
  

 

 
 

 
 
 
March 16, 2020 
 
 
Mayor Bradshaw and City Councilors 
City of Ketchum 
Ketchum, Idaho 
 
 
Mayor Bradshaw and City Councilors: 
 
 

Recommendation to Consider Request for Reconsideration of the   
PEG Ketchum Hotel, LLC (“Applicant”) Planned Unit Development Conditional Use Permit (“PUD”) & 

Preliminary Plat Approvals as Submitted by Attorney Gary Slette,  
Hear from the Applicant’s Attorney Deborah Nelson with Givens Pursley,  

Deliberate and Ask Questions of Staff, Mr. Slette and Ms. Nelson (as applicable),  
and Deny the Request for Reconsideration 

 
 

Recommendation and Summary  
Staff recommends the council: 
 

• Move to deny Mr. Slette’s March 11, 2020 request for reconsideration and direct the city attorney 
to prepare a decision for Ketchum City Council adoption on April 6, 2020.  
 

The reasons for the recommendation are as follows: 
 

• The Applicant has not been granted any waivers of the subdivision ordinance in the approved 
preliminary plat lot line adjustment findings. The Planning and Zoning staff in the administration of 
condition No. 1 of the Findings would require the Applicant to file a waiver application in order to get a 
building permit under this condition. Further, in the event the Applicant proceeds to file and obtain 
approval of a final plat that no waiver is required.  
 

• The city has conducted a thorough process, carefully considered the project applications and facts, and 
complied with applicable Ketchum Municipal Code provisions in the approval of the Planned Unit 
Development Conditional Use Permit (PUD) and preliminary plat. 

 
 
Attachments 
• Attachment E.2.A – Signed Copy of KCC Approved Preliminary Plat Findings  
• Attachment E.4.A – Signed Copy of KCC Approved Planned Unit Development CUP Findings  
• Letter dated February 14, 2020 from Gary Slette 
• Letter dated March 11, 2020 from Deborah Nelson  



Attachment E.2.A – Preliminary Plat Findings 
  



































Attachment E.4.A – Findings PUD Conditional Use Permit and CUP  
  







































































































Attachment  
 
• Slette 2/14/20 Letter 

  



















Attachment  
 
• Nelson 3/11/20 Letter 
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March 11, 2020 
 
 

VIA E-MAIL: jgaeddert@ketchumidaho.org  
 
City of Ketchum City Council 
c/o John Gaeddert 
P.O. Box 2315 
Ketchum, ID 83340 

 

 
Re: Ketchum Marriott Tribute Hotel – Preliminary Plat (P19-064) and Planned Unit 

Development Conditional Use Permit (P19-063)  

Dear Members of the Ketchum City Council: 

 On behalf of applicant PEG Ketchum Hotel LLC for the above-referenced project, we 
provide this response to the February 14, 2020 request for reconsideration submitted by attorney 
Gary Slette for certain neighbors of the project (“Neighbors”). The request for reconsideration 
does not present a valid basis for the Council to reconsider its approval of the project. The 
Neighbors simply desire a different outcome. We respectfully ask the Council to deny the 
Neighbors’ request. 

 The Council’s decision follows an extensive public review process, is based on a detailed 
record and complies with the Ketchum City Code. The City’s planning staff spent considerable 
time analyzing the applications and making recommendations to the Commission and Council. 
The applicant provided detailed narratives, plans and studies supporting the applications and 
responding to requested changes. Members of the public had multiple opportunities to provide 
written and verbal testimony. The City conducted at least three hearings before the Planning and 
Zoning Commission and four hearings before the City Council, spanning eight months from July 
2019 to February 2020. The City’s written findings provide a detailed explanation of the Council’s 
reasoning based on the relevant criteria and standards and the relevant facts.  

 The Council is entitled to a strong presumption that its decision is valid and that it has 
correctly interpreted its own ordinances. Hawkins v. Bonneville Cty. Bd. of Comm’rs, 151 Idaho 
228, 231, 254 P.3d 1224, 1227 (2011). Courts defer to the council’s interpretation of their own 
ordinance. Angstman v. City of Boise, 128 Idaho 575, 578 (1996). Courts also defer to the council’s 
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findings of fact unless they are clearly erroneous. Marcia T. Turner, L.L.C. v. City of Twin Falls, 
144 Idaho 203, 209, 159 P.3d 840, 845 (2007). 

 The following response sections correlate to the five sections in the Neighbors’ request for 
reconsideration. 

