE SHOULD BE EXERCISED TO INSURE THAT THE INSTALLATION DOES NOT
INTERFERE WITH THE OPERATING CHARACTERISTICS OF THE DETECTOR. WHEN ACTUATED, THE DETECTOR SHALL
PROVIDE AN AUDIBLE ALARM TO BE HEARD IN ALL SLEEPING AREAS. AN ADDITIONAL SMOKE/CARBON MONOXIDE
DETECTOR SHOULD BE PLACED IN THE BASEMENT AREA WHICH IS AUDIBLE IN THE SLEEPING AREAS. WALL
MOUNTED DETECTORS SHOULD BE LOCATED 6" TO 12" FROM THE CEILING.
10.1.
SMOKE DETECTOR SHALL BE HARD-WIRED WITH BATTERY BACK-UP AND PLACED PER LOCAL, STATE, AND
FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
10.2. CARBON MONOXIDE SHALL BE HARD-WIRED WITH BATTERY BACK-UP AND PLACED PER LOCAL, STATE, AND
FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
11. MECHANICAL/ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR(S) TO VERIFY ALL ELECTRICAL REQUIREMENTS FOR ALL MECHANICAL
APPLIANCES, ELECTRICAL APPLIANCES, HOUSE APPLIANCES, ETC., HAVE THE CORRECT ELECTRICAL POWER TO
SUCH UNITS.
12. ALL RECEPTACLES IN BATHROOMS, ABOVE KITCHEN COUNTERTOP, WITHIN 6' OF SINK, AND OUTLET THAT SERVERS
DISHWASHER SHOULD BE A GROUND FAULT CIRCUIT INTERRUPTER (G.F.C.I).
13. ALL RECEPTACLES LOCATED ON THE EXTERIOR OF THE BUILDING SHOULD BE A GROUND FAULT CIRCUIT
INTERRUPTER (G.F.C.I) AND IN A WEATHERPROOF CASING.
14. THE ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR/GENERAL CONTRACTOR/OWNER TO INSTALL GROUND FAULT CIRCUIT
INTERRUPTER (G.F.C.I) AS REQUIRED PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
15. IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO LOCATE AND PLACE TRANSFORMERS,
METERS, AND JUNCTION BOXES AS PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
16. THE ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR/GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL INSTALL AND
LOCATE ANY AND ALL ELECTRICAL FIXTURES, WIRING, JUNCTION BOXES,AND ANY OTHER ELECTRICAL RELATED
OBJECTS PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING AND ELECTRICAL CODES.
17. THE ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR/GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL INSTALL, LOCATE,
AND PLACE WIRING IN CONDUIT AS REQUIRED PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING AND ELECTRICAL
CODES.
18. IF ELECTRICAL PLANS ARE PROVIDED, THE FOLLOWING SHOULD BE NOTED:
18.1. THE LOCATIONS OF ELECTRICAL PANELS, LIGHT FIXTURES, OTHER FIXTURES, SWITCHES, AND RECEPTACLES
ARE SHOWN IN THEIR SUGGESTED LOCATIONS AND IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE ELECTRICAL
CONTRACTOR(S) TO VERIFY ALL LOCATIONS WITH THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/OWNER PRIOR TO
COMMENCING SUCH ELECTRICAL WORK.
18.1.1.
THE ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR(S) SHOULD WALK THROUGH THE BUILDING WITH THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/OWNER ONCE FRAMING IS COMPLETE TO VERIFY SUCH LOCATIONS.
19. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL INSTALL ALL ELECTRICAL ELEMENTS IN
ACCORDANCE WITH LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODE.

B
B TO B: BACK TO BACK
BBD: BULLETIN BOARD
BAL: BALANCE, BALLAST
BAF: BAFFLE
BB: BALL BEARING, BULLETIN BOARD
BC: BROOM CLOSET
BD: BOARD, BLOW DOWN (PIPE)
BDL: BUNDLE
BDY: BOUNDARY
BDRM: BEDROOM
BEL: BELOW
BET: BETWEEN
BEV: BEVEL
BF: BACK FACE, BOTTOM FACE, BOTH FACES
BHD: BULKHEAD
BIT: BITUMINOUS
BKR: BREAKER
BL: BASE LINE, BUILDING LINE
BLDG: BUILDING
BLK: BLOCK
BLKG: BLOCKING
BLO: BLOWER
BLR: BOILER
BLT: BUILT
BLW: BELOW
BM: BEAM, BENCH MARK
BN:
BULLNOSE
BNDG:
BENDING (RE-BARS)
BNT: BENT
BO:
BLOW OFF: BOTTOM OF
BOT: BOTTOM
BPL: BEARING PLATE, BASE PLATE
BR:
BATHROOM, BEDROOM,
BRDG:
BRIDGE, BRIDGING
BRG: BEARING
BRK: BRICK
BRKR: BREAKER
BRKT: BRACKET
BRZ: BRONZE
BRZG: BRAZING
BS:
BOTH SIDES, BACKSET, BLUESTONE
BSMT: BASEMENT
BT:
BATHTUB, BOLT
BTU: BRITISH THERMAL UNITS
BTUH:
BRITISH THERMAL UNITS PER HOUR
BUZ: BUZZER
BV:
BUTTERFLY VALVE
BVL: BEVELLED
BW:
BOTH WAYS
BWV: BACK WATER VALVE
BYP: BY PASS

C

SPECIAL INSPECTIONS:

2.

C:
DEGREES CELSIUS
C/C: CENTER TO CENTER
C TO C: CENTER TO CENTER
CA:
COMPRESSED AIR
CAB: CABINET
CAP: CAPACITY
CARP: CARPENTER
CAT: CATALOG
CAV: CAVITY
CB:
CONCRETE BLOCK, CAST BRASS
CCT: CIRCUIT
CCW: COUNTER CLOCKWISE
CCTV:
CLOSED CIRCUIT TV
CEL: CELLAR
CEM: CEMENT
CER: CERAMIC
CF:
CUBIC FEET
CFL: COUNTERFLASHING
CFM: CUBIC FEET PER MINUTE
CFS: CUBIC FEET PER SECOND
CG:
CORNER GUARD
CH:
COAT HOOK
CHR: CHILLED WATER RETURN
CHAM:
CHAMFER
CHBD:
CHALKBOARD
C.I.: CAST IRON
CIN BL: CINDER BLOCK
CIP:
CAST IRON PIPE, CAST-IN-PLACE
CIR: CIRCLE, CIRCULAR, CIRCUIT
CIRC: CIRCUMFERENCE
CJ:
CONTROL JOINT
CK:
CAULKING
CL:
CLEARANCE, CLOSING, CLOSURE, CLASS
CLG: CEILING
CLKG:
CAULKING
CLO: CLOSET
CLP: CLAMP
CLR: CLEAR
CLS: CLOSURE
CLST: CLOSET
CM: CIRCULAR MIL, CENTER MATCHED
CMP: CORRUGATED METAL PIPE
CMT: CERAMIC MOSAIC TILE
CMU: CONCRETE MASONRY UNIT
CND: CONDITION, CONDUIT
CNDS:
CONDENSATE
CNTR:
CENTER, COUNTER
CNVR:
CONVEYOR
COAX:
COAXIAL
C.O.: CASED OPENING
CO:
COMPANY, CLEANOUT, CUT OUT
COEF: COEFFICIENT
COL: COLUMN
COM: COMMON
COMB:
COMBINATION, COMBUSTION
COMP:
COMPOSITION, COMPRESSED
COMPT:
COMPARTMENT
CONC:
CONCRETE
COND:
CONDENSER, CONDUIT
CONN:
CONNECTION
CONST:
CONSTRUCTION
CONT:
CONTINUOUS, CONTINUE, CONTROL
CONV:
CONVECTOR, CONVENIENCE,
CONVERT
CORR:
CORRIDOR, CORRUGATE
CPR: COPPER
CRPT: CARPET
CRS: COURSE, COLD ROLLED STEEL
CS:
COUNTERSINK, CAST STEEL, CAST STONE
CSG: CASING
CSK: COUNTERSINK
CSMT:
CASEMENT
CSS: COUNTERSUNK SCREW
CSTG: CASTING
CT:
CERAMIC TILE, CORK TILE, CONE TIP
(HINGES)
CTD: COATED
CTR: CENTER, COUNTER
CTSK: COUNTERSUNK
CTWT:
COUNTERWEIGHT
CU:
COPPER, CUBIC, COEFFICIENT OF
UTILIZATION
CU. FT.: CUBIC FEET
CU. YD.: CUBIC YARD
CUR: CURRENT
CV:
CHECK VALVE
CW: CLOCKWISE, COLD WATER
CWP: CIRCULATING WATER PUMP
CWR: CONDENSATE WASTE RETURN
CWS: CONDENSATE WASTE SUPPLY

THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER IS RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL COORDINATION OF
INSPECTIONS WITH ALL BUILDING OFFICIALS AND PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL VERIFY WHAT INSPECTIONS ARE REQUIRED WITH
ALL BUILDING OFFICIALS AND PER LOCAL BUILDING CODES FOR THE PROJECT CONTAINED HEREIN.

BUILDING ENVELOPE AND INSULATION REQUIREMENTS:
1.

THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL INSTALL A 6MM VAPOR BARRIER/RETARDER AS
REQ'D PER THE MANUFACTURER SPECIFICATIONS AND INSTALLATION GUIDE AND AS REQ'D PER LOCAL, STATE, AND
FEDERAL BUILDING AND ENERGY CODES.
2. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL INSTALL AIR INFILTRATION BARRIER (EXAMPLE:
TYVEK OR SIMILAR) AS REQ'D PER THE MANUFACTURER SPECIFICATIONS AND INSTALLATION GUIDE AND AS REQ'D
PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING AND ENERGY CODES.
2.1.
THE LENGTH OF TIME FOR WHICH THE AIR INFILTRATION BARRIER IS ALLOWED TO BE EXPOSED TO THE
ELEMENTS VARIES BETWEEN DIFFERENT AIR INFILTRATION BARRIER MANUFACTURERS, IT IS THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO BE FAMILIAR WITH THE
SPECIFIC MANUFACTURER'S SPECIFICATION AND INSTALLATION GUIDE AND TO NOT EXPOSE THE AIR
INFILTRATION BARRIER LONGER THAN WHAT IS STATED IN SUCH SPECIFICATIONS.
3. ALL ROOFS ARE TO HAVE ICE AND WATER SHIELD INSTALLED OVER ROOF SHEATHING AND UNDER ROOF FINISH.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL INSTALL THE ICE AND WATER SHIELD AS REQ'D IN
THE MANUFACTURER SPECIFICATIONS AND INSTALLATION GUIDE.
4. R-VALUE PRESCRIPTIVE REQUIREMENTS FOR INSULATION, WINDOW, DOOR, AND SKYLIGHT REQUIREMENTS:
4.1.
WINDOW & DOORS: U-VALUE OF 0.30 MINIMUM
4.2.
SKYLIGHTS: U-VALUE OF 0.55 MINIMUM
4.3.
CEILING: R-49 MINIMUM
4.3.1.
R-38 MINIMUM COMPLIES IF UNCOMPRESSED INSULATION EXTENDS OVER TOP OF EXTERIOR WALL TOP
PLATE.
4.4.
WOOD FRAMED WALL: R-21 OF R-13+10 MINIMUM
4.4.1.
FIRST VALUE IS CAVITY INSULATION, SECOND VALUE (IF PRESENT) IS CONTINUOUS SHEATHING.
4.5.
MASS WALL: R-15/R-20 MINIMUM
4.5.1.
SECOND VALUE APPLIES WHEN MORE THAN HALF OF R-VALUE IS ON INTERIOR OF MASS WALL.
4.5.2.
LOG, CONCRETE BLOCK, AND INSULATED CONCRETE FORM WALLS MUST COMPLY WITH THE MASS WALL
REQUIREMENTS.
4.6.
FLOOR: R-30 MINIMUM
4.6.1.
INSULATION THAT FILLS CAVITY (R-19 MINIMUM) ALSO COMPLIES.
4.7.
BASEMENT WALL: R-15/R-19 MINIMUM
4.7.1.
FIRST VALUE IS CONTINUOUS, SECOND VALUE IS CAVITY.
4.8.
SLAB (LESS THAN 12" BELOW GRADE) : R-10 MINIMUM, 4' MINIMUM
4.8.1.
INSULATION MUST EXTEND DOWNWARD CONTINUOUSLY FROM TOP OF SLAB FOR 4 FEET VERTICALLY OR
HORIZONTALLY.
4.9.
CRAWLSPACE WALL: R-15/R-19 MINIMUM
4.9.1.
FIRST VALUE IS CONTINUOUS INSIDE OR OUTSIDE, SECOND VALUE IS CAVITY INSULATION ON THE INSIDE.
4.10. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL VERIFY THE ABOVE U-VALUE'S AND R-VALUE'S
WITH LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING AND ENERGY CODES AND BUILD PROJECT CONTAINED HEREIN
TO SUCH STANDARDS AS LISTED IN THE LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING AND ENERGY CODES.
4.11. FOR ITEMS NOT LISTED ABOVE, THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL INSTALL
INSULATION WITH THE REQUIRED R-VALUE AND U-VALUE AS PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL ENERGY
CONSERVATION CODES.
4.12. IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO PROPERLY
INSULATE AND SEAL METAL/STEEL BUILDING CONSTRUCTION TYPES PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL
BUILDING AND ENERGY CODES.
5. IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO ENERGY SEAL THE
BUILDING ENVELOPE PER LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL ENERGY CODES.
6. IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO TEST FOR ENERGY CODE
COMPLIANCE FOR THE BUILDING ENVELOPE PER LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL ENERGY CODES.
7. IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO HAVE THE PROJECT
CONTAINED HEREIN BLOWER DOOR TESTED AS PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL ENERGY CODES AND MEET THE
REQUIREMENTS OF SUCH LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL ENERGY CODES.
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C (CONTINUED)

I

P (CONTINUED)

U (CONTINUED)

CY:
CYL:

I:
IRON, CURRENT (ELECTRICAL)
IBC:
INTERNATIONAL BUILDING CODE
IC:
INTERRUPTING CAPACITY
ICF:
INSULATED CONCRETE FORM
ID:
INSIDE DIAMETER
IN:
INCH
INCIN:
INCINERATOR
INCL: INCLINE, INCLUDE
INFO: INFORMATION
INSTL:
INSTALL
INSUL:
INSULATION
INT: INTERIOR, INTERNAL
INV: INVERT
IRC:
INTERNATIONAL RESIDENTIAL CODE

P.T.:
PTC:
PTN:
PV:
PVC:
PVF:
PVG:
PVMT:
PVT:
PW:
PWR:

UP:
UNPAINTED
UR: URINAL
USG: UNITED STATES GYPSUM COMPANY
UT: UTILITY

CUBIC YARD, CYCLE
CYLINDER

D

DB:
DECIBEL
DBL: DOUBLE
DC:
DIRECT CURRENT
DCV: DETECTOR CHECK VALVE
DD:
DRIVEWAY DRAIN, DECK DRAIN
DEG: DEGREE
DEMO:
DEMOLITION, DEMOLISH
DEP: DEPRESSED
DEPT: DEPARTMENT
DF:
DRINKING FOUNTAIN
DH:
DOUBLE HUNG
DIAG: DIAGONAL
DIA: DIAMETER
DIFF: DIFFUSER
DIM: DIMENSION
DISP: DISPENSER
DIV: DIVISION
DL:
DEAD LOAD
DN:
DOWN
DO:
DOOR OPENING
DP:
DAMPPROOFING, DISTRIBUTION PANEL
DPR: DAMPER
DR:
DOOR, DRAIN, DINING ROOM
DRBD:
DRAINBOARD
DS:
DOWNSPOUT, DISCONNECT SWITCH
DSP: DRY STANDPIPE
DT:
DRAIN TILE
DTL: DETAIL
DVTL: DOVETAIL
DW: DUMBWAITER, DISTILLED WATER
DWG: DRAWING
DWL: DOWEL
DS:
DOWNSPOUT

E
E:
EAST, ENAMEL, EXHAUST
E TO E: END TO END
EA:
EACH
EB:
EXPANSION BOLT
EE:
EACH END
EF:
EACH FACE
EG:
EDGE GRAIN
EIFS: EXTERIOR INSULATION AND FINISH
SYSTEM
EJ:
EXPANSION JOINT
EL:
ELEVATION, ELEVATOR
ELB: ELBOW
ELEC: ELECTRICAL
ELEV: ELEVATOR, ELEVATION
ENAM:
ENAMEL
ENCL:
ENCLOSURE
ENT: ENTRANCE
EOR: ENGINEER OF RECORD
EP:
ELECTRICAL PANELBOARD, EXPLOSION
PROOF
EQ:
EQUAL
EQUIP:
EQUIPMENT
ERP: EMERGENCY RECEPTACLE PANEL
ESC: ESCALATOR
EST: ESTIMATE
EW:
EACH WAY
EWC: ELECTRIC WATER COOLER
EWH: ELECTRIC WATER HEATER
EXEC: EXECUTIVE
EXIST:
EXISTING
EXP: EXPANSION, EXPOSED
EXT: EXTERIOR, EXTINGUISH

F
F:
DEGREES FAHRENHEIT, FUSE
F TO F: FACE TO FACE
FA:
FIRE ALARM, FRESH AIR
FAB: FABRICATE
FACP: FIRE ALARM CONTROL PANEL
FAO: FINISH ALL OVER
FAST: FASTENER, FASTEN
FB:
FLAT BAR, FACE BRICK, FLOOR BOX
FBRK: FIRE BRICK
FD:
FLOOR DRAIN
FDC: FIRE DEPARTMENT CONNECTION
FDN: FOUNDATION
FE:
FIRE EXTINGUISHER
FEC: FIRE EXTINGUISHER CABINET
FFE: FINISHED FLOOR ELEVATION
FFL: FINISHED FLOOR LINE
FGL: FIBERGLASS
FGR: FIBERGLASS REINFORCED
FHY: FIRE HYDRANT
FIL:
FILLET
FIN: FINISH, FINISHED
FITG: FITTING
FIXT: FIXTURE
FL:
FLOOR, FIRE LINE
FLASH:
FLASHING
FLEX: FLEXIBLE
FLG: FLANGE, FLASHING, FLOORING
FLR: FLOOR
FLUOR:
FLUORESCENT
FLX: FLEXIBLE
FND: FOUNDATION
FO:
FINISHED OPENING
FOB: FREE ON BOARD
FOC: FACE OF CONCRETE
FOF: FACE OF FINISH
FOS: FACE OF STUDS
FP:
FIREPROOF
FPM: FEET PER MINUTE
FPS:
FEET PER SECOND
FR:
FRAME, FRONT, FIRE RISER
FRG: FORGED
FRM: FRAME
FS:
FULL SIZE, FUSED SWITCH, FLOOR SINK
FT:
FOOT, FEET, FULLY TEMPERED
FTG: FOOTING, FITTING
FUR: FURRED
FURN:
FURNISH, FURNITURE

G
GA:
GAUGE, GAGE
GAL: GALLON
GALV:
GALVANIZED
GB:
GRAB BAR, GLASS BLOCK, GYPSUM BOARD
GC:
GENERAL CONTRACTOR
GCMU:
GLAZED CONCRETE MASONRY UNIT
GD:
GUARD, GRADE, GUTTER DRAIN
G.D.: GARBAGE DISPOSAL
GF:
GROUND FACE
GFCI: GROUND FAULT CIRCUIT INTERRUPTED
GFI: GROUND FAULT INTERRUPTED
GI:
GALVANIZED IRON
GL:
GLASS
GLVA:
GLOBE VALVE
GLZ: GLAZE
GMU: GLAZED MASONRY UNIT
GND: GROUND
GOVT:
GOVERNMENT
GP:
GALVANIZED PIPE
GPDW:
GYPSUM DRYWALL
GPH: GALLONS PER HOUR
GPL: GYPSUM LATH
GPM: GALLONS PER MINUTE
GPPL: GYPSUM PLASTER
GPS: GALLONS PER SECOND
GRND:
GROUND
GRTG:
GRATING
GSS: GALVANIZED SHEET STEEL
GSU: GLAZED STRUCTURAL UNIT
GT:
GROUT
GV:
GALVANIZED
GVA: GATE VALVE
GVL: GRAVEL
GYP: GYPSUM