1. The Council appropriately considered the physical characteristics of the project site 
in approving the project. 

According to the Neighbors, waivers are only allowed “due to physical characteristics of 
the particular parcel of land as well as an undue hardship.”1 The Neighbors cite to Sections 
16.04.020 and 16.04.120 of the City’s subdivision ordinance.  

The city code contains several waiver provisions that provide the Council with the 
flexibility to alter standard requirements of the code. As to the “undue hardship” standard asserted 
by the Neighbors—which is only in the subdivision ordinance (chapter 16-04) and not in the 
Planned Unit Development (“PUD”) ordinance (chapter 16-08)—the Council did find that “the 
literal enforcement of the city code in the context of the special physical characteristics and 
conditions affecting the property would result in undue hardship.”2 The Council’s PUD Findings 
explain: 

In particular, the Hotel site has a large slope with a grade differential of 
approximately thirty-seven feet (37’) from Trail Creek at the south end of the lot to 
the north end along River Street. The site is constrained by the river to the south 
and the City desires to setback structures from riparian and flood areas. The City 
also desires to setback structures from State Highway 75 (SH75) in this location to 
help preserve the entry to town and minimize shading of the highway during winter 
months. Further, the grade along SH75, future Idaho transportation Department 
(ITD) bridge and highway expansion plans, and a desire for no access onto SH75 
in this location create unique conditions for development.3 

The Neighbors incorrectly suggest that the “undue hardship” language in chapter 16-04 
invokes additional standards from the Local Land Use Planning Act’s (“LLUPA”) variance statute, 
I.C. § 67-6516, and associated case law interpreting the variance statute. The application at issue 
in this project is a PUD, not a variance. The LLUPA variance standards do not apply.  

According to the Idaho Supreme Court in Canal/Norcrest/Columbus Action Comm. v. City 
of Boise, “[t]he very purpose of a PUD is to allow for flexibility in planning, which would be 
inhibited if the developer were required to meet the rigid variance requirements set forth in the 
ordinance.”4 The neighbors in that case opposed a mobile home development that required setback 

                                                 
1 Neighbors’ Request for Reconsideration, p. 2 (quoting KCC § 16.04.020). 
2 Council Findings (PUD), Feb. 3, 2020, p. 21. 
3 Council Findings (PUD), Feb. 3, 2020, p. 21. See also, Council Findings (PUD), Feb. 3, 2020, p. 34. 
4 137 Idaho 377, 381, 48 P.3d 1266, 1270 (2002). 
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waivers.5 The waivers were granted as part of the PUD standards rather than the variance standards 
in the ordinance.6 Based on language in the PUD ordinance that “[c]hanges from the development 
standards of the underlying zone may be approved,” the court held that the “City properly waived 
the setbacks as a part of the PUD process.”7  

The Neighbors claim that I.C. § 67-6512(f) supersedes Canal/Norcrest and requires the 
City to apply the undue hardship standard to waivers for a PUD. In fact, the opposite is true. I.C. 
67-6512(f) codifies the decision in Canal/Norcrest by providing that waivers of standards in a 
zoning ordinance may be permitted with a conditional use permit or by other administrative 
process subject to conditions imposed pursuant to the local ordinance. The City’s approval 
comports with the language specified in the city ordinance. 

The Neighbors also argue the waivers approved by the Council were based on financial 
viability of the project rather than undue hardship due to the physical characteristics of the site. 
The Neighbors’ argument is not supported by the record. Instead, as illustrated above, the Council 
identified physical characteristics of the site that it reasonably believed caused undue hardship. 
Accordingly, the Council properly approved the PUD and waivers. 

2. The Council properly allowed deviations from standard zoning requirements with the 
PUD. 

 The Neighbors argue the PUD ordinance does not “trump” other city ordinance standards, 
such as standards in the City’s Title 17 zoning ordinance. This claim is directly contradicted by 
the following language in the “Authority and Purpose” section of the PUD chapter (16-08): “In 
the event of conflict between this PUD chapter and any other ordinance of the city, this PUD 
chapter shall control.”8  

 The Neighbors further argue that all PUDs “shall comply” with all other City regulations, 
in the subdivision ordinance, the zoning ordinance and “all other ordinances of the City.”9 This 
claim ignores the many provisions in the city code addressing waivers and modifications and, more 
broadly, ignores the purpose of a PUD, which allows a departure from other city regulations “to 
encourage flexibility and creativity in the development of land in order to improve the design, 
character and quality of new development.”10  