H
HB:
HOSE BIB
HBD: HARDBOARD
HC:
HOLLOW CORE, HANDICAPPED
HCAP:
HANDICAPPED
HCT: HOLLOW CLAY TILE
HD:
HEAD, HEAVY DUTY
HDN: HARDEN
HDR: HEADER
HDW: HARDWARE
HDWD:
HARDWOOD
HGR: HANGER
HGT: HEIGHT
HK:
HOOK OR HOOKS
HKD: HOOKED (RE-BARS)
HL:
HYDRANT LINE
HM: HOLLOW METAL
HOR: HORIZONTAL
HORIZ:
HORIZONTAL
HOSP: HOSPITAL
HP:
HIGH POINT, HIGH PRESSURE, HORSE
POWER
HR:
HOUR
HRS: HOT ROLLED STEEL, HOURS
HT:
HEIGHT, HEAT, HIGH TENSION DUCT
HTG: HEATING
HTR: HEATER
HTW: HIGH TEMPERATURE WATER
HV:
HIGH VOLTAGE
HVAC:
HEATING, VENTILATING & AIR
CONDITIONING
HW: HOT WATER, HEAVY WALL
HWD: HARDWOOD
HWH: HOT WATER HEATER
HWR: HOT WATER
HWY: HIGHWAY
HYD: HYDRAULIC
HZ:
HERTZ (CYCLES PER SECOND)

J
JB:
JC:
JCT:
JF:
JST:
JT:

JUNCTION BOX
JANITOR'S CLOSET
JUNCTION
JOINT FILLER
JOIST
JOINT

K
K:
KELVIN (TEMPERATURE)
KD:
KILN DRIED
KG:
KILOGRAM
KIP: KILOPOUND (1000 POUNDS)
KIT: KITCHEN
KM: KILOMETER
KO:
KNOCKOUT
KPL: KICKPLATE
KS:
KITCHEN SINK
KVA: KILOVOLT-AMPERE
KW: KILOWATT
KWH: KILOWATT HOUR
KWHR:
KILOWATT HOUR

L
L:
LEFT
LAD: LADDER
LAM: LAMINATE, LAMINATED
LAT: LATERAL
LAV: LAVATORY
LB:
POUND (WEIGHT), LAG BOLT
LBL: LABEL
LBR: LUMBER
LH:
LEFT HAND
LIB:
LIBRARY
LIN: LINEAR
LIQ: LIQUID
LL:
LIVE LOAD
LN:
LENGTH
LNDG:
LANDING
LNTL: LINTEL
LOC: LOCATE
LOCS: LOCATIONS
LP:
LOW PRESSURE, LIGHTING PANEL
LR:
LIVING ROOM
LT:
LIGHT, LOW TENSION DUCT, LAUNDRY
TRAY
LTG: LIGHTING
LTL: LINTEL
LT WT: LIGHTWEIGHT
LV:
LOW VOLTAGE
LVR: LOUVER
LW:
LIGHT WEIGHT

M
M:
METER, MOTOR, BENDING MOMENT
MAINT:
MAINTENANCE
MAN; MANUAL
MAS: MASONRY
MAX: MAXIMUM
MB:
MAIL BOX, MACHINE BOLT, MOP BASIN
MC: MEDICINE CABINET, MINERAL CORE
MECH:
MECHANICAL
MEMB:
MEMBRANE
MEZZ:
MEZZANINE
MFD: MANUFACTURED, METAL FLOOR DECK
MFG: MANUFACTURER, MANUFACTURING
MFR: MANUFACTURE, MANUFACTURER
MH: MANHOLE
MI:
MALLEABLE IRON, MILES
MIC: MICROPHONE
MIL: MILLIMETER
MIN: MINIMUM
MIR: MIRROR
MISC: MISCELLANEOUS
MK: MARK
MLD: MOLD
MLDG:
MOLDING
MM: MILLIMETER
MMB: MEMBRANE
MO: MASONRY OPENING
MOD: MODULE
MONO:
MONOLITHIC
MOV: MOVABLE
MR:
MOP RECEPTOR
MT:
MOUNT
MTD: MOUNTED
MTL: MATERIAL, METAL
MTR: MOTOR
MUL: MULLION
MWP: MAXIMUM WORKING PRESSURE
MWK: MILLWORK

N
N:
NORTH, NITROGEN
NAT: NATURAL
NEC: NATIONAL ELECTRICAL CODE
NEUT:
NEUTRAL
NF:
NEAR FACE
NFWH:
NON-FREEZE WALL HYDRANT
NI:
NICKEL
NIC: NOT IN CONTRACT
NO:
NUMBER, NORMALLY OPEN
NOM: NOMINAL
NR:
NOISE REDUCTION
NRC: NOISE REDUCTION COEFFICIENT
NS:
NEAR SIDE
NTS: NOT TO SCALE

O
O:
OXYGEN
O TO O: OUT TO OUT
OA:
OUTSIDE AIR, OVERALL
OC:
ON CENTER
O/C: OWNER/CONTRACTOR
OD:
OUTSIDE DIAMETER
OF:
OUTSIDE FACE
OFF: OFFICE
OH:
OVERHEAD
OHMS:
OVAL HEAD MACHINE SCREW
OHWS:
OVAL HEAD WOOD SCREW
OPNG:
OPENING
OPP: OPPOSITE
OR:
OUTSIDE RADIUS
ORN: ORNAMENTAL
OSD: OPEN SIGHT DRAIN
OUT: OUTLET
OVFL: OVERFLOW
OZ:
OUNCE

P
P.
LAM: PLASTIC LAMINATE
P SL: PIPE SLEEVE
PA:
PUBLIC ADDRESS
PARTN:
PARTITION
PASS: PASSAGE, PASSENGER
PB:
PULL BOX, PUSH BUTTON, PANIC BAR
PBD: PARTICLE BOARD
PB STA: PUSH BUTTON STATION
PC:
PULL CHAIN, PIECE, PRECAST CONCRETE
PCF: POUNDS PER CUBIC FOOT
PCPL: PORTLAND CEMENT PLASTER
PE:
PORCELAIN ENAMEL, PROFESSIONAL
ENGINEER
PED: PEDESTAL, PEDESTRIAN
PERF: PERFORATE, PERFORMANCE
PERIM:
PERIMETER
PERP: PERPENDICULAR
PH:
PHASE, PREHEAT, PHONE
PIV:
PIVOTED, POST INDICATOR VALVE
PKG: PARKING
PKWY:
PARKWAY
PL:
PLATE, PROPERTY LINE
PLAS: PLASTER, PLASTIC
PLAS LAM: PLASTIC LAMINATE
PLF: POUNDS PER LINEAL FOOT
PLMB: PLUMBING
PLTF: PLATFORM
PLWD:
PLYWOOD
PLYWD:
PLYWOOD
PLUMB:
PLUMBING
PNEU:
PNEUMATIC
PNL: PANEL
PNT: PAINT
POL: POLISH, POLISHED
PORC: PORCELAIN
PORT: PORTABLE
PP:
PLASTER, POWER PANEL, PRECAST PANEL
PR:
PAIR
PRCST:
PRECAST
PREFAB:
PREFABRICATED
PRES: PRESSURE
PRFMD:
PREFORMED
PRI:
PRIMARY
PRMLD:
PREMOLDED
PROT: PROTECTION, PROTECTIVE
PRSTR:
PRESTRESSED
PRTN: PARTITION
PS:
PLUMBING STACK
PSC: PRESTRESSED CONCRETE
PSF:
POUNDS PER SQUARE FOOT
PSI:
POUNDS PER SQUARE INCH
PT:
PAINT, POINT, PART, POTENTIAL
TRANSFORMER

PRESSURE TREATED
POST-TENSIONED CONCRETE
PARTITION
PAVING
POLYVINYL CHLORIDE
POLYVINYLIDENE FINISH
PAVING
PAVEMENT
PRIVATE
PASS WINDOW
POWER

Q
QUAL:
QUALITY
QT:
QUARRY TILE, QUART
QTR: QUARTER
QTY: QUANTITY

R
R:
RISER, RADIUS, RESISTANCE, RELAY PANEL
R & S: ROD AND SHELF
RA:
RETURN AIR, REGISTERED ARCHITECT
RAD: RADIUS, RADIATOR
RADN:
RADIAN
RB:
RUBBER, RUBBER BASE, RESILIENT BASE
RBC: RUBBERIZED BITUMINOUS COMPOUND
RBS: RUBBER BASE (STRAIGHT)
RCP: REINFORCED CONCRETE PIPE
RD:
ROOF DRAIN, ROUND
REBAR:
REINFORCING BAR
REC: RECEIVER
RECEP:
RECEPTACLE
RECP: RECEPTACLE
REF: REFER, REFERENCE, REFRIGERATOR
REFL: REFLECTED, REFLECTOR
REFR: REFRIGERATE, REFRIGERATOR
REG: REGISTER, REGULAR
REINF:
REINFORCEMENT, OR REINFORCE
REM: REMOVE, REMOVABLE
REQ: REQUIRE, REQUIRED
REQD:
REQUIRED
RESIS: RESISTANCE
RET: RETURN, RETAINING
RETG: RETAINING
REV: REVERSE, REVISE, REVISION
REV DR: REVOLVING DOOR
RF:
ROOF
RFG: ROOFING
RGH: ROUGH
RH:
RIGHT HAND, REHEAT, RELATIVE
HUMIDITY
RHMS:
ROUND HEAD MACHINE SCREW
RHR: RIGHT HAND REVERSE, REHEATER
RHWS:
ROUND HEAD WOOD SCREW
RM:
ROOM
RMV: REMOVE
RO:
ROUGH OPENING
ROW: RIGHT OF WAY
RPM: REVOLUTIONS PER MINUTE
RT:
RUBBER TILE, RIGHT
RVRS: REVERSE
RVT: RIVET
RWD: REDWOOD

CR

B

V

V:
VA:
VAC:
VAR:
VB:
VCP:
VCT:
VENT:
VERT:
VEST:
VF:
VIF:
VIN:
VLT:
VNR:
VOL:
VP:
VR:
VS:
VT:
VTR:
VWC:

VOLT, VALVE, VINYL, VENT, VENTILATOR
VOLT AMPERE
VACUUM
VARNISH, VARIES
VAPOR BARRIER, VALVE BOX, VINYL BASE
VITRIFIED CLAY PIPE
VINYL COMPOSITION TILE
VENTILATE, VENTILATOR
VERTICAL
VESTIBULE
VINYL FABRIC
VERIFY IN THE FIELD
VINYL
VAULT
VENEER
VOLUME
VAPOR PROOF, VENT PIPE
VAPOR RETARDER, VERTICAL RISER
VENT STACK
VINYL TILE
VENT THROUGH ROOF
VINYL WALL COVERING

W
W:
WEST, WIDTH, WIDE, WATT,
W/: WITH
W/O: WITHOUT
WAINS:
WAINSCOT
WB:
WOOD BASE
WC: WATERCLOSET
WD: WOOD
WDW: WINDOW
WF:
WIDE FLANGE (STRUCTURAL STEEL)
WH: WATER HEATER, WALL HUNG
WI:
WROUGHT IRON
WIN: WINDOW
WM: WIRE MESH, WATER METER
WP:
WATERPROOF, WEATHERPROOF
WPT: WORKING POINT
WR:
WATER RESISTANT, WATER REPELLANT
WRB: WATER-RESISTIVE AND AIR BARRIER
WRSTP:
WEATHERSTRIPPING
WS:
WEATHERSTRIPPING, WATER STOP
WSCT:
WAINSCOT
WT:
WEIGHT, WATER TABLE, WATERTIGHT
WVNR:
WOOD VENEER
WW: WINDOW WALL
WWF: WELDED WIRE FABRIC
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Y

YD:
YR:

YARD
YEAR

S
S:
SOUTH, SEALANT, SUPPLY, SINK
SACT: SUSPENDED ACOUSTICAL TILE
SALV: SALVAGE
SAN: SANITARY
SB:
SETTING BASIN, SPLASH BLOCK
SC:
SOLID CORE, SELF CLOSING, SILL COCK
SCHED:
SCHEDULE
SCR: SCREEN
SCUP: SCUPPER
SCWD:
SOLID CORE WOOD
SD:
SOAP DISPENSER
SEAL: SEALANT
SEC: SECOND, SECTION, SECONDARY,
SECT: SECTION
SEL: SELECT
SERV: SERVICE
SF:
SQUARE FOOT
SFGL: SAFETY GLASS
SH:
SHELF, SHEET, SHOWER
SHR: SHOWER
SHT: SHEET
SHTH:
SHEATHING
SHTHG:
SHEATHING
SHWR:
SHOWER
SIG: SIGNAL
SIM: SIMILAR
SJ:
SLAB JOINT
SKL: SKYLIGHT
SLOT: SLOTTED
SLV: SLEEVE
SNT: SEALANT
SP:
SOIL PIPE, STANDPIPE, SOUNDPROOF,
SPC: SPACER
SPD: SUMP PUMP DISCHARGE
SPEC: SPECIFICATION, SPECIFICATIONS
SPECS:
SPECIFICATIONS
SPK: SPEAKER
SPL: SPECIAL
SPLR: SPRINKLER
SPM: SPRINKLER MAIN
SQ:
SQUARE
SS:
STAINLESS STEEL, SERVICE SINK, SLOP SINK
SSD: SUB-SOIL DRAIN
SSK: SERVICE SINK
SST:
STAINLESS STEEL
ST:
STRAIGHT, STORM WATER
STA: STATION
STD: STANDARD
STG: STORAGE, SEATING
STGR: STAGGER
STIFF: STIFFENER
STK: STACK
STL: STEEL
STM: STEAM
STOR: STORAGE
STR: STRAIGHT (RE-BARS), STRAINER
STRL: STRUCTURAL
STRT: STRAIGHT
STRUC:
STRUCTURAL
STRUCT:
STRUCTURAL
ST W: STORM WATER
STWY: STAIRWAY
SUCT: SUCTION
SUPP: SUPPLEMENTARY, SUPPLEMENT
SUPT: SUPERINTENDENT
SUR: SURFACE
SUSP: SUSPENDED, SUSPEND
SV:
SAFETY RELIEF VALVE
SW:
SWITCH
SWBD:
SWITCHBOARD
SWGR:
SWITCHGEAR
SY:
SQUARE YARD
SYM: SYMMETRICAL
SYN: SYNTHETIC
SYS:
SYSTEM

T
T/: TOP
T&B: TOP AND BOTTOM
T&G: TONGUE & GROOVE
TAN: TANGENT
TB:
TOWEL BAR
TC:
TOP OF CURB, TERRACOTTA
TD:
TRENCH DRAIN
TEL: TELEPHONE
TEMP:
TEMPORARY, TEMPERED,
TEMPERATURE
TEN: TENANT
TER: TERRAZZO
TERR: TERRAZZO
TERM:
TERMINAL
TGL: TOGGLE
TH:
THERMOSTAT
THK: THICK, THICKNESS
THKNS:
THICKNESS
THR: THRESHOLD
THRESH:
THRESHOLD
THRM:
THERMAL
THRMST:
THERMOSTAT
THRU:
THROUGH
TKBD:
TACKBOARD
TLT: TOILET
TO:
TOP OF
T.O.: TOP OF
TOL: TOLERANCE
TOP: TOP OF PAVEMENT
TPD: TOILET PAPER DISPENSER
TPH: TOILET PAPER HOLDER
TPTN: TOILET PARTITION
TR:
TREAD, TRANSOM
TRANS:
TRANSFORMER, TRANSLUCENT
TRAV: TRAVERTINE
TRD: TREAD
TSL: TOP OF SLAB
TST: TOP OF STEEL
TSTAT:
THERMOSTAT
TT:
TERRAZZO TILE, TRAFFIC TOPPING
TV:
TELEVISION
TOW: TOP OF WALL,
TYP: TYPICAL
TZ:
TERRAZZO

U
UC:
UNDERCUT
UH:
UNIT HEATER
UL:
UNDERWRITERS' LABORATORIES
UNFIN:
UNFINISHED
UNO: UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE
UON: UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED
U.N.O:
UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE
U.O.N:
UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED
U.O.S:
UNLESS OTHERWISE STATED
U.S.O:
UNLESS STATED OTHERWISE
UOS: UNLESS OTHERWISE STATED
USO: UNLESS STATED OTHERWISE
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GENERAL NOTES &
ABBREVIATIONS

A

ELECTRICAL SERVICE AND DISTRIBUTION:

1.

DIAMETER, ROUND, PHASE
PLUS OR MINUS
ANGLE
CENTER LINE
PLATE, PROPERTY LINE
CHANNEL

RICHARD D. LEWIS
800 WEST 7TH STREET
WHITEFISH, MT 59937

10. DRYER VENTS TO BE VENTED TO THE EXTERIOR WITH A WEATHERPROOF COVER ON THE EXTERIOR SIDE OF THE
EXTERIOR WALL. THE SIZE OF THE VENT AND THE VENT INSTALLATION SHALL BE AS REQ'D PER DRYER
MANUFACTURE AND LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
11. ALL SHEET METAL TO BE USED IN THE HVAC DESIGN SHALL BE SIZED, MANUFACTURED, INSTALLED AND DESIGNED
TO THE STANDARDS SET FORTH BY THE SHEET METAL & AIR CONDITIONING CONSTRACTORS' NATIONAL
ASSOCIATION (SMACNA).
12. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL INSTALL AND LOCATE ANY AND ALL HVAC
SYSTEMS AND EQUIPMENT AS REQUIRED PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDINGS & MECHANICAL CODES.

Ø:
±:
∠:
℄:
⅊:
]:

PROJECT NAME:

HEATING, VENTILATING, AND AIR CONDITIONING (HVAC)(CONTINUED):

ABBREVIATIONS:

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

GENERAL NOTES (CONTINUED FROM G2.01):

SHEET #:

G2.01

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION
TRACT 1
COS No. 8575

TRACT1
COS No. 6819

TRACT 2
COS No. 8575

SOUTH KARROW ESTATES ROAD

CR

B
DESIGN, LLC

TRACT 2
COS No. 6819

406.471.0460
casey@crb-design.com
www.crb-design.com

BASIS OF BEARING PER C.O.S. No. 6212

© 2021 CRB DESIGN, LLC

SOUTH KARROW ESTATES ROAD

SOUTH KARROW ESTATES ROAD

15'-0" SETBACK

N89°52'58"E 303.60'
(R2) N89°52'58"E 303.54'
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EXISTING COVERED DECK w/
STAIRS & MASTER BEDROOM
ADDITION
EXISTING PARTIALLY
COVERED/OPEN DECK

TRACT 2
COS No. 6212
1.125 ACRES

EXISTING HOUSE

NEW STONE PAVER WALKWAY

15'-0" SETBACK
(R2, R5) S00°07'02"E 143.51'
(R7) N00°10'09"W 143.34'
S00°03'19"E 143.45'

15'-0" SETBACK

N00°08'30"W 143.47'
(R2, R4) S00°07'02"E 143.51'
(R8) S00°07'18"E 143.53'

NEW COVERED PATIO

8'-0"

2'-0"

34'-0"

8'-0"

FIREPLACE AND CHIMNEY

EXISTING DRIVEWAY TO BE
LANDSCAPE OVER TO CREATE
LAWN IN THIS LOCATION TO
MATCH EXISTING LAWN

GARAGE DOO
RS

NEW DRIVEWAY

(R2, R5) S89°52'58"W 39.99'
(R7) N89°12'53"E 39.84'
S89°13'07"W 39.89'

W

E

1

SITE PLAN

SCALE: 3/32" = 1'-0"

PROJECT LOCATION

S

SITE PLAN NOTES
1.
2.

PRIOR TO SITE WORK NOTE
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL CONTACT THE
RELEVANT AUTHORITIES PRIOR TO ANY DEMOLITION, EXCAVATION, OR CONSTRUCTION
ON THE SITE FOR THE POSSIBLE LOCATION OF UNDERGROUND SERVICES AND DETAILED
LOCATIONS OF ALL SUCH SERVICES.

EXISTING DRIVEWAY

PARCEL 2
COS No. 18241

3.

THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO VERIFY ALL
COORDINATES AND PROPERTY LINES WITH THE APPROPRIATE JURISDICTION PRIOR
TO COMMENCING THE BUILDING OF THIS PROJECT
THE PROPERTY COORDINATES AND INFORMATION WAS PROVIDED BY RIVER DESIGN
GROUP AND CRB DESIGN, LLC HAS NO RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE FOLLOWING BUT
NOT LIMITED TO THE LEGAL PROPERTY BOUNDARIES, PHYSICAL PROPERTY
LOCATION, EXISTING STRUCTURES LOCATION, ACCESS EASEMENTS, ETC. AS IT
RELATES TO THE INFO OBTAINED FROM RIVER DESIGN GROUP TO CREATE THIS SITE
PLAN.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR TO VERIFY WITH THE OWNER THE
BUILDING LOCATION ON THE BUILDING SITE AND THE BUILDING ORIENTATION
PRIOR TO THE COMMENCING THE BUILDER OF THE PROJECT CONTAINED HEREIN.

ADDRESS:
800 WEST 7TH STREET
WHITEFISH, MONTANA 59937
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
SITE MAP OF C.O.S. No. 6212
N1/2 OF THE SW1/4 OF SECTION 36, T31N., R22W, P.M., M.
CITY OF WHITEFISH, FLATHEAD COUNTY, MONTANA

LOT COVERAGE
3,407± SQ. FT. TOTAL COVERED
54,450± SQ. FT. BUILDING LOT AREA (1.25 ACRES)
6.26%± LOT COVERAGE

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 1347 of 1405

12' PRIVATE ROAD AND UTILITY EASEMENT
per C.O.S. No. 5329

ACCESS OFF OF WEST 7TH STREET

(R2) S89°52'58"W 251.55'
(R8) N89°51'29"E 251.52'
S89°52'43"W 251.48'

TRACT 1
COS No. 17754

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

12'-0"

15'-0" SETBACK

160'-9 13/16"
26'-8 1/8"

30'-1 3/8"

PARKING AREA

EXISTING DRIVEWAY

NEW ARPON

NEW GARAGE/LIVING SPACE

PROJECT #:
202017
GARAGE w/ LIVING
SPACE
DRAWN BY:
DATE:

CRB
11/8/2021

REVISION #:
REV. #1
REV. #2
REV. #3
REV. #4
REV. #5
REV. #6
REV. #7
REV. #8
REV. #9
REV. #10
REV. #11
REV. #12
REV. #13

DATE
11/10/2021
11/11/2021
11/11/2021
11/16/2021
11/16/2021
11/17/2021
11/18/2021
11/23/2021
11/29/2021
-

SHEET #:

C1.00

SITE PLAN

108'-8 3/16"

N

RICHARD D. LEWIS
800 WEST 7TH STREET
WHITEFISH, MT 59937

26'-0"

EXTENTS OF ROOF OVERHANG

PROJECT NAME:

PARCEL 1
COS No. 18241

EXISTING GARAGE REMOVED

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

FLOOR PLAN NOTES
1. GENERAL CONTRACTOR WILL VERIFY
ALL DIMENSIONS & CONDITIONS
SHOWN ON THESE PLANS (INCLUDING
ALL SHEETS) AND w/ BUILDING SITE
PRIOR TO COMMENCING ANY WORK
ON THE PROJECT.
2. ALL EXTERIOR WALLS ARE
DIMENSIONED TO THE FACE OF STUDS
OR FOUNDATION. ALL INTERIOR
WALLS ARE DIMENSIONED TO FACE OF
STUDS.
3. THERE SHALL BE A FLOOR OR
LANDING ON EACH SIDE OF EXTERIOR
DOORS. THE WIDTH BEING NOT LESS
THAN THE DOOR SERVED. MIN
DIMENSIONS IS 36 INCHES IN THE
DIRECTION OF TRAVEL.
4. ALL DECKS/PORCHES THAT ARE ON
THE EXTERIOR OF THE STRUCTURE
ARE TO HAVE THE DECK DESIGN AND
DIMENSIONS VERIFIED WITH THE
OWNER PRIOR TO THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)
START CONSTRUCTION OF SAID
DECKS/PORCHES.
5. THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S) TO
VERIFY WITH OWNER THE LOCATION
FOR THE ATTIC ACCESS(S) AND CRAWL
SPACE ACCESS(S) AND VERIFY SUCH
LOCATIONS MEET LOCAL, STATE, AND
FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.

406.471.0460
casey@crb-design.com
www.crb-design.com

© 2021 CRB DESIGN, LLC

1

© ALL RIGHTS RESERVED
THE DESIGN, DRAWINGS, & SPECIFICATIONS
CONTAINED HEREIN ARE CONSIDERED
INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE INTENDED ONLY
FOR THIS PROJECT AND THE RIGHTS TO THESE
INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE BELONG TO CRB
DESIGN, LLC. THE OWNER, GENERAL
CONTRACTOR, SUBCONTRACTORS OR ANY
OTHER ENTITY, MAY NOT REUSE ,
REPRODUCE, COPY, OR ALTER IN ANY WAY
THESE DOCUMENTS WITHOUT THE
EXPRESSED WRITTEN PERMISSION OF CRB
DESIGN, LLC.
CRB DESIGN, LLC & ITS EMPLOYEES ARE NOT
RESPONSIBLE FOR AND SHALL HAVE NO
CONTROL OVER THE CONSTRUCTION MEANS,
METHODS, TECHNIQUES, SEQUENCES
AND/OR PROCESSES EMPLOYED BY THE
GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER
OF CONSTRUCTION OR ANY OMISSIONS OF
ELEMENTS WHICH ARE NECESSARY AND ARE
REASONABLY INFERRED BY THESE
INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE

2

34'-0"

CONTRACTOR
VERIFICATION NOTE

9'-9"

7'-3"

9'-9"

11'-4 1/2"

11'-4 1/2"

6"
6"

10'-3"

6"

6"

THE SPECIFICATIONS NOTED/DRAWN
WITHIN THIS PLAN/DRAWING SET ARE
ACCURATE AS OF THE MOST RECENT
DATE IN THE TITLE BLOCK. HOWEVER, IT
SHALL BE THE GENERAL CONTRACTORS
RESPONSIBILITY TO CONFIRM AND
VERIFY ALL SPECIFICATIONS WITH THE
OWNER PRIOR TO COMMENCING ANY
CONSTRUCTION ON THE PROJECT
CONTAINED HEREIN. CRB DESIGN, LLC
ASSUMES NO RESPONSIBILITY FOR
FAILURE OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR
TO PERFORM THE ABOVE.

2-26 x 40 CASEMENT
(LH/RH)

8'-0"

7'-6"

1/8" TO12"

PATIO

7'-6"

8'-0"

6x6 POST, 4 PLACES

2-26 x 40 CASEMENT
(LH/RH)

A

A

CONCEPTUAL
STRUCTURAL FRAMING
NOTE

1/8" TO12"

13'-0"

17'-0"

1/8" TO12"

1/8" TO12"

GARAGE
FLOOR DRAIN
ONE HOUR CONSTRUCTION BETWEEN
GARAGE AND STAIRS, LIVING QUARTERS
6x6 POST, 2 PLACES
ABOVE & EXISTING HOUSE, TYP. ON WALLS,
FLOORS, AND CEILINGS OR PER LOCAL, STATE,
AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES

FLOOR DRAIN

3'-4"

UP
SD
4'-3"
CM

26
100 x 80

PROJECT NAME:

FURNITURE NOTE

1/8" TO12"

13'-0"

1/8" TO12"

13'-0"

BOTTOM OF WALL TO FOLLOW
BOTTOM OF STAIR STINGER, TYP.

100 x 80

B
30

APRON

CABINETRY NOTES

8'-7 1/2"

14'-9"

8'-6"

2'-1 1/2"

34'-0"

1

2

FIRE-RESISTANCE
CONSTRUCTION NOTE
THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/
OWNER SHALL CONFIRM WHETHER OR
NOT ANY FIRE-RATED CONSTRUCTION IS
REQUIRED ON THE WALLS, EAVES, AND
ROOFS, ETC. OF THE NEW
GARAGE/LIVINGS SPACE ACCORDING
IT'S RELATIONSHIP WITH THE EXISTING
STRUCTURE PER LOCAL, STATE, AND
FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.

N
E

W

1

GARAGE FLOOR PLAN
SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"

884 SQ. FT. GARAGE
272 SQ. FT. PATIO

ADDITIONAL NOTES

S
1.
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NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

4'-0"

1/8" TO12"

B

SEE SHEET A1.02 FOR ADDITIONAL NOTES PERTAINING TO THE FLOOR PLANS
AND OTHER ASPECTS OF THE PROJECT CONTAINED HEREIN.

PROJECT #:
202017
GARAGE w/ LIVING
SPACE
DRAWN BY:
DATE:

CRB
11/8/2021

REVISION #:
REV. #1
REV. #2
REV. #3
REV. #4
REV. #5
REV. #6
REV. #7
REV. #8
REV. #9
REV. #10
REV. #11
REV. #12
REV. #13

DATE
11/10/2021
11/11/2021
11/11/2021
11/16/2021
11/16/2021
11/17/2021
11/18/2021
11/23/2021
11/29/2021
-

GARAGE FLOOR PLAN

6x6 POST
1/8" TO12"

1/8" TO12"

RICHARD D. LEWIS
800 WEST 7TH STREET
WHITEFISH, MT 59937

26'-0"

2-26 x 40 CASEMENT
(LH/RH)

17'-0"

26'-0"

13'-0"

1/8" TO12"

60

CRB DESIGN, LLC IS NOT RESPONSIBLE
FOR THE STRUCTURAL ENGINEERING OF
THIS PROJECT. THE STRUCTURAL
INFORMATION SHOWN ON THIS PAGE
AND ON OTHER PAGES OF THIS
DRAWING SET ARE OF A SCHEMATIC
(PRELIMINARY AND NOT FOR
CONSTRUCTION) LAYOUT. CRB DESIGN,
LLC REQUIRES THAT THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR AND/OR OWNER HAVE
THE INFORMATION CONTAINED ON
THIS PAGE AND ADDITIONAL
STRUCTURAL INFORMATION ON OTHER
PAGES REVIEWED AND STAMPED BY A
LICENSED STRUCTURAL ENGINEER THAT
IS RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL STRUCTURAL
ENGINEERING DESIGN PRIOR TO THE
COMMENCEMENT OF BUILDING THE
PROJECT CONTAINED HEREIN. IF THE
GENERAL CONTRACTOR AND/OR
OWNER DO NOT HAVE THESE DRAWINGS
ENGINEERED, THEY ASSUME ALL
RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE STRUCTURAL
SYSTEM(S) FOR THE PROJECT CONTAINED
HEREIN AS IT RELATES TO LIFE SAFETY
AND THE LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL
BUILDING CODES AND HOLDS HARMLESS
AND INDEMNIFIES CRB DESIGN, LLC.

THE CABINETRY DESIGN, LAYOUT,
LOCATIONS, INTEGRATED APPLIANCES,
ETC. SHOWN IN THESE PLANS ARE
SUGGESTIVE IN NATURE. THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/
OWNER SHALL CONFIRM BUT NOT
LIMITED TO ALL ELEMENTS NOTED
ABOVE AS RELATING TO CABINETRY
DESIGN WITH OWNER PRIOR TO
ORDERING, MANUFACTURING, AND
INSTALLATION OF CABINETRY
ELEMENTS.

B
DESIGN, LLC

7'-3"

THE FURNITURE LOCATION/TYPES
SHOWN IN THESE PLANS ARE ONLY
SUGGESTIVE IN NATURE AND ARE FOR
GRAPHIC REPRESENTATION ONLY.
FINAL FURNITURE SELECTION, TYPES,
AND PLACEMENT OF FURNITURE SHALL
BE VERIFIED/APPROVED WITH OWNER
AND/OR THE INTERIOR DESIGNER PRIOR
TO THE ORDERING AND INSTALLATION
OF SUCH FURNITURE ITEMS.

CR

SHEET #:

A1.00

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

FLOOR PLAN NOTES
1. GENERAL CONTRACTOR WILL VERIFY
ALL DIMENSIONS & CONDITIONS
SHOWN ON THESE PLANS (INCLUDING
ALL SHEETS) AND w/ BUILDING SITE
PRIOR TO COMMENCING ANY WORK
ON THE PROJECT.
2. ALL EXTERIOR WALLS ARE
DIMENSIONED TO THE FACE OF STUDS
OR FOUNDATION. ALL INTERIOR
WALLS ARE DIMENSIONED TO FACE OF
STUDS.
3. THERE SHALL BE A FLOOR OR
LANDING ON EACH SIDE OF EXTERIOR
DOORS. THE WIDTH BEING NOT LESS
THAN THE DOOR SERVED. MIN
DIMENSIONS IS 36 INCHES IN THE
DIRECTION OF TRAVEL.
4. ALL DECKS/PORCHES THAT ARE ON
THE EXTERIOR OF THE STRUCTURE
ARE TO HAVE THE DECK DESIGN AND
DIMENSIONS VERIFIED WITH THE
OWNER PRIOR TO THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)
START CONSTRUCTION OF SAID
DECKS/PORCHES.
5. THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S) TO
VERIFY WITH OWNER THE LOCATION
FOR THE ATTIC ACCESS(S) AND CRAWL
SPACE ACCESS(S) AND VERIFY SUCH
LOCATIONS MEET LOCAL, STATE, AND
FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.

CR

DESIGN, LLC
406.471.0460
casey@crb-design.com
www.crb-design.com

© 2021 CRB DESIGN, LLC

1

© ALL RIGHTS RESERVED
THE DESIGN, DRAWINGS, & SPECIFICATIONS
CONTAINED HEREIN ARE CONSIDERED
INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE INTENDED ONLY
FOR THIS PROJECT AND THE RIGHTS TO THESE
INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE BELONG TO CRB
DESIGN, LLC. THE OWNER, GENERAL
CONTRACTOR, SUBCONTRACTORS OR ANY
OTHER ENTITY, MAY NOT REUSE ,
REPRODUCE, COPY, OR ALTER IN ANY WAY
THESE DOCUMENTS WITHOUT THE
EXPRESSED WRITTEN PERMISSION OF CRB
DESIGN, LLC.
CRB DESIGN, LLC & ITS EMPLOYEES ARE NOT
RESPONSIBLE FOR AND SHALL HAVE NO
CONTROL OVER THE CONSTRUCTION MEANS,
METHODS, TECHNIQUES, SEQUENCES
AND/OR PROCESSES EMPLOYED BY THE
GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER
OF CONSTRUCTION OR ANY OMISSIONS OF
ELEMENTS WHICH ARE NECESSARY AND ARE
REASONABLY INFERRED BY THESE
INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE

2

CONTRACTOR
VERIFICATION NOTE
THE SPECIFICATIONS NOTED/DRAWN
WITHIN THIS PLAN/DRAWING SET ARE
ACCURATE AS OF THE MOST RECENT
DATE IN THE TITLE BLOCK. HOWEVER, IT
SHALL BE THE GENERAL CONTRACTORS
RESPONSIBILITY TO CONFIRM AND
VERIFY ALL SPECIFICATIONS WITH THE
OWNER PRIOR TO COMMENCING ANY
CONSTRUCTION ON THE PROJECT
CONTAINED HEREIN. CRB DESIGN, LLC
ASSUMES NO RESPONSIBILITY FOR
FAILURE OF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR
TO PERFORM THE ABOVE.

34'-0"
9'-0"

9'-0"

16'-0"
8'-0"

8'-0"
2-26 x 40 CASEMENT
(LH/RH)

A

A

9'-6"
13'-0"
5 1/2"
9'-0"

13'-1"

LAV

26

BATH

B

2-26 x 40 CASEMENT
(LH/RH), TEMP.
6'-0"
11'-0"

6'-0"
12'-0"

11'-0"

34'-0"

CABINETRY NOTES

1

2

FIRE-RESISTANCE
CONSTRUCTION NOTE
THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/
OWNER SHALL CONFIRM WHETHER OR
NOT ANY FIRE-RATED CONSTRUCTION IS
REQUIRED ON THE WALLS, EAVES, AND
ROOFS, ETC. OF THE NEW
GARAGE/LIVINGS SPACE ACCORDING
IT'S RELATIONSHIP WITH THE EXISTING
STRUCTURE PER LOCAL, STATE, AND
FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.

N
E

W

1

LIVING SPACE FLOOR PLAN
SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"

600 SQ. FT. w/ STAIR

ADDITIONAL NOTES

S
1.
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NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

B

SEE SHEET A1.02 FOR ADDITIONAL NOTES PERTAINING TO THE FLOOR PLANS
AND OTHER ASPECTS OF THE PROJECT CONTAINED HEREIN.
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202017
GARAGE w/ LIVING
SPACE
DRAWN BY:
DATE:

CRB
11/8/2021

REVISION #:
REV. #1
REV. #2
REV. #3
REV. #4
REV. #5
REV. #6
REV. #7
REV. #8
REV. #9
REV. #10
REV. #11
REV. #12
REV. #13

DATE
11/10/2021
11/11/2021
11/11/2021
11/16/2021
11/16/2021
11/17/2021
11/18/2021
11/23/2021
11/29/2021
-

LIVING SPACE FLOOR PLAN

30"x60"
TUB/SHOWER

WC

6'-6" ± HEAD HEIGHT

PROJECT NAME:

13'-0"

24"
UNDERCOUNTER
21"
FRIDGE
COOKTOP
MICROWAVE TO
BE PLACED IN
OVERHEAD
CABINETS

RICHARD D. LEWIS
800 WEST 7TH STREET
WHITEFISH, MT 59937

HALF WALL

7'-6"

5 1/2"
5'-5 1/2"

5 1/2"

7'-6"

1'-1 1/2"

13'-0"

6'-6" ± HEAD HEIGHT

STAIRS

DN

26'-0"

KITCHEN

8'-8"± HEAD HEIGHT

SINK w/
GARBAGE
DISPOSAL

CM

CM

6x6 POST

11'-0"

SD

17'-0"

13'-0"

QUEEN

SD

30

9'-0"

17'-0"

2-26 x 40 CASEMENT
(LH/RH), EGRESS

11'-0"

26'-0"

BEDROOM

2-26 x 40 CASEMENT
(LH/RH), TEMP.

5 1/2"

6'-6" ± HEAD HEIGHT
11'-0"

FURNITURE NOTE

THE CABINETRY DESIGN, LAYOUT,
LOCATIONS, INTEGRATED APPLIANCES,
ETC. SHOWN IN THESE PLANS ARE
SUGGESTIVE IN NATURE. THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/
OWNER SHALL CONFIRM BUT NOT
LIMITED TO ALL ELEMENTS NOTED
ABOVE AS RELATING TO CABINETRY
DESIGN WITH OWNER PRIOR TO
ORDERING, MANUFACTURING, AND
INSTALLATION OF CABINETRY
ELEMENTS.

LIVING ROOM
13'-0"

13'-0"

CRB DESIGN, LLC IS NOT RESPONSIBLE
FOR THE STRUCTURAL ENGINEERING OF
THIS PROJECT. THE STRUCTURAL
INFORMATION SHOWN ON THIS PAGE
AND ON OTHER PAGES OF THIS
DRAWING SET ARE OF A SCHEMATIC
(PRELIMINARY AND NOT FOR
CONSTRUCTION) LAYOUT. CRB DESIGN,
LLC REQUIRES THAT THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR AND/OR OWNER HAVE
THE INFORMATION CONTAINED ON
THIS PAGE AND ADDITIONAL
STRUCTURAL INFORMATION ON OTHER
PAGES REVIEWED AND STAMPED BY A
LICENSED STRUCTURAL ENGINEER THAT
IS RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL STRUCTURAL
ENGINEERING DESIGN PRIOR TO THE
COMMENCEMENT OF BUILDING THE
PROJECT CONTAINED HEREIN. IF THE
GENERAL CONTRACTOR AND/OR
OWNER DO NOT HAVE THESE DRAWINGS
ENGINEERED, THEY ASSUME ALL
RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE STRUCTURAL
SYSTEM(S) FOR THE PROJECT CONTAINED
HEREIN AS IT RELATES TO LIFE SAFETY
AND THE LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL
BUILDING CODES AND HOLDS HARMLESS
AND INDEMNIFIES CRB DESIGN, LLC.