 To support their position, the Neighbors selectively quote from the city code, omitting key 
relevant portions. For example, the Neighbors claim: “Furthermore, KCC § 16.08.040 expressly 
states that ‘a planned unit development shall comply with the requirements of this chapter in 

                                                 
5 Id. at 378. 
6 Id. at 381. 
7 Id. 
8 KCC § 16.08.020(B). 
9 Neighbors’ Request for Reconsideration, p. 3. 
10 KCC § 16.08.020(A). 
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addition to the zoning, subdivision and other applicable laws….’”11  The quoted sentence, when 
presented in its entirety, states something very different than the Neighbors’ claim: 

Any person wishing to develop a planned unit development shall comply with the 
requirements of this chapter in addition to the zoning, subdivision and other 
applicable laws, ordinances, regulations and rules, subject to any modification or 
waiver granted as part of the planned unit development (PUD) conditional use 
permit.12   

 Other city code provisions similarly direct that a PUD provides a means for varying from 
other city ordinances, including: 

x The city code defines “planned unit development” as: 

A project located on no less than three (3) contiguous acres of land controlled by 
one owner, partnership or corporation, including usable open space for the mutual 
benefit of the entire tract, and planned and designed as a unit to provide variety and 
diversity of land use through and including the variance of normal zoning 
requirements and restrictions so that the maximum long range benefit can be gained 
and the unique features of the site preserved and enhanced.13 

x KCC § 16.08.080 (PUD Standards) in the PUD ordinance explains at the outset: 

The standards set forth in this section shall apply to review of all PUD conditional 
use permit applications. The standards shall be used to review and evaluate the 
proposal in comparison to the manner of development and effects of permitted uses 
and standard development allowed on the property in question. Modification or 
waiver from certain standard zoning and subdivision requirements may be 
permitted subject to such conditions, limitations and/or additional development 
standards, pursuant to section 16.08.130 of this chapter, as the city council may 
prescribe to mitigate adverse impact at the proposed planned unit development, or 
to further the land use policies of the city, or to ensure that the benefits derived from 
the development justify a departure from such regulations.14  

 The Council properly allowed deviations from standard zoning requirements with 
the PUD. The Neighbors’ argument that the City is bound to apply all provisions of the 
city code despite the PUD is unsupported and contradicted by city code. 

                                                 
11 Neighbors’ Request for Reconsideration, p. 3 (emphasis is in Neighbors’ letter, not in city code). 
12 KCC § 16.08.040 (emphasis added).  
13 KCC § 17.08.020. The Council may waive the three-acre minimum pursuant to KCC § 16-08-080(A). 
14 KCC § 16.08.080 (emphasis added). 
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3. The Council’s decision approving the PUD on a 1.048-acre site complies with 
applicable standards in the city code. 

The Neighbors argue the minimum lot size for a PUD is three acres, or one and one-half 
acres with a waiver. Neighbors’ argument is contradicted by KCC § 16.08.080(A)(4), which allows 
a waiver for hotels that meet the purpose of the Tourist Zone and which does not impose a one and 
one-half acre minimum.  

KCC § 16.08.080(A) provides: 

A.  Minimum lot size of three (3) acres. All land within the development shall be 
contiguous except for intervening waterways. Parcels that are not contiguous due 
to intervening streets are discouraged. However, the commission and the council 
may consider lands that include intervening streets on a case by case basis. The 
commission may recommend waiver or deferral of the minimum lot size, and the 
council may grant such waiver or deferral only for projects which: 

1.  Include a minimum of thirty percent (30%) of community or employee housing, 
as defined in section 16.08.030 of this chapter; 

2.  Guarantee the use, rental prices or maximum resale prices based upon a method 
proposed by the applicant and approved by the Blaine County housing authority 
and/or the Ketchum city council; and 

3.  Are on parcels that are no less than one and one-half (11/2) acres (65,340 square 
feet). Application for waiver or deferral of this criteria shall include a 
description of the proposed community or employee housing and the proposed 
guarantee for the use, rental cost or resale cost. 

4.  For a hotel which meets the definition of "hotel" in section 17.08.020, "Terms 
Defined", of this code, and conforms to all other requirements of section 
17.18.130, "Community Core District (CC)", or section 17.18.100, "Tourist 
District (T)", of this code. Waivers from the provisions of section 17.18.130 of 
this code may be granted for hotel uses only as outlined in section 17.124.040 
of this code. Waivers from the provisions of section 17.18.100 of this code may 
be granted for hotel uses only as outlined in section 17.124.040 of this code.15 

 Subsections (A)(1)-(3) are conjunctive; subsection (A)(4) is separate. The Council may 
grant a waiver from the three-acre minimum requirement for PUDs if subsections 1, 2 and 3 are 
met. Also, the Council may grant a waiver from the three-acre minimum requirement for PUDs if 
the project meets the definition of “hotel” and conforms to the referenced code section for the 
Community Core or Tourist District.  