5 1/2"

7'-6"

7'-0 1/2"

CONCEPTUAL
STRUCTURAL FRAMING
NOTE

THE FURNITURE LOCATION/TYPES
SHOWN IN THESE PLANS ARE ONLY
SUGGESTIVE IN NATURE AND ARE FOR
GRAPHIC REPRESENTATION ONLY.
FINAL FURNITURE SELECTION, TYPES,
AND PLACEMENT OF FURNITURE SHALL
BE VERIFIED/APPROVED WITH OWNER
AND/OR THE INTERIOR DESIGNER PRIOR
TO THE ORDERING AND INSTALLATION
OF SUCH FURNITURE ITEMS.

B

SHEET #:

A1.01

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION OF DWELLING-GARAGE SEPARATION, SEE SECTION R302.5 OF THE 2018 INTERNATIONAL
RESIDENTIAL CODE.

PER SECTION N1102.4 OF THE 2018 INTERNATIONAL RESIDENTIAL CODE, THE
BUILDING THERMAL ENVELOPE SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED TO LIMIT AIR LEAKAGE
IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF SECTIONS N1102.4.1 THROUGH
N1102.4.5

1.

MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT NOTE

2.

THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO INSTALL & VERIFY
MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT USED (HOT WATER HEATER, FURNACE, AC UNITS,
WATER SOFTENERS, ETC.) AND MAINTAIN CLEARANCES AS REQ'D PER
MANUFACTURER SPECIFICATIONS AND INSTALLATION GUIDE AND AS PER REQ'D
IN THE LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.

DWELLING-GARAGE SEPARATION, TABLE R302.6 OF 2018 IRC
FROM THE RESIDENCE AND ATTICS

NOT LESS THAN 1/2" GYPSUM OR EQUIVALENT TO THE GARAGE SIDE

FROM HABITABLE ROOMS ABOVE THE GARAGE

NOT LESS THAN 5/8" TYPE "X" GYPSUM BOARD OR EQUIVALENT

STRUCTURE(S) SUPPORTING FLOOR/CEILING ASSEMBLIES
USED FOR SEPARATION REQUIRED BY THIS SECTION

NOT LESS THAN 1/2" GYPSUM OR EQUIVALENT

GARAGES LOCATED LESS THAN 3' FROM A DWELLING
UNIT ON THE SAME LOT

NOT LESS THAN 1/2" GYPSUM OR EQUIVALENT APPLIED TO THE
INTERIOR SIDE OF THE EXTERIOR WALLS THAT ARE WITHIN THIS AREA

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION OF DWELLING-GARAGE SEPARATION, SEE SECTION R302.6 OF THE 2018 INTERNATIONAL
RESIDENTIAL CODE.

HANDRAIL NOTES
1.

HANDRAILS SHALL BE PROVIDED ON NOT LESS THAN ONE SIDE OF EACH
FLIGHT OF STAIRS WITH FOUR OR MORE RISERS.
2. HEIGHT:
2.1.
HANDRAIL HEIGHT, MEASURED VERTICALLY FROM THE SLOPED PLANE
ADJOINING TREAD NOSING, OR FLOOR FINISH OF RAMP SLOPE, SHALL
NOT BE LESS THAN 34" AND NOT MORE THAN 38".
3. HANDRAIL PROJECTION:
3.1.
HANDRAILS SHALL NOT PROJECT MORE THAN 4 1/2" ON EITHER SIDE OF
THE STAIRWAY.
4. HANDRAIL CLEARANCE:
4.1.
HANDRAILS ADJACENT TO A WALL SHALL HAVE A SPACE OF NOT LESS
THAN 1 1/2" BETWEEN THE WALL AND HANDRAILS.
5. CONTINUITY:
5.1.
HANDRAILS SHALL BE CONTINUOUS FOR THE FULL LENGTH OF THE
FLIGHT, FROM THE POINT DIRECTLY ABOVE THE TOP RISER OF THE
FLIGHT TO A POINT DIRECTLY ABOVE THE LOWEST RISER OF THE
FLIGHT. HANDRAILS ENDS SHALL BE RETURNED OR SHALL TERMINATE
IN NEWEL POSTS OR SAFETY TERMINALS.
6. GRIP SIZE:
6.1.
REQUIRED HANDRAILS SHALL BE ONE OF THE FOLLOWING TYPES OR
PROVIDE EQUIVALENT GRASPABILITY.
6.1.1.
TYPE 1: HANDRAILS WITH A CIRCULAR CROSS SECTION SHALL HAVE
AN OUTSIDE DIAMETER OF NOT LESS THAN 1 1/4" AND NOT
GREATER THAN 2". IF THE HANDRAILS IS NOT CIRCULAR, IT SHALL
HAVE A PERIMETER OF NOT LESS THAN 4" AND NOT GREATER THAN
6 1/4" AND A CROSS SECTION OF NOT MORE THAN 2 1/4". EDGES
SHALL HAVE A RADIUS OF NOT LESS THAN 0.01 INCH.
6.1.2.
TYPE 2: HANDRAILS WITH A PERIMETER GREATER THAN 6 1/4" SHALL
HAVE A GRASPABLE FINGER RECESS AREA ON BOTH SIDES OF THE
PROFILE. THE FINGER RECESS SHALL BEGIN WITHIN 3/4" MEASURED
VERTICALLY FROM THE TALLEST PORTION OF THE PROFILE AND
HAVE DEPTH OF NOT LESS THAN 5/16" WITHIN 7/8" BELOW THE
WIDEST PORTION OF THE PROFILE. THIS REQUIRED DEPTH SHALL
CONTINUE FOR NOT LESS THAN 3/8" TO A LEVEL THAT IS NOT LESS
THAN 1 3/4" BELOW THE TALLEST PORTION OF THE PROFILE. THE
WIDTH OF THE HANDRAIL ABOVE THE RECESS SHALL BE NOT LESS
THAN 1 1/4" AND NOT MORE THAN 2 3/4". EDGES SHALL HAVE A
RADIUS OF NOT LESS THAN 0.01".
7. EXTERIOR PLASTIC COMPOSITE HANDRAILS:
7.1.
PLASTIC COMPOSITE HANDRAILS SHALL COMPLY WITH THE
REQUIREMENTS OF SECTION R507.2.2.
8. FOR ADDITIONAL NOTES AND REQUIREMENTS OF HANDRAILS SEE SECTION
R311.7.8 OF THE 2018 INTERNATIONAL RESIDENTIAL CODE.

2.

AIR LEAKAGE NOTE

R302.5.3 OTHER PENETRATIONS:
PENETRATIONS THROUGH THE SEPARATION REQUIRED IN SECTION R302.6 SHALL BE PROTECTED AS REQUIRED BY SECTION
R302.11. ITEM 4.

BATHROOM EXHAUST FANS
1.

2.
3.

THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL LOCATE
AND INSTALL ONE EXHAUST FAN PER BATHROOM AND/OR ENCLOSED
WATER CLOSET OR AS STATED IN LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING
CODE.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL
TERMINATE EXHAUST FAN AS REQ'D PER LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL
BUILDING CODE.
IF REQ'D BY LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES, THAT EXHAUST
FANS/VENTS ARE TO BE LOCATED IN OTHER AREAS BESIDES BATHROOMS
AND WATER CLOSETS, IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO LOCATE AND INSTALL SUCH
FANS/VENTS IN THOSE AREAS DEFINED BY THE LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL
BUILDING CODES.

STAIRWAY NOTES
1. WIDTH:
1.1.
STAIRS SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN 36" IN CLEAR WIDTH AT ALL POINTS
ABOVE THE PERMITTED HANDRAIL AND BELOW THE REQUIRED
HEADROOM HEIGHT. THE CLEAR WIDTH OF STAIRWAYS AT AND BELOW
THE HANDRAIL HEIGHT, INCLUDING TREADS AND LANDINGS, SHALL
NOT BE LESS THAN 31-1/2" WHERE HANDRAIL IS ON ONE SIDE AND 27"
WHERE HANDRAILS ARE INSTALLED ON BOTH SIDES.
2. HEADROOM:
2.1.
THE HEADROOM IN STAIRWAYS SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN 6'-8"
MEASURED VERTICALLY FROM THE SLOPED LINE ADJOINING THE TREAD
NOSING OR FROM THE FLOOR SURFACE OF THE LANDING OR PLATFORM
ON THAT PORTION OF THE STAIRWAY.
3. VERTICAL RISE:
3.1.
A FLIGHT OF STAIRS SHALL NOT HAVE A VERTICAL RISE LARGER THAN
151" BETWEEN FLOOR LEVELS OR LANDINGS.
4. STAIR TREADS AND RISERS:
4.1.
RISER: THE RISER SHALL NOT BE MORE THAN 7 3/4". THE RISER SHALL BE
MEASURED VERTICALLY BETWEEN THE LEADING EDGES OF THE
ADJACENT TREADS. THE GREATEST RISER HEIGHT WITHIN AND FLIGHT
OF STAIRS SHALL NOT EXCEED THE SMALLEST BY MORE THAN 3/8". AT
OPEN RISERS, OPENINGS LOCATED MORE THAN 30", AS MEASURED
VERTICALLY, TO THE FLOOR OR GRADE BELOW SHALL NOT PERMIT THE
PASSAGE OF A 4" Ø SPHERE.
4.2.
TREADS: THE TREAD DEPTH SHALL NOT LESS THAN 10". THE TREAD
DEPTH SHALL BE MEASURED HORIZONTALLY BETWEEN THE VERTICAL
PLANES OF THE FOREMOST PROJECTION OF ADJACENT TREADS AND AT A
RIGHT ANGLE TO THE TREADS LEADING EDGE. THE GREATEST DEPTH
WITHIN ANY FLIGHT OF STAIRS SHALL NOT EXCEED THE SMALLEST BY
MORE THAN 3/8".
5. LANDINGS FOR STAIRWAYS:
5.1.
THERE SHALL BE A FLOOR OR LANDING AT THE TOP BOTTOM OF EACH
STAIRWAY. THE WIDTH PERPENDICULAR TO THE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL
SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN THE WIDTH OF THE FLIGHT SERVED. FOR
LANDINGS OF SHAPES OTHER THAN SQUARE OR RECTANGULAR, THE
DEPTH AT THE WALK LINE AND THE TOTAL AREA SHALL NOT BE LESS
THAN THAT OF A QUARTER CIRCLE WITH A RADIUS EQUAL TO THE
REQUIRED LANDING WIDTH. WHERE THE THE STAIRWAY HAS A
STRAIGHT RUN, THE DEPTH IN THE DIRECTION OF TRAVEL SHALL NOT
BE LESS THAN 36".
5.1.1.
EXCEPTION: A FLOOR OR LANDING IS NOT REQUIRED AT THE TOP
OF AN INTERIOR FLIGHT OF STAIRS, INCLUDING STAIRS IN AN
ENCLOSED GARAGE, PROVIDED THE DOOR DOES NOT SWING OVER
THE STAIRS.
6. FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON STAIRWAYS, INCLUDING WINDER STAIRS,
SPIRAL STAIRS, HANDRAILS, GUARDRAILS, AND OTHER STAIRWAY
INFORMATION SEE SECTION R311 OF THE 2018 INTERNATIONAL RESIDENTIAL
CODE.
7. FOR THE CODE ON RAMPS, SEE SECTION R311.8 OF THE 2018 INTERNATIONAL
RESIDENTIAL CODE.

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL SIZE,
LOCATE, AND INSTALL CRAWL SPACE &ATTIC ACCESS PER LOCAL, STATE,
AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER VERIFY THE
NUMBER OF ACCESSES REQ'D FOR THE CRAWL SPACE AND ATTIC AS PER
LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING AND IF MORE ARE NEEDED, THEN
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL ADD
SUCH ACCESS POINTS AS NEEDED.

1.

3.
4.
5.

SMOKE & CARBON MONOXIDE DETECTOR NOTE
1.
2.

SMOKE DETECTORS TO BE HARDWIRED WITH BATTERY BACK UP.
SMOKE DETECTORS TO BE LOCATED PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL
BUILDING CODES.
2.1.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL
VERIFY THE LOCATIONS OF THE SMOKE DETECTORS SHOWN ON THIS
PLAN CONFORM TO LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES
3. CARBON MONOXIDE DETECTORS TO BE HARDWIRED WITH BATTERY BACK
UP.
4. CARBON MONOXIDE DETECTORS TO BE LOCATED PER LOCAL, STATE, AND
FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
4.1.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL
VERIFY THE LOCATIONS OF THE CARBON MONOXIDE DETECTORS
SHOWN ON THIS PLAN CONFORM TO LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL
BUILDING CODES
LEGEND:
SD SMOKE DETECTOR

1.

1.

THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO
PLACE AND INSTALL HOUSE WRAP (AIR BARRIER) AND/OR VAPOR
BARRIER AS REQ'D PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING & ENERGY
CODES.

406.471.0460
casey@crb-design.com
www.crb-design.com

© 2021 CRB DESIGN, LLC

THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER ARE TO
PROVIDE/INSTALL ROOF VENTILATION AND VENT ROOF/ATTIC SPACES AS
REQ'D IN SECTION R806 OF THE 2018 INTERNATIONAL RESIDENTIAL
BUILDING CODE AND VERIFY THAT SECTION R806 OF THE 2018 IRC MEETS
THE LOCAL AND STATE BUILDING CODES FOR ROOF VENTILATION.

© ALL RIGHTS RESERVED
THE DESIGN, DRAWINGS, & SPECIFICATIONS
CONTAINED HEREIN ARE CONSIDERED
INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE INTENDED ONLY
FOR THIS PROJECT AND THE RIGHTS TO THESE
INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE BELONG TO CRB
DESIGN, LLC. THE OWNER, GENERAL
CONTRACTOR, SUBCONTRACTORS OR ANY
OTHER ENTITY, MAY NOT REUSE ,
REPRODUCE, COPY, OR ALTER IN ANY WAY
THESE DOCUMENTS WITHOUT THE
EXPRESSED WRITTEN PERMISSION OF CRB
DESIGN, LLC.
CRB DESIGN, LLC & ITS EMPLOYEES ARE NOT
RESPONSIBLE FOR AND SHALL HAVE NO
CONTROL OVER THE CONSTRUCTION MEANS,
METHODS, TECHNIQUES, SEQUENCES
AND/OR PROCESSES EMPLOYED BY THE
GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER
OF CONSTRUCTION OR ANY OMISSIONS OF
ELEMENTS WHICH ARE NECESSARY AND ARE
REASONABLY INFERRED BY THESE
INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE

WOOD AND TIMBER MEMBER SIZES
THE CALLED OUT WOOD AND TIMBER MEMBER SIZES CONTAINED IN THIS
DRAWING SET ARE AS FOLLOWS FOR ACTUAL/PHYSICAL SIZE MEASUREMENTS: 1"
NOMINAL WIDTH, ARE A 1/4" SMALLER IN ACTUAL WIDTH, 2" TO 6" IN NOMINAL
WIDTH, ARE A 1/2" SMALLER IN ACTUAL WIDTH, 8" NOMINAL WIDTH AND GREATER,
ARE 3/4" SMALLER IN ACTUAL WIDTH. 2" TO 6" NOMINAL HEIGHT, ARE A 1/2"
SMALLER IN ACTUAL HEIGHT. 8" NOMINAL HEIGHT AND GREATER, ARE 3/4"
SMALLER IN ACTUAL HEIGHT.

EXAMPLES OF CALL OUT SIZE VS ACTUAL SIZE
CALL OUT SIZE ACTUAL/PHYSICAL SIZE CALL OUT SIZE ACTUAL/PHYSICAL SIZE
1x4
1x8
2x4
2x8
3x8
4x4
4x8
6x6
6x10
8x8
8x12
10x10
10x14
1.

FIREPLACE NOTES
1.
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DESIGN, LLC

ATTIC VENTILATION NOTE

CM CARBON MONOXIDE DETECTOR

THE FIREPLACE AND INCLUDING THE FOLLOWING ASSOCIATED PARTS BUT
NOT LIMITED TO MANTLE, HEARTH, HEARTH EXTENSION, FLUE/CHIMNEY,
SPARK ARRESTOR, FIREBOX FINISH MATERIAL, CHIMNEY FINISH MATERIAL,
ETC. TO BE INSTALLED PER MANF. SPECIFICATIONS AND INSTALLATION
GUIDE AND AS PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
2. THE HEARTH EXTENSION IS TO BE BUILT AND INSTALLED PER MANF.
SPECIFICATIONS AND INSTALLATION GUIDE AND PER LOCAL, STATE, AND
FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
3. HEARTHSTONE: THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S) TO
VERIFY WITH OWNER HEARTH MATERIAL AND FINISH. BUILDER/OWNER TO
INSTALL HEARTH PER FIREPLACE MANF. SPECIFICATIONS AND INSTALLATION
GUIDE AND AS PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES. HEARTH
THICKNESS IS BE PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
4. MANTLE: THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S) TO VERIFY WITH
OWNER MANTLE MATERIAL, FINISH AND MANTLE HEIGHT. THE GENERAL
CONTRACTORS/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO INSTALL MANTLE PER
FIREPLACE MANF. SPECIFICATIONS AND INSTALLATION GUIDE AND AS PER
LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
5. SPARK ARRESTOR: THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO INSTALL SPARK ARRESTOR AS
PER FIREPLACE MANF. SPECIFICATIONS AND INSTALLATION GUIDE AND AS
PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
6. FLUE/CHIMNEY: THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER
TO INSTALL FLUE/CHIMNEY AS PER FIREPLACE MANF. SPECIFICATIONS AND
INSTALLATION GUIDE AND AS PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING
CODES.
7. THE FLUE/CHIMNEY IS TO BE ABOVE ROOF AS REQ'D PER FIREPLACE MANF.
SPECIFICATIONS AND INSTALLATION GUIDE AND PER LOCAL, STATE, AND
FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
8. FLUE/CHIMNEY CAP: THE CHIMNEY CAP TO BE PLACED AND INSTALLED AS
PER FIREPLACE MANF. SPECIFICATIONS AND INSTALLATION GUIDE AND AS
PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
9. IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO HAVE ALL THE STRUCTURAL
ELEMENTS OF THE FIREPLACE AND ITS ASSOCIATED COMPONENTS DESIGN
BY A LICENSED STRUCTURAL ENGINEER AS PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL
BUILDING CODE.
10. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL FLASH
THE CHIMNEY AND ASSOCIATED MEMBERS AS FIREPLACE MANF.
SPECIFICATIONS AND INSTALLATION GUIDE AND PER LOCAL, STATE, AND
FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
11. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S) TO VERIFY WITH OWNER
IF THERE ARE TO BE DOORS ON THE FIREPLACE.
11.1. IF THERE IS TO BE DOORS, VERIFY DEIGNS, STYLE, MATERIALS, AND
FINISH OF DOORS PRIOR TO FABRICATION OF DOORS.
11.1.1.
IF THERE THERE ARE TO BE DOORS, THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL INSTALL DOORS
AS PER FIREPLACE MANF. SPECIFICATIONS AND INSTALLATION
GUIDE AND AS PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDING
CODES.

B

AIR & VAPOR BARRIER NOTE

FLOOR DRAIN NOTE
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO INSTALL
DRAINS IN GARAGE AS REQ'D PER LOCAL, STATE, AND FEDERAL BUILDINGS
CODES.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO INSTALL
FLOOR DRAINS IN GARAGE AS REQ'D BY MANUFACTURER SPECIFICATIONS
AND INSTALLATION GUIDE.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO SLOPE
GARAGE SLAB AS REQ'D FOR PROPER DRAINAGE AS REQ'D PER LOCAL, STATE,
AND FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S) TO VERIFY THE TYPE,
STYLE, DESIGN, AND FINISH OF FLOOR DRAIN WITH OWNER PRIOR TO
ORDERING AND INSTALLATION OF SUCH FLOOR DRAIN.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER TO INSTALL
FLOOR DRAINS IN MECHANICAL ROOM AS REQ'D BY MANUFACTURER
SPECIFICATIONS AND INSTALLATION GUIDE AS PER LOCAL, STATE, AND
FEDERAL BUILDING CODES.

CR

THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL INSULATE
AND SEAL THE PROJECT CONTAINED HERE IN AS PER THE LOCAL, STATE, AND
FEDERAL BUILDING & ENERGY CODES.

2.

3.
4.
5.

3/4" x 3 1/2"
3/4" x 7 1/4"
1 1/2" x 3 1/2"
1 1/2" x 7 1/4"
2 1/2" x 7 1/4"
3 1/2" x 3 1/2"
3 1/2" x 7 1/4"
5 1/2" x 5 1/2"
5 1/2" x 9 1/4"
7 1/4" x 7 1/4"
7 1/4" x 11 1/4"
9 1/4" x 9 1/4"
9 1/4" x 13 1/4"

1x6
1x10
2x6
2x10
3x10
4x6
4x10
6x8
6x12
8x10
8x14
10x12
12x12

3/4" x 5 1/2"
3/4" x 9 1/4"
1 1/2" x 5 1/2"
1 1/2" x 9 1/4"
2 1/2" x 9 1/4"
3 1/2" x 5 1/2"
3 1/2" x 9 1/4"
5 1/2" x 7 1/4"
5 1/2" x 11 1/4"
7 1/4" x 7 1/4"
7 1/4" x 13 1/4"
9 1/4" x 11 1/4"
11 1/4" x 11 1/4"

THE ABOVE EXAMPLES ARE TO SHOW VARIOUS CALL OUTS SIZES THAT
COULD BE SHOWN THROUGHOUT THIS DRAWING SET AND WHAT THEIR
ACTUAL/PHYSICAL SIZE ARE TO BE. THEIR MAY BE SIZES CALLED OUT ON
THIS DRAWING SET THAT ARE NOT SHOWN IN THE ABOVE EXAMPLE, THEIR
ACTUAL/PHYSICAL SIZE WILL FOLLOW THE ABOVE PATTERN OF CALL OUT
SIZE VS. ACTUAL/PHYSICAL SIZE AS SHOWN ABOVE.
IF THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER USE MATERIAL
THAT IS OF DIFFERENT ACTUAL/PHYSICAL SIZES THAN THE
ACTUAL/PHYSICAL SIZES FOR SPECIFIC MEMBERS AS DETAILED ABOVE, THEN
IT IS THEIR RESPONSIBILITY THAT ALL ASSOCIATED DETAILS INCLUDING
MEMBER TO MEMBER CONNECTIONS IS ADJUSTED TO ACCOMMODATE THE
DIFFERENT SIZED MATERIAL.
THESE SIZES ARE TO APPLY TO SAWN LUMBER AND NOT GLUE-LAMINATED
BEAMS.
IF IN THIS DRAWING SET THERE IS A CALL OUT FOR EXAMPLE OF 4" OR 6"
NOMINAL, THAN ACTUAL HEIGHT WOULD BE EITHER 3 1/2" OR 5 1/2".
IF ARCHITECTURAL DETAILS ARE INCLUDED IN THIS DRAWING SET AND
THERE IS A CALL OUT OF A 2x8 FOR EXAMPLE THEN THE ACTUAL SIZE OF
1 1/2" x 7 1/4" WILL APPLY, HOWEVER IF IN THE DETAIL THERE IS A SIZE CALL
OF OUT 2" x 5 1/2" AND 2" x 7 1/4" FOR EXAMPLE THEN THAT IS THE ACTUAL
SIZE FOR THE SPECIFIC MEMBER AS IT RELATES TO THAT SPECIFIC DETAIL
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NOTES

R302.5.2 DUCT PENETRATION:
DUCTS IN THE GARAGE AND DUCTS PENETRATING THE WALLS OR CEILINGS SEPARATING THE DWELLING FROM THE GARAGE
SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED OF A MINIMUM No. 26 GAUGE (0.48mm) SHEET STEEL OR OTHER APPROVED MATERIAL AND SHALL NOT
HAVE OPENINGS INTO THE GARAGE.

1.

INSULATION NOTES

RICHARD D. LEWIS
800 WEST 7TH STREET
WHITEFISH, MT 59937

R302.5.1 OPENING PROTECTION:
OPENINGS FROM A PRIVATE GARAGE DIRECTLY INTO A ROOM USED FOR SLEEPING PURPOSES SHALL NOT BE PERMITTED. OTHER
OPENINGS BETWEEN THE GARAGE AND RESIDENCE SHALL BE EQUIPPED WITH SOLID WOOD DOORS NOT LESS THAN 1 3/8" (35mm)
IN THICKNESS, SOLID OR HONEYCOMB-CORE STEEL DOORS NOT LESS THAN 1 3/8" (35mm) THICK, OR 20-MINUTE FIRE-RATED DOORS,
EQUIPPED WITH A SELF-CLOSING OR AUTOMATIC-CLOSING DEVICE.

BATHTUB AND SHOWER FLOORS AND WALLS ABOVE BATHTUBS WITH
INSTALLED SHOWER HEADS AND IN SHOWER COMPARTMENTS SHALL BE
FINISHED WITH A NONABSORBENT SURFACE. SUCH SURFACES SHALL
EXTEND TO A HEIGHT OF NOT LESS THAN 6' ABOVE THE FLOOR AS PER
SECTION R307.2 OF THE 2018 INTERNATIONAL RESIDENTIAL CODE.

CRAWL SPACE AND ATTIC ACCESS NOTE

PROJECT NAME:

OPENINGS AND PENETRATIONS THROUGH THE WALLS OR CEILINGS SEPARATING THE DWELLING FROM THE GARAGE SHALL BE IN
ACCORDANCE WITH SECTIONS R302.5.1 THROUGH R302.5.3

BATHTUB AND SHOWER SPACES NOTE

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

R302.5 DWELLING-GARAGE OPENING AND PENETRATION PROTECTION

SHEET #:

A1.02

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

ELEVATION NOTES

ELEVATION MATERIALS
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

METAL ROOFING-FINISH & TYPE TBD
VERTICAL BOARD & BATT SIDING-FINISH & TYPE TBD
CORNER TRIM-FINISH TBD
2x BUILT UP FASCIA-MATERIAL & FINISH TBD
WINDOW
WINDOW/DOOR TRIM-MATERIAL & FINISH TBD
DOOR-DESIGN & FINISH TBD
GARAGE DOOR-DESIGN & FINISH TBD
10" NOMINAL TALL BELLY BAND-MATERIAL & FINISH
TBD
10. SHAKE SIDING-FINISH TBD
11. BOARD FORMED CONCRETE PIER
12. POST-FINISH TBD
13. PATIO ROOF BEAM-FINISH TBD
14. PATIO ROOF KNEEBRACE-FINISH TBD
15. PATIO 2x BUILT UP FASCIA BOARD-FINISH TBD
16. EYEBROW ROOF BEAM-FINISH TBD
17. EYEBROW ROOF CORBEL-FINISH TBD
18. EYEBROW 2x BUILT UP FASCIA BOARD-FINISH TBD
19. FINISH GRADE
NOTES:
1.

2.

B

2

DESIGN, LLC
406.471.0460
casey@crb-design.com
www.crb-design.com

T.O. SHEATHING
122'- 9 11/16"±

T.O. SHEATHING
122'- 9 11/16"±
1

T.O. WALL
118'- 2 1/4"

T.O. WALL
118'- 2 1/4"

18
T.O. WALL/
T.O. SUBFLOOR
110'- 1 1/8"

T.O. WALL/
T.O. SUBFLOOR
110'- 1 1/8"

16
17

THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)
SHALL VERIFY WITH OWNER ALL FINISH MATERIALS
AND THEIR ASSOCIATED FINISH WITH THE OWNER
PRIOR TO INSTALLING AND ORDERING.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/
OWNER SHALL VERIFY ALL TRIM SIZES WITH SITE
CONDITIONS PRIOR TO ORDERING AND INSTALLING
OF TRIM MATERIAL.

2

© 2021 CRB DESIGN, LLC
© ALL RIGHTS RESERVED
THE DESIGN, DRAWINGS, & SPECIFICATIONS
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REPRODUCE, COPY, OR ALTER IN ANY WAY
THESE DOCUMENTS WITHOUT THE
EXPRESSED WRITTEN PERMISSION OF CRB
DESIGN, LLC.
CRB DESIGN, LLC & ITS EMPLOYEES ARE NOT
RESPONSIBLE FOR AND SHALL HAVE NO
CONTROL OVER THE CONSTRUCTION MEANS,
METHODS, TECHNIQUES, SEQUENCES
AND/OR PROCESSES EMPLOYED BY THE
GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER
OF CONSTRUCTION OR ANY OMISSIONS OF
ELEMENTS WHICH ARE NECESSARY AND ARE
REASONABLY INFERRED BY THESE
INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE

7

3
8

19

T.O. SLAB
100'- 0"

T.O. SLAB
100'- 0"

1

2

SOUTH ELEVATION

1

SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"

A

B

T.O. SHEATHING
122'- 9 11/16"±

T.O. SHEATHING
122'- 9 11/16"±
5
2.875

4

6

12

12

T.O. WALL
118'- 2 1/4"

2.875
T.O. WALL
118'- 2 1/4"

12

10

T.O. WALL/
T.O. SUBFLOOR
110'- 1 1/8"

23'-7 9/16"±

9
15
3

12

12

T.O. WALL/
T.O. SUBFLOOR
110'- 1 1/8"

13

12

T.O. SLAB
100'- 0"

3

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

10.5

19

T.O. SLAB
100'- 0"

11

A

B

2

WEST ELEVATION
SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"
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ELEVATIONS

3.

1

CR

RICHARD D. LEWIS
800 WEST 7TH STREET
WHITEFISH, MT 59937

2.

THE FINAL GRADE SHOWN ON THESE ELEVATIONS ARE APPROXIMATE.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER ARE TO
DETERMINE FINAL GRADE ON SITE AND AS PER LOCAL CODE AND
JURISDICTION.
THE ELEVATIONS SHOWN ARE ON THIS PAGE ARE A GRAPHIC
REPRESENTATION ONLY. IT IS THE RESPONSIBLY OF THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S) TO CONFIRM WITH THE OWNER
ALL FINAL MATERIAL SPECS AND SELECTIONS.
FOR DIMENSIONS, HEIGHTS, AND DETAILS OF THESE ELEVATIONS
REFER TO THE FLOOR PLAN AND/OR SECTION PAGES.

PROJECT NAME:

1.

SHEET #:

A2.00

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

ELEVATION NOTES
1.

2.

3.

THE FINAL GRADE SHOWN ON THESE ELEVATIONS ARE APPROXIMATE.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER ARE TO
DETERMINE FINAL GRADE ON SITE AND AS PER LOCAL CODE AND
JURISDICTION.
THE ELEVATIONS SHOWN ARE ON THIS PAGE ARE A GRAPHIC
REPRESENTATION ONLY. IT IS THE RESPONSIBLY OF THE GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S) TO CONFIRM WITH THE OWNER
ALL FINAL MATERIAL SPECS AND SELECTIONS.
FOR DIMENSIONS, HEIGHTS, AND DETAILS OF THESE ELEVATIONS
REFER TO THE FLOOR PLAN AND/OR SECTION PAGES.

ELEVATION MATERIALS
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

METAL ROOFING-FINISH & TYPE TBD
VERTICAL BOARD & BATT SIDING-FINISH & TYPE TBD
CORNER TRIM-FINISH TBD
2x BUILT UP FASCIA-MATERIAL & FINISH TBD
WINDOW
WINDOW/DOOR TRIM-MATERIAL & FINISH TBD
DOOR-DESIGN & FINISH TBD
GARAGE DOOR-DESIGN & FINISH TBD
10" NOMINAL TALL BELLY BAND-MATERIAL & FINISH
TBD
10. SHAKE SIDING-FINISH TBD
11. BOARD FORMED CONCRETE PIER
12. POST-FINISH TBD
13. PATIO ROOF BEAM-FINISH TBD
14. PATIO ROOF KNEEBRACE-FINISH TBD
15. PATIO 2x BUILT UP FASCIA BOARD-FINISH TBD
16. EYEBROW ROOF BEAM-FINISH TBD
17. EYEBROW ROOF CORBEL-FINISH TBD
18. EYEBROW 2x BUILT UP FASCIA BOARD-FINISH TBD
19. FINISH GRADE
NOTES:
1.

2.

2

CR

B

1

DESIGN, LLC
406.471.0460
casey@crb-design.com
www.crb-design.com

T.O. SHEATHING
122'- 9 11/16"±

T.O. SHEATHING
122'- 9 11/16"±
1

T.O. WALL
118'- 2 1/4"

T.O. WALL
118'- 2 1/4"

15
T.O. WALL/
T.O. SUBFLOOR
110'- 1 1/8"

T.O. WALL/
T.O. SUBFLOOR
110'- 1 1/8"

13
14

THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)
SHALL VERIFY WITH OWNER ALL FINISH MATERIALS
AND THEIR ASSOCIATED FINISH WITH THE OWNER
PRIOR TO INSTALLING AND ORDERING.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/
OWNER SHALL VERIFY ALL TRIM SIZES WITH SITE
CONDITIONS PRIOR TO ORDERING AND INSTALLING
OF TRIM MATERIAL.
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REPRODUCE, COPY, OR ALTER IN ANY WAY
THESE DOCUMENTS WITHOUT THE
EXPRESSED WRITTEN PERMISSION OF CRB
DESIGN, LLC.
CRB DESIGN, LLC & ITS EMPLOYEES ARE NOT
RESPONSIBLE FOR AND SHALL HAVE NO
CONTROL OVER THE CONSTRUCTION MEANS,
METHODS, TECHNIQUES, SEQUENCES
AND/OR PROCESSES EMPLOYED BY THE
GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER
OF CONSTRUCTION OR ANY OMISSIONS OF
ELEMENTS WHICH ARE NECESSARY AND ARE
REASONABLY INFERRED BY THESE
INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE

12

T.O. SLAB
100'- 0"

T.O. SLAB
100'- 0"

19
11

2

1

NORTH ELEVATION
SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"

A

5
2.875

4

6

12

12

T.O. WALL
118'- 2 1/4"

2.875
T.O. WALL
118'- 2 1/4"

12

10

T.O. WALL/
T.O. SUBFLOOR
110'- 1 1/8"

23'-7 9/16"

9
18

3

12

12

16
17

2
3

T.O. SLAB
100'- 0"

19

3

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

10.5

T.O. WALL/
T.O. SUBFLOOR
110'- 1 1/8"

T.O. SLAB
100'- 0"

B

A

2

EAST ELEVATION
SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"
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ELEVATIONS

T.O. SHEATHING
122'- 9 11/16"±

T.O. SHEATHING
122'- 9 11/16"±

PROJECT NAME:

B
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1

SHEET #:

A2.01

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION
TRACT 1
COS No. 8575

TRACT1
COS No. 6819

TRACT 2
COS No. 8575

SOUTH KARROW ESTATES ROAD

CR

B
DESIGN, LLC

TRACT 2
COS No. 6819

406.471.0460
casey@crb-design.com
www.crb-design.com

BASIS OF BEARING PER C.O.S. No. 6212

© 2021 CRB DESIGN, LLC

SOUTH KARROW ESTATES ROAD

SOUTH KARROW ESTATES ROAD

15'-0" SETBACK

N89°52'58"E 303.60'
(R2) N89°52'58"E 303.54'

© ALL RIGHTS RESERVED
THE DESIGN, DRAWINGS, & SPECIFICATIONS
CONTAINED HEREIN ARE CONSIDERED
INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE INTENDED ONLY
FOR THIS PROJECT AND THE RIGHTS TO THESE
INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE BELONG TO CRB
DESIGN, LLC. THE OWNER, GENERAL
CONTRACTOR, SUBCONTRACTORS OR ANY
OTHER ENTITY, MAY NOT REUSE ,
REPRODUCE, COPY, OR ALTER IN ANY WAY
THESE DOCUMENTS WITHOUT THE
EXPRESSED WRITTEN PERMISSION OF CRB
DESIGN, LLC.
CRB DESIGN, LLC & ITS EMPLOYEES ARE NOT
RESPONSIBLE FOR AND SHALL HAVE NO
CONTROL OVER THE CONSTRUCTION MEANS,
METHODS, TECHNIQUES, SEQUENCES
AND/OR PROCESSES EMPLOYED BY THE
GENERAL
CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER
OF CONSTRUCTION OR ANY OMISSIONS OF
ELEMENTS WHICH ARE NECESSARY AND ARE
REASONABLY INFERRED BY THESE
INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE

EXISTING COVERED DECK w/
STAIRS & MASTER BEDROOM
ADDITION
EXISTING PARTIALLY
COVERED/OPEN DECK

TRACT 2
COS No. 6212
1.125 ACRES

EXISTING HOUSE

NEW STONE PAVER WALKWAY

15'-0" SETBACK
(R2, R5) S00°07'02"E 143.51'
(R7) N00°10'09"W 143.34'
S00°03'19"E 143.45'

15'-0" SETBACK

N00°08'30"W 143.47'
(R2, R4) S00°07'02"E 143.51'
(R8) S00°07'18"E 143.53'

NEW COVERED PATIO

8'-0"

2'-0"

34'-0"

8'-0"

FIREPLACE AND CHIMNEY

EXISTING DRIVEWAY TO BE
LANDSCAPE OVER TO CREATE
LAWN IN THIS LOCATION TO
MATCH EXISTING LAWN

GARAGE DOO
RS

EXISTING DRIVEWAY
NEW ARPON

EXISTING DRIVEWAY

1

SITE PLAN

SCALE: 3/32" = 1'-0"

S

SITE PLAN NOTES
1.
2.

PRIOR TO SITE WORK NOTE
3.

THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR/OWNER TO VERIFY ALL
COORDINATES AND PROPERTY LINES WITH THE APPROPRIATE JURISDICTION PRIOR
TO COMMENCING THE BUILDING OF THIS PROJECT
THE PROPERTY COORDINATES AND INFORMATION WAS PROVIDED BY RIVER DESIGN
GROUP AND CRB DESIGN, LLC HAS NO RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE FOLLOWING BUT
NOT LIMITED TO THE LEGAL PROPERTY BOUNDARIES, PHYSICAL PROPERTY
LOCATION, EXISTING STRUCTURES LOCATION, ACCESS EASEMENTS, ETC. AS IT
RELATES TO THE INFO OBTAINED FROM RIVER DESIGN GROUP TO CREATE THIS SITE
PLAN.
THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR TO VERIFY WITH THE OWNER THE
BUILDING LOCATION ON THE BUILDING SITE AND THE BUILDING ORIENTATION
PRIOR TO THE COMMENCING THE BUILDER OF THE PROJECT CONTAINED HEREIN.

PROJECT LOCATION
ADDRESS:
800 WEST 7TH STREET
WHITEFISH, MONTANA 59937
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
SITE MAP OF C.O.S. No. 6212
N1/2 OF THE SW1/4 OF SECTION 36, T31N., R22W, P.M., M.
CITY OF WHITEFISH, FLATHEAD COUNTY, MONTANA

LOT COVERAGE
3,407± SQ. FT. TOTAL COVERED w/ NEW CONSTRUCTION
54,450± SQ. FT. BUILDING LOT AREA (1.25 ACRES)
6.26%± LOT COVERAGE OF w/ NEW CONSTRUCTION
3,695± SQ. FT. TOTAL COVERED w/ STORAGE SHED
6.79%± LOT COVERAGE w/ STORAGE SHED
4,476± SQ. FT. TOTAL COVERED w/ WOODSHED & EXIST. GARAGE
8.22%± LOT COVERAGE w/ WOODSHED EXISTING GARAGE
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12' PRIVATE ROAD AND UTILITY EASEMENT
per C.O.S. No. 5329

TRACT 1
COS No. 17754

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

E

(R2, R5) S89°52'58"W 39.99'
(R7) N89°12'53"E 39.84'
S89°13'07"W 39.89'

EXISTING STORAGE SHED, TO BE
TEMPORARILY MOVED AFTER
CONSTRUCTION OF NEW
GARAGE/LIVING SPACE, AND
THEN MOST LIKELY REMOVED
IN THE FUTURE

PARCEL 2
COS No. 18241

W

THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR(S)/OWNER SHALL CONTACT THE
RELEVANT AUTHORITIES PRIOR TO ANY DEMOLITION, EXCAVATION, OR CONSTRUCTION
ON THE SITE FOR THE POSSIBLE LOCATION OF UNDERGROUND SERVICES AND DETAILED
LOCATIONS OF ALL SUCH SERVICES.