                                                 
15 KCC § 17.18.080(A)(1)-(4) (emphasis added). 
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 This project meets the definition of “hotel,” as a building designed for short-term 
occupancy by the general public for a fee with the required services and amenities.16 And, 
consistent with KCC § 17.18.100 for the Tourist District, the project provides the opportunity for 
high density residential and tourist use, which is compatible with surrounding uses, with 
articulation and quality design in a new building.17  

 The Council’s decision approving the PUD on a 1.048-acre site complies with the city 
code. The Neighbors’ argument to the contrary has no merit. 

4. The Council’s decision approving the PUD for the proposed hotel dimensions 
complies with applicable standards in the city code. 

 The Neighbors argue the subdivision ordinance does not allow a hotel in the Tourist Zone 
to have more than four floors. Presumably, the Neighbors intended to say the zoning ordinance 
given that their argument cites Title 17. Either way, the Neighbors fail to acknowledge the 
Council’s authority to approve the PUD pursuant to the PUD ordinance.  

 As described above, the city code allows the Council to approve a PUD in deviation from 
other city ordinances by applying the standards in the PUD ordinance and by imposing other 
conditions or additional development standards as needed to mitigate impacts. Hotels have 
particularly broad flexibility in the city code.18 The Council properly found that the proposed hotel 
could be approved as a PUD under the city code for several reasons.  

 First, the Council found that the hotel was consistent with the purpose of the Tourist 
District “to provide the opportunity for high density residential and tourist use . . . .”19 The PUD 
ordinance in KCC § 16.08.080(A)(4) allows waivers of KCC § 17.18.100, which is the statement 
of purpose for the Tourist District and implicates dimensional standards of the zoning ordinance. 
Here, since the PUD is for a hotel, and a hotel is consistent with the purpose of the Tourist District, 
no waiver is needed of the purpose statement or any standards it references. 

 Second, the Council found that the hotel was only four stories with exposed subfloors on a 
portion of the site due to the steeply sloping grade.20 The City’s ordinances provide that the number 
of floors in a building are counted from the ground up. “Ground Floor” is defined as “[t]he floor 
of a building that is at or nearest to the level of the ground around the building; also referred to as 
first floor, or ground level.”21 The hotel is four stories tall at its entrance on River Street and two 

                                                 
16 See  KCC § 17.08.020. 
17 See KCC § 17.18.100. 
18 KCC §§ 16.08.080(A)(4); 17.08.020; 17.124.040; 17.124.050. 
19 KCC § 17.18.100. 
20 Council Findings (PUD), Feb. 3, 2020, pp. 22, 30. Although the City often uses the terms “floors,” “levels” and 
“stories” interchangeably, the building includes three sub-floors that appear as two stories on the exterior. 
21 KCC § 17.08.020 (emphasis added). 
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stories at the rear of the building. The building height and number of floors decline in a stair-step 
pattern from the front of the building to the back of the building.22  

 Third, the applicant requested and the Council approved waivers for setbacks, floor-area-
ratio and height, including floors, in the PUD. Since the number of floors is substantially related 
to both floor-area-ratio and height, those waivers are inclusive of a waiver for the number of floors. 
Further, the application materials requested a waiver for height that encompasses both dimensions 
and stories, as shown in the floor plans, elevations and perspectives and as described in the Exhibit 
2.15 “Waiver List,” which states in part: 

HEIGHT – 17.12.030 
Tourist zone is typically 35’0” maximum. 
Currently, the site is zoned as a “T-Tourist zone”, which allows hotels to be 4-
stories along River Street. 