EXISTING WOODSHED/
GREENHOUSE TO BE REMOVED

NEW DRIVEWAY

ACCESS OFF OF WEST 7TH STREET

(R2) S89°52'58"W 251.55'
(R8) N89°51'29"E 251.52'
S89°52'43"W 251.48'

12'-0"

PARKING AREA

160'-9 13/16"

15'-0" SETBACK

26'-8 1/8"

30'-1 3/8"

NEW GARAGE/LIVING SPACE

PROJECT #:
202017
GARAGE w/ LIVING
SPACE
DRAWN BY:
DATE:

CRB
11/8/2021

REVISION #:
DATE
REV. #1
11/10/2021
REV. #2
11/11/2021
REV. #3
11/11/2021
REV. #4
11/16/2021
REV. #5
11/16/2021
REV. #6
11/17/2021
REV. #7
11/18/2021
REV. #8
11/23/2021
REV. #9
11/29/2021
REV. #10
SITE 12/16/2021
REV. #11
REV. #12
REV. #13
-

SHEET #:

C1.00

SITE PLAN

108'-8 3/16"

N

RICHARD D. LEWIS
800 WEST 7TH STREET
WHITEFISH, MT 59937

26'-0"

EXTENTS OF ROOF OVERHANG

PROJECT NAME:

PARCEL 1
COS No. 18241

EXISTING GARAGE REMOVED
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ORDINANCE NO. 22-__
An Ordinance of the City Council of the City of Whitefish, Montana, amending the Whitefish
City Code to add Article Y, Chapter 2, Title 11 to establish the WB-T zoning district
(Business Transitional District), as an implementation of the Highway 93 South Corridor
Plan.
WHEREAS, on December 6, 2021, the City Council adopted the Highway 93 South
Corridor Plan as an amendment to the 2007 City-County Growth Policy; and
WHEREAS, the Highway 93 South Corridor Plan called for the creation of a highway
transitional zoning district for the area south of the intersection of Highway 93 South and
Highway 40 to "ensure properties at the entrance to Whitefish that annex into the City are
developed in a manner consistent with community's vision for Segment C, and to better buffer
adjacent residential properties from negative impacts…"; and
WHEREAS, in response to the direction to amend Title 11, Chapter 2 in the Whitefish City
Code to create a new zoning district, Business Transitional District, the Planning & Building
Department prepared Staff Report WZTA 22-01, dated January 12, 2022; and
WHEREAS, at a lawfully noticed public hearing on January 20, 2022, the Whitefish
Planning Board received an oral report from Planning staff, reviewed Staff Report WZTA 22-01,
held a public hearing, invited public comment, and thereafter voted unanimously to recommend
approval of the proposed text amendments to the City Council; and
WHEREAS, at a lawfully noticed public hearing on February 7, 2022, the Whitefish City
Council received an oral and written report from Planning staff, reviewed Staff Report WZTA 2201, and letter of transmittal dated February 1, 2022, invited public input, and approved the text
amendments 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 2201 dated January 12, 2022, together with the
February 1, 2022 letter of transmittal from the Whitefish Planning & Building Department, are
hereby adopted as Findings of Fact.
Section 3: Amendments to Whitefish City Code adding Article Y, Chapter 2, Title 11 to
establish the WB-T zoning district (Business Transitional District), as set forth in the attached
Exhibit A, are 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 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 _______________ 2022.

John M. Muhlfeld, Mayor
ATTEST:

Michelle Howke, City Clerk
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EXHIBIT "A"
WHITEFISH CITY CODE TITLE 11 – ZONING REGULATIONS
CHAPTER 2 – ZONING DISTRICTS
ARTICLE Y. WB-T BUSINESS TRANSITIONAL DISTRICT
11-2Y-1:
INTENT AND PURPOSE: The WB-T District is intended for transitional
business development including professional offices, medical facilities, destination light
commercial, light manufacturing, light assembly, as well as residential uses and ancillary services
to provide a performance based mixed-use environment in a community gateway transitioning
from traditional agricultural, residential, and/or existing light commercial uses on lots that
primarily border Highway 93 South of Whitefish just south of Highway 40. Due to high vehicle
speeds and limited access points, high traffic uses should be discouraged, and frontage or back
roads should be developed to consolidated highway accesses. This zoning classification is
intended for areas with current county B-4 zoning at or south of Highway 40 on Highway 93, and
not intended for general application throughout the Whitefish area.
11-2Y-2:
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

PERMITTED USES:

Building and contractor related companies and storage yards.
Churches.
Daycare centers.
Home occupations (see special provisions in section 11-3-13 of this title).
Light assembly, manufacturing, fabricating, processing, including light food
manufacturing and processing, repairing, packing, or storage facilities in enclosed
buildings, provided that such uses do not create objectionable characteristics (such as dirt,
noise, glare, heat, odor, smoke) which extend beyond lot lines, and do not involve materials
that are explosive, hazardous, or toxic.
Medical clinics and associated therapeutic health services.
Nurseries and landscape materials.
Professional offices
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 (5') of
landscaped area shall surround such a building or structure.
Publicly owned or operated buildings and uses.
Recreational facilities, private and commercial.
Recreational guides and outfitters.
Residential:
•
Daycare (registered home, 5 to 12 children).
•
Single-family through multi-family dwelling units above ground floor commercial.
Veterinary offices and hospitals.
Wholesale and warehousing.
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11-2Y-3:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

CONDITIONAL USES:

Automotive, boat, and RV sales, rentals, parts, repair, or service.
Automotive service stations, including convenience stores.
Bars, lounges, micro-breweries, or micro-distilleries.
Entertainment facilities.
Hospitals, nursing, retirement homes, or personal care facilities.
Hotels and motels.
Kennels and animal training centers.
Marijuana facilities (administrative CUP).
Machinery and small equipment sales, rental, or repair.
Ministorage, including boat and RV storage.
Research laboratories and institutions.
RV parks or campgrounds.
Residential:
•
Accessory apartments.
•
Sublots (see special provisions in subsection 11-3-14C of this title).
•
Boarding houses.
•
Caretaker units.
•
Multi-family dwellings.
Restaurants (non-formula).

11-2Y-4:
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 10,000 square
feet or greater, existing structures where an addition causes
the total footprint to be 10,000 square feet or greater, and
additions to structures where the footprint is already
10,000 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

Minimum lot area

n/a

Minimum lot width

50 feet

Minimum yard spaces:
Front

30 feet, 50-foot landscaped buffer when abutting
Highway 93

Side

10 feet, 20-foot landscaped buffer when abutting residential
or agricultural properties

Rear

20 feet
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Maximum height

35 feet

Permitted lot coverage

n/a

Off street parking

See chapter 6 of this title

Landscaping

See chapter 4 of this title (single-family uses exempted

Site plan requirements

A site plan and vicinity map must be submitted to and
approved by the zoning administrator to erect any new
buildings or structures, make additions exceeding ten
percent (10%) of the floor area of existing buildings or
structures, or to grade or develop a lot for a permitted use
prior to the issuance of a building permit.
A comprehensive site plan is required for multiple-tenant
projects. Site plans shall include all buildings, structures,
parking, driveways, sidewalks, utilities, drainage, hydrants,
landscaping, and signage. The vicinity map shall include
surrounding parcels, buildings, structures, circulation
systems, and major physical features. The site plan shall
demonstrate conformance with the zoning regulations and
other applicable city regulations. All projects constructed
in accordance with an approved site plan shall be
permanently maintained only as approved. Any desired
subsequent changes shall be submitted for approval as an
amendment to the site plan. Prior to occupancy, the site
shall be inspected for compliance with the site plan and all
improvements shall be installed and functioning before
occupancy is allowed.

General requirements

1.
Shared driveway access or frontage roads (whether
public or private) are required where possible to provide a
cohesive internal circulation pattern and to limit access onto
arterials and collectors.
2.
Wherever possible, site design should incorporate
shared parking and landscaped buffers to protect
surrounding properties from adverse impacts to the greatest
extent possible.
3.
Exposed utilities, storage areas, machinery,
installations, service and loading areas and similar
accessory areas and structures shall be set back to the
primary structure requirements or screened to minimize the
loss of views, privacy and the general aesthetic value of
surroundings.

City Council Packet, February 7, 2022 Page 1359 of 1405

PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT
418 E 2nd Street, PO Box 158, Whitefish, MT 59937
(406) 863-2410 Fax (406) 863-2409
February 1, 2022

Mayor and City Council
City of Whitefish
PO Box 158
Whitefish MT 59937
RE: WB-T (Business Transitional District) Addition to the Whitefish Zoning Regulations
Honorable Mayor and Council:
Summary of Requested Action: This is a request by the City of Whitefish to add the
WB-T zoning district to Title 11, Chapter 2 (Zoning Regulations) of the Whitefish City
Code. The recently adopted Highway 93 South Corridor Plan calls for the creation of a
highway transitional zoning district for newly annexed properties in the area south of
Highway 40. The plan states that “to ensure properties at the entrance to Whitefish that
annex into the City in the future are developed in a manner consistent with the
community’s vision for Segment C, and to better buffer adjacent residential properties
from negative impacts, a new transitional zoning district should be created to apply to
annexations in areas currently zoned by the County as Secondary Business. Traffic
intensive uses should be moved from permitted to conditional uses.”
Planning & Building Department Recommendation: Staff recommended approval of
the proposed text amendment at the January 20, 2022 meeting of the Whitefish
Planning Board.
Public Hearing: At the Planning Board public hearing, no members of the public spoke
on the amendment. There has also been no written comment submitted up until the
date of this letter. The draft minutes for this item are attached as part of this packet.
Planning Board Action: The Whitefish Planning Board met on January 20, 2022 and
considered the request. Following the hearing, the Planning Board the Board moved to
approve the text amendment to add the WB-T (Business Transitional District) to the
Whitefish Zoning Regulations. In making their decision, the Planning Board offers the
zoning text amendment in Exhibit A and the Findings of Fact in Exhibit B for the
Council's consideration.
Proposed Motion:
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•

I move to approve WZTA 22-01, the Findings of Fact in Exhibit B and the language
in Exhibit A, as recommended by the Whitefish Planning Board on January 20, 2022.

This item has been placed on the agenda for your regularly scheduled meeting on
February 7, 2022. Should Council have questions or need further information on this
matter, please contact the Planning Board or the Planning & Building Department.
Respectfully,
/s/ Tara Osendorf
Tara Osendorf, AICP
Long-Range Planner
Att:

Exhibit A: Planning Board Recommendation
Exhibit B: Planning Board Findings of Fact to Support Recommendation
Draft Minutes, Planning Board Meeting, 1-20-22
Exhibits from 1-20-22 Staff Packet
1. Staff Report – WZTA 22-01
2. Advisory Agency Notice

c: w/att

Michelle Howke, City Clerk
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Exhibit A
WB-T Text Amendment
WZTA 22-01
Whitefish Planning Board
Recommendation
January 20, 2022
ARTICLE Y. WB-T BUSINESS TRANSITIONAL DISTRICT
11-2Y-1: INTENT AND PURPOSE:
The WB-T District is intended for transitional business development including
professional offices, medical facilities, destination light commercial, light manufacturing,
light assembly, as well as residential uses and ancillary services to provide a
performance based mixed-use environment in a community gateway transitioning from
traditional agricultural, residential, and/or existing light commercial uses on lots that
primarily border Highway 93 South of Whitefish just south of Highway 40. Due to high
vehicle speeds and limited access points, high traffic uses should be discouraged, and
frontage or back roads should be developed to consolidated highway accesses. This
zoning classification is intended for areas with current county B-4 zoning at or south of
Highway 40 on Highway 93, and not intended for general application throughout the
Whitefish area.
11-2Y-2: PERMITTED USES:
• Building and contractor related companies and storage yards
• Churches
• Daycare centers
• Home occupations (see special provisions in section 11-3-13 of this title).
• Light assembly, manufacturing, fabricating, processing, including light food
manufacturing and processing, repairing, packing or storage facilities in enclosed
buildings, provided that such uses do not create objectionable characteristics (such as
dirt, noise, glare, heat, odor, smoke) which extend beyond lot lines, and do not involve
materials that are explosive, hazardous or toxic.
• Medical clinics and associated therapeutic health services.
• Nurseries and landscape materials.
• Professional offices
• 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 (5') of landscaped area shall surround such a building or structure.
• Publicly owned or operated buildings and uses
• Recreational facilities, private and commercial
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• Recreational guides and outfitters
• Residential:
• Daycare (registered home, 5 to 12 children).
• Single-family through multi-family dwelling units above ground floor commercial
• Veterinary offices and hospitals
•

Wholesale and warehousing

11-2Y-3: CONDITIONAL USES:
• Automotive, boat, and RV sales, rentals, parts, repair, or service
• Automotive service stations, including convenience stores
• Bars, lounges, micro-breweries, or micro-distilleries
• Entertainment facilities
• Hospitals, nursing, retirement homes or personal care facilities
• Hotels and motels
• Kennels and animal training centers
• Marijuana facilities (administrative CUP)
• Machinery and small equipment sales, rental, or repair
• Ministorage, including boat and RV storage
• Research laboratories and institutions
• RV parks or campgrounds
• Residential:
• Accessory apartments.
• Sublots (see special provisions in subsection 11-3-14C of this title).
• Boarding houses.
• Caretaker units.
• Multi-family dwellings
• Restaurants (non-formula)
11-2Y-4: 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
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footprint of 10,000 square feet or
greater, existing structures where an
addition causes the total footprint to
be 10,000 square feet or greater,
and additions to structures where
the footprint is already 10,000
square feet or greater, are subject to
a conditional use permit pursuant to
section 11-7-8 of this title
n/a
n/a
50 feet

Minimum district size
Minimum lot area:
Minimum lot width
Minimum yard spaces:
Front

30 feet, 50-foot landscaped buffer
when abutting Highway 93
10 feet, 20-foot landscaped buffer
when abutting residential or
agricultural properties
20 feet
35 feet.
n/a
See chapter 6 of this title
See chapter 4 of this title (singlefamily uses exempted)

Side
Rear
Maximum height
Permitted lot coverage
Off street parking
Landscaping
A. Site Plan Requirements:

1. A site plan and vicinity map must be submitted to and approved by the zoning
administrator to erect any new buildings or structures, make additions
exceeding ten percent (10%) of the floor area of existing buildings or
structures, or to grade or develop a lot for a permitted use prior to the
issuance of a building permit.
A comprehensive site plan is required for multiple-tenant projects. Site plans
shall include all buildings, structures, parking, driveways, sidewalks, utilities,
drainage, hydrants, landscaping and signage. The vicinity map shall include
surrounding parcels, buildings, structures, circulation systems and major
physical features. The site plan shall demonstrate conformance with the
zoning regulations and other applicable city regulations. All projects
constructed in accordance with an approved site plan shall be permanently
maintained only as approved. Any desired subsequent changes shall be
submitted for approval as an amendment to the site plan. Prior to occupancy,
the site shall be inspected for compliance with the site plan and all
improvements shall be installed and functioning before occupancy is allowed.
B. General Requirements:
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1. Shared driveway access or frontage roads (whether public or private) are
required where possible to provide a cohesive internal circulation pattern and
to limit access onto arterials and collectors.
2. Wherever possible, site design should incorporate shared parking and
landscaped buffers to protect surrounding properties from adverse impacts to
the greatest extent possible.
3. Exposed utilities, storage areas, machinery, installations, service and loading
areas and similar accessory areas and structures shall be set back to the
primary structure requirements or screened to minimize the loss of views,
privacy and the general aesthetic value of surroundings.
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Exhibit B
WB-T Text Amendment
WZTA 22-01
Whitefish Planning Board
Recommended Findings of Fact
January 20, 2022
Finding 1: The creation of the WB-T (Business Transitional District) has been
developed in accordance with the Growth Policy since it will help to preserve the
character of the community gateway area of Whitefish, improve the surroundings of
early views of Big Mountain, and ensure that rural residential and agricultural land
surrounding the community is buffered. It also implements the Highway 93 South
Corridor Plan and its Goals and Objectives to create a zoning district that applies to
property with a Future Land Use designation of Highway Transitional. Additionally, the
creation of the WB-T will help to improve and limit access to Highway 93 to and from
adjacent businesses.
Finding 2: The proposed code amendment does consider adequate light and air
because it implements highway setback requirements and residential buffering.
Additionally, specific evaluation of provision of adequate light and air will be reviewed at
the time of development through zoning setbacks and the building code.
Finding 3: There is opportunity for the proposed code amendment to have a positive
impact on motorized and nonmotorized transportation systems, as shared
driveway/frontage access is required wherever possible. Additionally, the resulting lowintensity development patterns will limit the amount of traffic accessing Highway 93
South compared to the current County zoning.
Finding 4: The proposed code amendment should have a positive effect on compatible
urban growth because it will promote more low-intensity uses that will serve as a buffer
between low-density, rural areas of Highway 93 and higher-density, more commercial
areas of Highway 93.
Finding 5: The character of the district and its particular suitability of the property for
the particular uses provides a solution to annexing County B-4 properties into the City in
areas designated by the Growth Policy as ‘Highway Transitional’. Such an addition will
allow for a smooth transition into the current City Limits.
Finding 6: The establishment of the WB-T district should not have any impact on the
value of current buildings, and it will encourage and enforce the most appropriate use of
land south of Highway 40 when County properties annex into the City.
Finding 7:
The language set forth in the code amendment considers
historical/established use patters as well as recent changes in use trends. It aims to
blend existing and established uses with planned future land uses to create a buffer
district between dominantly rural and commercial areas.
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Finding 8: Staff finds the considerations in Section 11-7-12(E) are either met or are not
applicable with the text amendment.
Finding 9: Whereas, legal public notice according to the Whitefish City Code was
published in the Whitefish Pilot on January 5, 2022.
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CALL TO ORDER AND
ROLL CALL

Vice Chair John Ellis called the regular meeting of the Whitefish
Planning Board to order at 6:00 pm. Board members present were
Councilor Frank Sweeney, Scott Freudenberger, and Toby Scott.
Chair Steve Qunell, Whitney Beckham, Chris Gardner, and Allison
Linville were absent. Planning Director David Taylor, Senior Planner
Wendy Compton-Ring, and Planner I Jessica Nymark represented the
Whitefish Planning and Building Department.
There were approximately 2 people attending in addition to the
board members and staff.

PLANNING BOARD
APPOINTMENTS
6:00 pm

Vice Chair Ellis made a motion, seconded by Councilor Sweeney to
nominate Steve Qunell as Planning Board Chair. The motion passed
unanimously.
Freudenberger made a motion, seconded by Scott to nominate
John Ellis as Planning Board Vice Chair. The motion passed
unanimously.

AGENDA CHANGES
6:00 pm

None.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
6:01 pm

Scott made a motion, seconded by Councilor Sweeney to approve
the December 16, 2021 minutes without corrections. The motion
passed unanimously.

COMMUNICATIONS
FROM THE PUBLIC
(ITEMS NOT ON THE
AGENDA)
6:02 pm

None.

OLD BUSINESS:
6:03 pm

None.

PUBLIC HEARING 2:
CITY OF WHITEFISH
ZONING TEXT
AMENDMENT REQUEST
6:10 pm

A request by the City of Whitefish to amend Chapter 2 of Title 11 in
order to add Article Y: WB-T Business Transitional District. This
addition to the Zoning Regulations is in response to the recently
adopted Highway 93 South Corridor Plan and is intended to provide
a performance-based, mixed-use transitional environment in the
community gateway areas that border Highway 93 South just south
of Highway 40.
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STAFF REPORT
WZTA 22-01
(Osendorf)

Planning Director Taylor reviewed Planner Osendorf's staff report
and findings in her absence. As of the writing of WZTA 22-01, no
public comments had been received, and none have been received
since then. Planning Director Taylor said an article came out today
on NBC News that made it sound like the City is trying to annex all
those things into a zoning district. There might be some people that
think the City is trying to annex, but this would only apply to people
who want to voluntarily annex. If someday in the future they
become wholly surrounded, the City could consider that but would
not be obligated to annex them in.
Staff recommended adoption of the findings of fact within staff
report WZTA 22-01 and for approval of the proposed changes to
Title 11, Zoning Regulations, of the Whitefish City Code to the
Whitefish City Council.

BOARD QUESTIONS
OF STAFF

Scott asked and Planning Director Taylor said this does not apply to
the entire Section C, it only applies to the Highway Transitional
shown on the map on Page 1 of WZTA 22-01. The map also shows a
Business Service District and Rural Residential which are the future
land uses. That future land use map sort of mirrors what the
existing County zoning is. They already have a Business Service
Zoning that is south of where Emerald Drive comes in.
Scott also asked about the businesses that are already there and
Planning Director Taylor said any existing businesses are
grandfathered in, but if their sewer were to fail and they needed to
annex into the City, at that time we would provide sewer to them
but require them to change their zoning to Business Transitional
District. Planning Director Taylor said staff has talked to several
developers over the last few years that have looked at some of the
lots located kitty-corner at the intersection of Highways 93 and 40
about annexing in. Before someone comes in with a development
plan, we would like to have this in place, so they know what our
expectations are and what the process is.
Scott asked if it includes the eastern side of street, i.e., the fireworks
stand location. Planning Director Taylor said that lot is included and
is currently zoned B-4 in the County so there is a host of uses that
could go in there. Scott asked if they would have to apply for a
conditional use permit to put their trailer in there for two weeks in
the summer. Planning Director Taylor said he thinks the City
recently banned fireworks sales in the City limits. He said when we
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had jurisdiction over that we used to make them get a temporary
use permit every summer for fireworks stands.
APPLICANT / AGENCIES

None.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Chair Ellis opened the public hearing. There being no public
comment, Chair Ellis closed the public hearing and turned the matter
over to the Planning Board for consideration.

MOTION / BOARD
DISCUSSION

Scott made a motion, seconded by Councilor Sweeney, to adopt the
findings of fact within staff report WZTA 22-01, as proposed by City
Staff.

VOTE

The motion passed unanimously. The matter is scheduled to go
before the Council on February 7, 2022.

ADJOURNMENT
6:40 pm

The meeting was adjourned on a motion by Councilor Sweeney at
approximately 6:40 pm. The next regular meeting of the Whitefish
Planning Board is scheduled to be held on February 17, 2022, at
6:00 pm, at 418 East 2nd Street.

Steve Qunell, Chair of the Board

Keni Hopkins, Recording Secretary

APPROVED AS SUBMITTED / CORRECTED:
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WB-T ZONING DISTRICT
STAFF REPORT
ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT; WZTA 22-01
JANUARY 12, 2022
A report to the Whitefish Planning Board and the Whitefish City Council regarding an
amendment to the City’s Zoning Regulations to add the WB-T zoning district (Business
Transitional District). A public hearing is scheduled before the Whitefish Planning Board
on January 20, 2022 and a subsequent hearing is set before the City Council on February
7, 2022.
PROJECT SCOPE
The recently adopted Highway 93 South Corridor
Plan calls for the creation of a highway transitional
zoning district for the area south of Highway 40. The
plan states that “to ensure properties at the entrance
to Whitefish that annex into the City in the future are
developed in a manner consistent with the
community’s vision for Segment C, and to better
buffer adjacent residential properties from negative
impacts, a new transitional zoning district should be
created to apply to annexations in areas currently
zoned by the County as Secondary Business. Traffic
intensive uses should be moved from permitted to
conditional uses.”
BACKGROUND
The recently adopted Highway 93 South Corridor
Plan outlines states that one of its goals is to “ensure
any properties annexed into the City in the future are
developed in a manner consistent with the
community’s vision for the gateway segment of the
corridor”. To do so, the first objective of that section
discusses the need to establish a Highway
Transitional District (WB-T) that will help buffer
adjacent residential properties from highway traffic
and nearby business districts.
Currently, the area of Highway 93 south of Highway
40 is zoned B-4 (Secondary Business District) under
the County. The County Zoning Regulations state
that the B-4 zone is intended to provide for retail
sales and service operations that are typically
characterized by the need for large display or parking
areas, large storage areas and by outdoor
commercial amusement or recreational activities.
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There are 39 total permitted uses that include, but are not limited to auto repair shops,
churches, grocery/convenience stores, microbreweries, hotels, professional offices,
restaurants, single-family housing, and hospitals/clinics.
Historically agricultural and low-density residential, the portion of Highway 93 south of
Highway 40 is beginning to transition to higher intensity commercial uses. Rather than
rural and residential uses being immediately adjacent to busier commercial areas, the
purpose of the transitional zone is to create a buffer of low-intensity uses for those zones
in the future as land is eventually annexed into the City, which is required in order to get
on City water and sewer.
The Growth Policy, as amended by the Highway 93 South Corridor Plan, designates the
Future Land Use for the County B-4 parcels as Highway Transitional. The addition of the
WB-T zone, applied to any annexing parcels, would help blend the other more rural parts
of Highway 93 to the south with the more dense and highly commercial area of Highway
93 north of Highway 40, allowing a more natural and gradual entrance to the gateway into
Whitefish. Additionally, the larger front setbacks required in the WB-T district will help to
encourage a less commercial feel and will require sufficient landscaping, for which an
additional text amendment will need to come forward to require more and diverse
landscaping adjacent to Highway 93. It will also help limit high-intensity uses that would
have high traffic counts where we have a busy highway with limited controlled access
points.
PUBLIC COMMENT
The Planning Board draft was placed on the City’s webpage for public review on January
13, 2022. A notice was published in the Whitefish Pilot on January 5, 2022. As of the writing
of this report, we have not received any public comment.
PROPOSED AMENDMENT
ARTICLE Y. WB-T BUSINESS TRANSITIONAL DISTRICT
11-2Y-1: INTENT AND PURPOSE:
The WB-T District is intended for transitional business development including
professional offices, medical facilities, destination light commercial, light manufacturing,
light assembly, as well as residential uses and ancillary services to provide a
performance based mixed-use environment in a community gateway transitioning from
traditional agricultural, residential, and/or existing light commercial uses on lots that
primarily border Highway 93 South of Whitefish just south of Highway 40. Due to high
vehicle speeds and limited access points, high traffic uses should be discouraged, and
frontage or back roads should be developed to consolidated highway accesses. This
zoning classification is intended for areas with current county B-4 zoning at or south of
Highway 40 on Highway 93, and not intended for general application throughout the
Whitefish area.
11-2Y-2: PERMITTED USES:
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• Building and contractor related companies and storage yards
• Churches
• Daycare centers
• Home occupations (see special provisions in section 11-3-13 of this title).
• Light assembly, manufacturing, fabricating, processing, including light food
manufacturing and processing, repairing, packing or storage facilities in enclosed
buildings, provided that such uses do not create objectionable characteristics (such as
dirt, noise, glare, heat, odor, smoke) which extend beyond lot lines, and do not involve
materials that are explosive, hazardous or toxic.
• Medical clinics and associated therapeutic health services.
• Nurseries and landscape materials.
• Professional offices
• 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 (5') of landscaped area shall surround such a building or structure.
• Publicly owned or operated buildings and uses
• Recreational facilities, private and commercial
• Recreational guides and outfitters
• Residential:
• Daycare (registered home, 5 to 12 children).
• Single-family through multi-family dwelling units above ground floor commercial
• Veterinary offices and hospitals
•

Wholesale and warehousing

11-2Y-3: CONDITIONAL USES:
• Automotive, boat, and RV sales, rentals, parts, repair, or service
• Automotive service stations, including convenience stores
• Bars, lounges, micro-breweries, or micro-distilleries
• Entertainment facilities
• Hospitals, nursing, retirement homes or personal care facilities
• Hotels and motels
• Kennels and animal training centers
• Marijuana facilities (administrative CUP)
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• Machinery and small equipment sales, rental, or repair
• Ministorage, including boat and RV storage
• Research laboratories and institutions
• RV parks or campgrounds
• Residential:
• Accessory apartments.
• Sublots (see special provisions in subsection 11-3-14C of this title).
• Boarding houses.
• Caretaker units.
• Multi-family dwellings
• Restaurants (non-formula)
11-2Y-4: PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS:
The following property development standards shall apply to land and buildings within
this district:
Bulk and scale

Minimum district size
Minimum lot area:
Minimum lot width
Minimum yard spaces:
Front
Side

Rear
Maximum height
Permitted lot coverage
Off street parking

All new structures with a building
footprint of 10,000 square feet or
greater, existing structures where an
addition causes the total footprint to
be 10,000 square feet or greater,
and additions to structures where
the footprint is already 10,000
square feet or greater, are subject to
a conditional use permit pursuant to
section 11-7-8 of this title
n/a
n/a
50 feet
30 feet, 50-foot landscaped buffer
when abutting Highway 93
10 feet, 20-foot landscaped buffer
when abutting residential or
agricultural properties
20 feet
35 feet.
n/a
See chapter 6 of this title
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Landscaping

See chapter 4 of this title (singlefamily uses exempted)

A. Site Plan Requirements:
1. A site plan and vicinity map must be submitted to and approved by the zoning
administrator to erect any new buildings or structures, make additions exceeding
ten percent (10%) of the floor area of existing buildings or structures, or to grade
or develop a lot for a permitted use prior to the issuance of a building permit.
A comprehensive site plan is required for multiple-tenant projects. Site plans
shall include all buildings, structures, parking, driveways, sidewalks, utilities,
drainage, hydrants, landscaping and signage. The vicinity map shall include
surrounding parcels, buildings, structures, circulation systems and major
physical features. The site plan shall demonstrate conformance with the zoning
regulations and other applicable city regulations. All projects constructed in
accordance with an approved site plan shall be permanently maintained only as
approved. Any desired subsequent changes shall be submitted for approval as
an amendment to the site plan. Prior to occupancy, the site shall be inspected
for compliance with the site plan and all improvements shall be installed and
functioning before occupancy is allowed.
B. General Requirements:
1. Shared driveway access or frontage roads (whether public or private) are
required where possible to provide a cohesive internal circulation pattern and to
limit access onto arterials and collectors.
2. Wherever possible, site design should incorporate shared parking and
landscaped buffers to protect surrounding properties from adverse impacts to
the greatest extent possible.
3. Exposed utilities, storage areas, machinery, installations, service and loading
areas and similar accessory areas and structures shall be set back to the
primary structure requirements or screened to minimize the loss of views,
privacy and the general aesthetic value of surroundings.
REVIEW AND FINDINGS OF FACT
The proposed changes shall be evaluated based on the criteria for consideration for
amendments to the provisions of the Zoning Regulations per §11-7-12E, WCC.
1.

Zoning Regulations Must Be:
a.
Made in Accordance with a Growth Policy

2007 Growth Policy: The following goals support the creation of the WB-T district:
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Future Land Use Goal 1. Preserve and enhance the character, qualities, and
small town feel and ambience of the Whitefish community through an innovative
and comprehensive growth management system.
Future Land Use Goal 4. Preserve and protect scenic vistas and view sheds.
Future Land Use Goal 6. Preserve important rural lands and agricultural land
uses that surround the community. Plan for healthy, efficient, and visually attractive
corridors along major transportation routes through the community.
Highway 93 South Corridor Plan: The Highway 93 South Corridor Plan adopted in 2021
establishes the area of Highway 93 at and south of Highway 40 that is currently zoned
County B-4 as a Highway Transitional Future Land Use. The intent of the Highway
Transitional District is as follows:
This designation is for commercial areas south of Highway 40 along the Highway
93 South Corridor that have recently applied Flathead County Secondary
Business zoning. Historically agricultural and low-density residential, the area is
transitioning to higher intensity commercial uses with the new commercial
zoning. Key characteristics are unobstructed mountain views and high traffic
associated with a major intersection of two highways. Development should be
sensitive, well designed, and well-landscaped low intensity uses that respect the
area as the gateway to Whitefish from the south. Due to highway speeds and
traffic, commercial development should be destination centered rather than auto
oriented and uses generating relatively high daily traffic should be discouraged.
Necessary frontage roads should be developed, and accesses consolidated to
minimize congestion and maximize traffic safety. A wide and well landscaped
buff er along the highway and robust landscaping on commercial developments
will ensure a gradual transition to the more intensive highway commercial uses
further north in the General/Highway Commercial areas. In addition to
commercial uses such as off ices, medical facilities, and light
industrial/manufacturing/warehousing, single family detached and attached
homes are acceptable. Apartments above commercial uses are also encouraged.
More intense commercial uses will require the additional public scrutiny of
conditional use permits. The applicable zoning district is WB-T, Transitional
Business.
Creating the WB-T Business Transitional District is one of the Implementation Items of
the Highway 93 South Corridor Plan, which is the Growth Policy document that applies
where this zoning will be implemented.
Additionally, the Highway 93 South Corridor Plan has the following Goals and Objectives
that the implementation of this zoning district will help fulfill:
Segment C Land Use Goal C.2: Discourage land uses in Segment C outside of
Whitefish City limits inconsistent with the community’s vision for the segment or
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with the goals, policies, and statements in the 2012 Flathead County Growth
Policy. Support consistent land uses.
Segment C Land Use Goal C.3: Limit future commercial and light industrial
development to properties currently zoned Secondary Business and Business
Service District.
Goal C.2 Objective 2: Strongly discourage commercial or light industrial
uses with large volumes of daily vehicle trip generation.
Goal C.2 Objective 4: Maintain and protect the rural character and
agricultural use of lands zoned suburban agricultural.
Segment C Land Use Goal C.5: Ensure any properties annexed into the City in
the future are developed in a manner consistent with the community’s vision for
the gateway segment of the corridor.
Goal C.5 Objective 1: Create a new highway commercial transition zone
to be applied to annexations in areas currently zoned Secondary Business,
with traffic intensive uses moved from permitted to conditional uses to be
consistent with the community’s vision for Segment C and to better buffer
adjacent residential properties from negative impacts.
Segment C Transportation Goal C.8: Improve traffic safety through Segment C
including potentially reducing speed and improving intersection safety.
Goal C.8 Objective 6: Require new development and encourage existing
uses to connect adjacent parking lots so moving from one to another does
not involve re-entering the highway.
Segment C Environment and Open Space Goal C.11: Protect water quality.
Goal C. 11 Objective 1: Provide connection to City sewer to properties
within the urban growth boundary, when requested.
Finding 1: The creation of the WB-T (Business Transitional District) has been developed
in accordance with the Growth Policy since it will help to preserve the character of the
community gateway area of Whitefish, improve the surroundings of early views of Big
Mountain, and ensure that rural residential and agricultural land surrounding the
community is buffered. It also implements the Highway 93 South Corridor Plan and its
Goals and Objectives to create a zoning district that applies to property with a Future
Land Use designation of Highway Transitional. Additionally, the creation of the WB-T will
help to improve and limit access to Highway 93 to and from adjacent businesses.
2.

In the adoption of zoning regulations, the City shall consider:
a.
Reasonable provision of adequate light and air
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Finding 2: The proposed code amendment does consider adequate light and air
because it implements highway setback requirements and residential buffering.
Additionally, specific evaluation of provision of adequate light and air will be reviewed at
the time of development through zoning setbacks and the building code.
b.

The effect on motorized and nonmotorized transportation systems

Finding 3: There is opportunity for the proposed code amendment to have a positive
impact on motorized and nonmotorized transportation systems, as shared
driveway/frontage access is required wherever possible. Additionally, the resulting lowintensity development patterns will limit the amount of traffic accessing Highway 93 South
compared to the current County zoning.
c.

Promotion of compatible urban growth

Finding 4: The proposed code amendment should have a positive effect on compatible
urban growth because it will promote more low-intensity uses that will serve as a buffer
between low-density, rural areas of Highway 93 and higher-density, more commercial
areas of Highway 93.
d.

The character of the district and its particular suitability of the property for
the particular uses

Finding 5: The character of the district and its particular suitability of the property for the
particular uses provides a solution to annexing County B-4 properties into the City in areas
designated by the Growth Policy as ‘Highway Transitional’. Such an addition will allow for
a smooth transition into the current City Limits.
e.

Conserving the value of buildings and encouraging the most appropriate
use of land throughout the jurisdictional area; and

Finding 6: The establishment of the WB-T district should not have any impact on the
value of current buildings, and it will encourage and enforce the most appropriate use of
land south of Highway 40 when County properties annex into the City.
f.

That historical uses and established uses patterns and recent change in
use trends will be weighed equally and consideration not be given one to
the exclusion of the other.

Finding 7:
The language set forth in the code amendment considers
historical/established use patters as well as recent changes in use trends. It aims to blend
existing and established uses with planned future land uses to create a buffer district
between dominantly rural and commercial areas.
ADDITIONAL FINDINGS
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Finding 8: Staff finds the considerations in Section 11-7-12(E) are either met or are not
applicable with the text amendment.
Finding 9: Whereas, legal public notice according to the Whitefish City Code was
published in the Whitefish Pilot on January 5, 2022.
RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends the Planning Board approve the proposed text amendment for the
creation of the WB-T zoning district as set forth in staff report WZTA 22-01 and adopt the
findings of fact and transmit same to the Whitefish City Council for further action.
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PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT
418 E Second Street/PO Box 158
Whitefish, MT 59937
Phone (406) 863-2410 Fax (406) 863-2409

Date:

December 22, 2021

To:

Advisory Agencies & Interested Parties

From:

Whitefish Planning & Building Department

The regular meeting of the Whitefish Planning Board will be held in person
on Thursday, January 20, 2022 at 6:00 pm at the Whitefish City Council Chambers in
City Hall. Upon receipt of the recommendation from the Planning Board, the Whitefish
City Council will hold a subsequent public hearing on items 1-3 on February 7, 2022. City
Council meetings start at 7:10 pm and will also be held in person at City Hall.
1. A request by Richard Lewis for a Conditional Use Permit to construct an accessory
apartment over a new garage. The property is currently developed with a singlefamily home and is zoned WR-1 (One-Family Residential District). The property is
located at 800 West 7th Street and can be described as Lot COS 6212, Section
36, Township 31 North, Range 22 West, P.M.M. Tract 5EB in the northwest ¼ of
the southwest 1/4, Flathead County (WCUP 21-28) Nymark
2. A request by the City of Whitefish to amend Chapter 2 of Title 11 in order to add
Article Y: WB-T Business Transitional District. This addition to the Zoning
Regulations is in response to the recently adopted Highway 93 South Corridor Plan
and is intended to provide a performance-based, mixed-use transitional
environment in the community gateway areas that border Highway 93 South just
south of Highway 40. (WZTA 22-01) Osendorf
Documents pertaining to these agenda items are available for review at the Whitefish
Planning & Building Department, 418 E Second Street, during regular business hours,
and the application and site plans are available HERE. The full application packet along
with public comments and staff report will be available on the City’s
webpage: www.cityofwhitefish.org under Planning Board one week prior to the Planning
Board public hearing date noted above. Inquiries are welcomed. Interested parties are
invited to attend the meeting and make known their views and concerns. Comments in
writing may be forwarded to the Whitefish Planning & Building Department at the above
address prior to the hearing or via email: dtaylor@cityofwhitefish.org. For questions or
further information regarding these proposals, call 406-863-2410.
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Staff Report
To:
From:
Date:
Re:

Major John Muhlfeld and City Councilors
Joe Page, Fire Chief
February 7, 2022
Fire Service Area Boundary Change

Introduction/History
The Whitefish Fire Service Area has received a petition from a number of property
owners in the Highway 93 South – KM Ranch Road Area requesting to change fire
protection from the Flathead Fire Service Area to the Whitefish Fire Service Area.
These properties are already within both out first due Fire and EMS response areas.
Pursuant to the Inter-Local Agreement between the Whitefish Fire Service Area
and the City of Whitefish any changes to the Whitefish Fire Service Area’s
boundary must first be approved by the Whitefish City Council prior to being
presented to the Flathead County Commissioners for final approval.
Adding these additional properties to the Whitefish Fire Service Area would not
change the response by the Whitefish Fire Department.
Recommendation
Staff respectfully recommends the City Council approve the additional properties
into the Whitefish Fire Service Area so the property owner’s petition can be
presented to the Flathead County Commissioners.
Thank-you
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CITY MANAGER’S REPORT
February 1, 2022

CITY COUNCIL GOALS
Attached to this report is a summary of the progress that has been made on the FY22 City Council
Goals.
TRAINING
On February 1st and 3rd, the Local Government Center was scheduled to provide Board
Leadership Training in Whitefish and Kalispell. The training was available for all City volunteer
board and committee members to learn how to be an effective board member and to make sure
our boards are following the law. We have had a fantastic turnout so far!
CITY HALL CLOSURE
City Hall will be closed on Monday, February 21st, for Presidents’ Day.
NEXT CITY COUNCIL MEETING
The next City Council meeting will be held on Tuesday, February 22nd, in the City Council
Chambers with remote participation available to the public. The work session is tentatively
scheduled for the City Council to discuss curbside recycling, as well as the City’s annexation
policy.
Respectfully submitted,
Dana M. Smith, CPA
City Manager
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FY22 WHITEFISH CITY COUNCIL GOALS
2nd QUARTER UPDATE
Department/Goal
Administration
1. Resort Tax Extension and Reallocation

2. Information Technology Master Plan

3. Short-term Rental Program
Enhancements

4. Creation of Urban Renewal Districts
with Tax Increment Financing Provisions

5. Additional Cemetery Location and Plan

Fire Department
1. Provide City Council Emergency
Management Training

Update

Estimated
Completion Date

Completed: Voters approved the Resort Tax
Extension and Reallocation during the
November 2021 Elections. In the coming
months, voter approved ballot language will be
codified through an ordinance to be adopted by
the City Council.
In progress: The City’s network security has
been the priority of the IT Department in the
past few months. For the master plan, the
questionnaire for department feedback is
prepared and collection/analysis of responses is
expected in the next quarter.
In progress: The City Council adopted updated
business license fees for short-term rentals
(STRs) and other businesses in November 2021.
The fees are anticipated to support increased
enforcement, such as software and staffing. The
resulting cost increases will be proposed in the
FY23 Budget. The City Council also adopted
updated regulations and requirements for STRs
to improve enforcement. All registered STRs
were notified of the changes that go into effect
in February 2022.
Pending: Due to staff time constraints and
focus on other priority project, this goal has not
been initiated. Research on availability of
consultants and development of a request for
proposals is anticipated in the 3rd Quarter.
In progress: Staff is planning the addition of a
second columbarium at the current cemetery
site to expand services. The City continues to
monitor the availability of land for a second
cemetery site.

Completed

In progress: Training was postponed until after
the elections in order to allow new members
the opportunity to attend. Anticipate
coordinating training in the 3rd quarter.

March 2021
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June 2022

June 2022

June 2022

Long-term

2. Long-Range Master Plan for Fire
Department

Parks & Recreation
1. Armory Park Redevelopment Phase III

2. Irrigation and Landscape Master Plan
Implementation of Phase I and Phase III

3. Parks Sign Master Plan Implementation
Phase II

Planning Department
1. Update Landscaping Chapter and Tree
Retention Standards
2. Updated Subdivision Standards
3. Revise Storefront Marijuana
Restrictions to be Consistent with State
Laws
4. Downtown Master Plan
Implementation – Update Zoning
Ordinance
5. Update City’s Growth Policy

Completed: In December 2021, the City
Council adopted the Long-Range Fire
Department Master Plan and established a
strategic planning committee to prioritize the
recommendations within the Master Plan.
Members of the committee have been
appointed and the group is expected to start
meeting in February on a monthly basis.

Completed

In progress: The final plan was approved by
the Park Board during the October meeting.
Preliminary construction drawings have been
received. Biding is planned for spring 2022.
In progress: SureWater has purchased the
materials for the implementation of Phase I and
III. They have also been working with staff to
begin some of the implementation. Work will
continue next spring. SureWater attended a
Climate Action Committee meeting, where
they presented the Irrigation Plan and answered
questions.
In progress: Language for all signs has been
drafted and sent to consultant for design. A
cost estimate for sign posts has been drafted,
and we are awaiting a cost estimate for sign
materials and printing.

November 2022

In progress: Expected to start early spring of
2022. Anticipate presenting update to Planning
Board in March or April 2022
Completed: Subdivision Standards update
completed and adopted by City Council during
the 1st Quarter.
Completed: Amendment adopted by City
Council and went into effect January 6, 2022.
First dispensaries should be permitted by
February 9, 2022.
Pending: Project not started yet, anticipate
work will begin once the Landscaping and
Tree Retention Standards update is completed.
Likely mid to late summer 2022.
Pending: Adopted Corridor Plans are Growth
Policy updates. City Council adopted the
Highway 93 South Corridor Plan in December
of 2021 as an update to the 2007 Growth
Policy. New Growth Policy update will begin
in Fiscal Year 2023 as budgetary requirements
are needed to support project.

June 2022
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June 2022

June 2022

Completed
Completed

August 2022

December 2022

6. Affordable Housing Plan
Implementation

7. Implement Parking Plan for Downtown

8. Historic Preservation Plan
Police Department
1. Explore Creation of a Deer
Management Plan

2. Plan for Proactive Policing and
Adequate Staffing Levels

Public Works Department
1. Construct Wastewater Treatment Plan
Upgrades

2. Update City Transportation Plan

In progress: ADU Standards update will be
presented at the Planning Board work session
in February. Snow Lot project went to Site
Review in January, but subdivision or PUD
will take several months to approve. Extended
the Strategic Housing Plan Steering Committee
through December 2022. Contracted with
Wendy Sullivan to assist in re-prioritizing
remaining strategies in the Housing Plan.
Employee Housing and “Landing Locals”
incentives (converting STR’s to long term
rentals through cash incentives) are currently
being researched and discussed by the
Committee. Also preparing to interview a
Long-Range Planner/Housing Coordinator in
the 3rd quarter.
In progress: Pilot Parking Program to be
extended to Summer 2022. Parking data still
being collected. Committee will continue to
meet per City Council guidance.
In progress: Preliminary research regarding
historic preservation has begun.

Ongoing

Ongoing

Long-term

In progress: Need continues for an Urban
Wildlife Plan. Pending meeting with partners
from FWP to move forward with study and
process for public input. Wildlife resistant
waste containers is a positive move forward for
bears.
In progress: WPD is authorized for 17 Fulltime Sworn Officers and is currently staffed
with 16. Officer Hicks was hired November
2021 and is currently in Field Training.
Rising cost of housing continues to be
problematic for out of area applicants.

June 2022

In progress: Substantial completion issued on
November 9, 2021! Still fine tuning some
items, which includes issues with blowers
faulting out, air blow off valves freezing up,
non-potable water system upgrades, and
completion of the SCADA system (a separate
contract).
In progress: Working with KLJ on Transit
Services Framework, Bike & Pedestrian
Facilities Map, Revised Street Network
Projects, Highway 93 South Corridor Plan, and
Wisconsin Avenue Corridor Plan. Also began
ranking system for Bike/Ped and street network
scoring. Second meeting of the Study Review
Committee will be January 26.

Fall 2021
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Ongoing

June 2022

3. Birch Point Quiet Zone

4. Edgewood and Texas Resort Tax Street
Reconstruction Project

5. Increase Water Capacity

6. Program to Assist Property Owners
with Sidewalk Maintenance
Responsibilities
7. Improve Recycling Efforts with CAP
Steering Committee

In progress: Completed “Desktop Review
Meeting” with BNSF and MDT on December
6th. Discussed existing conditions, proposed
future conditions, and potential Supplementary
Safety Measure (SSMs). Diagnostic Review
Meeting Scheduled for March.
In progress: Completed all of the roadway
work on Edgewood between Texas and
Colorado and the roadway was reopened to
traffic on December 20th. Remaining work
includes sidewalk, restoration, and
landscaping. Nearing completion of the design
work for Texas Avenue, which will be
constructed next summer.
In progress: Finishing work on SCADA
upgrades to get new filters on the system and
to address media loss during backwash cycles.
Both of these issues are expected to be
completed or worked out this quarter.
In progress: Completed zero sidewalk
improvement projects due to lack of response
from contractor. Project will be rebid this
spring in anticipation of fulfilling agreements
by the end of FY22.
In progress: Held public hearing for curbside
program on October 18th. Program met with
considerable adversity based on bear attractant
issues and increased costs. Worked with
Republic to come up with pricing for bear
proof containers. Presented again to City
Council on December 6th and it was decided to
hold off on curbside recycling. Conversations
will continue in February.
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November 2022

November 2022

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Staff Report
To:

Mayor Muhlfeld and City Councilors

From:

Dana Smith, City Manager
Prepared by former Finance Director Dahlman

Date:

December 16, 2021, and updated February 1, 2022

Re:

Annual Impact Fee Report to the City Council

Introduction
According to Section 10-2-7(c) of the City Code on Impact Fees, the Finance Director shall provide an
annual report to the Council on the impact fee funds showing the source and amount of all monies
collected, earned, or received, the public improvements that were financed in whole or in part by impact
fees, and any administrative expenses incurred by the impact fee funds. Following is the annual report
for Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2021.
Current Report
Impact Fee Cash Balance
The following table details the cash balance for each type of impact fee as of June 30, 2020, and June
30, 2021, and the corresponding dollar amount change from the prior year:

Impact Fee
Description
Paved Trails
Park Maintenance Bldg.
Emergency Services Ctr.
City Hall
Stormwater
Water
Wastewater
Total

Cash Balance
6/30/20
$141,541
21,688
251,971
82,495
162,792
1,631,695
1,081,266
$3,373,448

Cash Balance
6/30/21

Dollar
Change

$225,238 $ 83,698
43,523
21,835
348,808
96,837
92,620
10,125
199,501
36,709
2,396,017
764,323
1,334,245
252,979
$4,639,953 $1,266,504

Cash reserves increased by $1,266,504 from FY20 to FY21. As depicted above, every impact fee category
increased cash reserves. This occurred even though the City allocated a significant amount of fees toward the
Wastewater Treatment Plant project. While increasing cash reserves is appropriate when projects are planned
within a reasonable timeframe, it is generally accepted that the revenue generated from impact fees be spent
within five years or shortly thereafter. This generally accepted practice is based on developers paying impact
fees to help fund capital improvements related directly to their developments’ increased demand on public
facilities. Therefore, it is important to identify projects that expand capacity in a reasonable time after receipt
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of the impact fee payments. The City’s Capital Improvements Program (CIP) accomplishes this by including
impact fees as a source of funding for eligible projects during the next five-years. Large investment amounts
of water and wastewater impact fees are and have been allocated to the Water Treatment Plant Expansion
Project and the Wastewater Treatment Plant Project.
Impact Fee Revenue
Impact fees are collected from new construction and remodels that expand the number of dwelling units
or usable square footage space. In addition, water and wastewater impact fees are also collected on new
connections to the system.
The following table details the revenue and interest earned for those impact fees accounted for in the
Impact Fees Fund (2399):

Impact Fee Description
Paved Trails
Park M aint. Bldg

FY08-FY15

FY16

FY17

FY18

FY21

FY20

FY19

Total Revenue

164,611

$

60,203

$

37,838

$

52,237

$

98,965

$

62,794

$

93,305

569,953

10,108

$

4,004

$

2,184

$

3,452

$

11,716

$

14,103

$

21,681

67,248

Emergency Srvs Ctr

398,344

$ 208,862

$

86,073

$ 103,004

$ 181,044

$ 115,635

$

95,413

1,188,376

City Hall

376,904

$ 197,839

$

81,526

$

97,480

$ 148,565

$

10,697

$

9,713

922,725

Stormwater

113,314

$

$

25,154

$

26,046

$

$

41,571

$

35,854

323,491

Total

1,063,282

Interest - Fund Total

16,724

Total Fund Revenue

1,080,006

45,355

36,197

$ 516,263

$ 232,775

$ 282,219

$ 476,487

$ 244,800

$ 255,966

$

$

$

$

$

$

1,359

$ 517,622

1,692

$ 234,467

2,631

$ 284,850

9,018
485,505

7,358
252,157

3,071,792

3,723

42,506

259,689

3,114,298

Whitefish has continued to see strong building and growth over the past few years, which has continued into
FY21. Overall revenues in the Impact Fees fund exceeded budgeted expectations for each category for
FY21 by 183% but was still down by 46% compared to the recent high occurring in FY19. It is important
to note that FY20 included a full year of adjusted impact rates which were effective beginning on January
1, 2019, per Resolution 18-44. Several of the impact fees were reduced with the updated fee schedule.
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Looking at the growth of FY21 over FY20, overall fees were nearly 5% higher. FY16 continues to be the
highest year out of the past six years due to the higher impact fee rates and several large commercial projects,
including two hotels and the city hall/parking structure project, and a large residential development. FY22
activity continues to look strong compared to FY21 due to continued building activity seen in the City.
In addition to the impact fees discussed above, the City also charges water and wastewater impact fees
that are accounted for separately in the Water and Wastewater funds. The following table details the
water and wastewater impact fees collected and interest earned:

Impact Fee Description

FY08-FY15

FY16

FY17

FY18

FY19

FY20

Water Impact Fees

$1,096,349

$ 280,349

$ 206,657

$ 247,821

$ 338,180

$ 608,104

Interest

$

19,722

Total Fund Revenue $1,116,071
Wastewater Impact Fees
Interest

$

3,104

$ 283,453

$

6,783

$ 213,441

$

11,930

$ 259,751

$

18,834

$ 357,014

$

17,507

$ 625,611

FY21

Total Revenue

$ 754,738 $

3,532,199

9,584

$

87,464

$ 764,323

$

3,619,663

$

$1,174,274

$ 278,569

$ 211,219

$ 239,793

$ 481,703

$ 959,816

$ 907,985 $

4,253,359

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

$

70,629

18,755

Total Fund Revenue $1,193,029

732

$ 279,301

2,245

$ 213,464

6,019

$ 245,812

14,813

$ 496,516

21,108

$ 980,924

6,956

$ 914,942 $

4,323,988

The water and wastewater impact fees completed the year with revenues totaling 335% and 227% of the
FY21 Budget, respectively. The FY21 Budget was developed conservatively as it was not known how the
Covid pandemic would affect building activity in the City. Actual building activity surpassed those
expectations. Water impact fees for FY21 increased $146,635 or 24% more than FY20. Wastewater impact
fees decreased $51,830 or just over 5% compared to a year earlier. The City is expecting strong building
activity to continue. As depicted in the Water and Wastewater Impact Fee Revenue Trend Graph above, data
show that revenues received by the City continue to grow. The increase in these impact fees is not only due
to strong building permit activity but also a result of increases in impact fee rates that became effective January
1, 2019, with an additional adjustment for water impact fees beginning on September 1, 2019.
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In addition to the different type of impact fees paid, administrative expenses incurred when collecting
the impact fees are charged to developers at a rate of 5% as allowed by law. The administrative charges
are deposited into the General Fund or the respective enterprise funds (Water/Wastewater). Below are
the admin fee collections since the impact fees were established:

Fund

FY08-15

FY16

FY17

FY18

FY19

Total Admin
Fees
Collected

FY21

FY20

General

$

53,440

$

25,489

$

11,388

$ 14,219

$

23,715

$

12,734

$

12,843

$

153,828

Water

$

46,185

$

14,016

$

10,276

$ 12,578

$

17,490

$

31,275

$

37,905

$

169,726

Wastewater

$

51,293

$

13,821

$

10,478

$ 12,052

$

24,083

$

47,814

$

44,477

$

204,018

$

150,918

$

53,327

$

32,142

$ 38,849

$

65,288

$

91,823

$

95,225

$

527,572

Total 5% Admin Fees

Most impact fee revenues are trending strong for FY22. Impact fees have a high correlation with
building activity and the revenues the City is receiving reflect the amount of construction seen
throughout the community. It is anticipated that this trend will continue throughout the remainder of
FY22.
Impact Fee Uses
Impact fees may be spent for public improvements including, but not limited to, planning, land acquisition,
right of way acquisition, site improvements, necessary off-site improvements, construction, engineering,
architectural services, permitting, financing, administrative expenses, applicable impact fees or mitigation
costs, and any other expenses which can be capitalized with a useful life of 10 years of more. Impact fees
may also be used to recoup public improvement costs previously incurred by the City to the extent that
new growth and development will be served by the previously constructed improvements or incurred
costs (MCA 7-6-1603).
Impact fees may not be used for the operation or maintenance of public facilities. Remodeling,
rehabilitation, or other improvements to an existing structure or for rebuilding damaged structures is not
allowed unless there is an increase in units that service demand and the impact fees are used only for
the net increase between the old and new demand.
FY21 Impact Fee Expenditures
The following table details the FY08-FY21 impact fee expenditures:
Expenditures/Transfers
Paved Trails

FY08 -FY15
$3,913

FY16
$184,460

FY18

FY17
$63,095

FY19

$3,838

$11,693

FY20

Total

FY21

$50,190

Expenditures

$55,676

$372,864

Park M aintenance Bldg.

6,899

5,250

4,013

2,194

3,968

-

-

$22,324

Emergency Services Ctr.

284,535

207,834

199,373

43,481

116,549

-

-

$851,772

384,356

90,055

188,098

71,965

107,878

-

-

$842,352

-

80,538

-

-

79,946

-

-

$160,484

City Hall
Stormwater
Total Impact Fee Fund
Water Impact Fee

$679,703

$568,137 $454,579 $121,478 $320,034

$50,190

$55,676

$2,249,796

3,333

146,946

965

510,491

333,408

69,921

22,264 $ 1,087,329

Wastewater Impact Fee

801,882

208,954

7,012

-

136,973

1,000,000

661,963 $ 2,816,784

Total Enterprise Funds

$805,215

$355,900

$7,977 $510,491 $470,381 $1,069,921 $684,227
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$3,904,112

For FY21, paved trail impact fees continued to be expended for expansion of the City’s trail system.
The majority of the allocation was for the paved trail on Voerman Road near the intersection with
Monegan Road, which also included a pedestrian crossing signal. The total investment in paved trails
totaled $55,676. No impact fee costs were incurred for the Parks Maintenance Building, City Hall,
Emergency Services Center or Stormwater in FY21. As the Tax Increment Financing District sunset in
2020 and all debt obligations have been repaid, the Park Maintenance Building, ESC, and City Hall
impact fees will begin to accumulate within the Impact Fees Fund and be available for future projects
in the City’s CIP.
The FY21 allocation for water impact fees included $22,264 in costs allocated to the Water Treatment
Plant project. FY21 expenditures were amounts accrued from cash spent in FY22 but the work was
performed in FY21. Looking forward, the FY22 budget included $1,200,000 in impact fees for the Water
Treatment Plant project of which the aforementioned $22,264 has been spent. Other areas where impact
fees are currently allocated include the South Water Storage & Production and Cast-Iron Water Main
Replacement projects.
The City also allocated $661,963 in wastewater impact fees for the ongoing Wastewater Treatment Plant
project. For wastewater impact fees, the FY22 Budget includes another $1,000,000 allocation for the
Wastewater Treatment Plant and $150,00 for the Whitefish Urban Project - US93 Design and Construct
projects.
Impact Fee Advisory Committee Review
On September 1, 2021, the Impact Fee Advisory Committee reviewed and unanimously approved the
FY21 Annual Report on Impact Fees for presentation to the City Council.
Recommendation
Staff respectfully requests that the City Council review and accept the annual report on impact fees.
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