Based on fitting into the context of the adjacent Limelight Hotel at 68’0”, and the 
proposed hotel across Main Street at 58’0”, we are proposing a waiver of the 50’0” 
maximum to allow a 60’0” maximum height along River Street. This height will 
still allow the upper levels of the adjacent developments clear views over the top of 
the hotel, while providing nice views from the Boutique Hotel to the 
surroundings.23  

 The application narrative also explained that the building as designed into the sloped site 
includes only four stories above grade along River Street and four stories (subsequently reduced) 
at the rear near Trail Creek, with the massing terracing down the hillside following the slope of 
the terrain.24  

 The City’s planning staff determined the application was complete and described the 
requested height waiver in the waivers section of the Staff Report under the header 
“Height/Story,” explaining in part: 

Along with the height waiver, the proposed hotel is requesting a waiver and/or 
interpretation of height relative to KMC and the City’s definition of story or the 
allowance of four stories for a hotel.…25 

 The Council’s findings also describe the height waiver in terms of dimensions and stories. 
For example, PUD Findings section 2.2.10 titled “Height” states in part: 

                                                 
22 Council Findings (PUD), Feb. 3, 2020, p. 22. 
23 Application Narrative, Exhibit 2.15 “Waiver List” at 307. 
24 Application Narrative, Exhibit 01.11, p. 107. Based on feedback throughout the hearing process, the applicant 
modified the plans to reduce the massing and height, including removing one story from the entire back half of the 
hotel. The applicant provided updated plans, elevations and perspectives, dated December 2, 2019, showing the new 
height dimensions, floors and terracing down the sloped site. 
25 Staff Report to the Council for the October 7, 2019 hearing, Attachment A, p. 4. 
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… The hotel is proposed as a four-story structure on River Street that then stair 
steps and terraces down to three floors near Trail Creek. As depicted in the 
Attachment B Height Analysis, the maximum height of the building scales down 
to approximately twenty-eight (28’) closer to the river on the south end of the 
property. The exception to this height analysis is in the center of the structure where 
4-stories of hotel are sandwiched between the two public amenities (employee 
housing and a roof top bar for the public). At this more central site location, the 
existing grade drops at a fairly acute angle resulting in a portion of the building 
having a maximum height of seventy-two feet (72’) as measured from existing 
grade. In comparison to both the built Limelight hotel and approved 
Bariteau/Harriman Hotel on opposing corner, the height of the proposed Project 
will be lower and more closely align to the fourth-floor elevation of each of these 
buildings.26 

 Based on the many provisions in the city code that provide for waiver and modification of 
standards and its findings that the hotel meets the purpose of the Tourist Zone, is a four-story 
building and is entitled to waivers, Council’s approval of the PUD was proper. 

5.  The Neighbors’ due process rights were not violated.  

 The Neighbors argue that the application process and decision of the Council are “flawed” 
because their due process rights were violated.27 The Neighbors’ arguments fail to establish any 
due process violations that warrant reconsideration.  

 The Idaho Supreme Court has established four elements of due process in quasi-judicial 
land use cases: “(a) notice of the proceedings, (b) a transcribable verbatim record of the 
proceedings, (c) specific, written findings of fact, and (d) an opportunity to present and rebut 
evidence.” Cowan v. Bd. of Comm'rs of Fremont Cty., 143 Idaho 501, 510, 148 P.3d 1247, 1256 
(2006); Spencer v. Kootenai Cty., 145 Idaho 448, 454, 180 P.3d 487, 493 (2008). Neighbors were 
afforded all four components of due process and do not advance any argument that any of these 
four enumerated due process rights was violated.  

  Instead, the Neighbors argue that their due process rights were violated because: (1) Mayor 
Bradshaw attended a July 30, 2019 Commission hearing for the project, which they claim 
constituted ex parte information gathering; and (2) written communications from 2018 between 
Mayor Bradshaw and the applicant show the Mayor’s bias in favor of the project.28 Neither 
argument has merit.    

                                                 
26 Council Findings (PUD), Feb. 3, 2020, p. 22 (emphasis added, except that “Attachment B” is bolded and underlined 
in original). 
27 Request for Reconsideration, pp. 4-5. 
28 The letter from Mayor Bradshaw to the applicant includes a typo in the date. The letter is dated November 20, 2019, 
but it was actually prepared and sent on November 20, 2018.  
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A.  The Council did not have or consider ex parte information in approving the project. 

 “A quasi-judicial officer must confine his or her decision to the record produced at the 
public hearing.” Eacret v. Bonner Cty., 139 Idaho 780, 786, 86 P.3d 494, 500 (2004) (overruled 
on separate grounds by City of Osburn v. Randel, 152 Idaho 906, 277 P.3d 353 (2012)).  

 Mayor Bradshaw’s attendance at a Commission hearing on this project does not constitute 
an unconstitutional ex parte contact. First, Mayor Bradshaw is not a “quasi-judicial officer” in this 
matter. He did not cast a vote on any of the project applications; that duty has been fulfilled by the 
Council, the City’s “governing board” under LLUPA. Neighbors do not offer evidence that any of 
the decision makers on the PUD or the Preliminary Plat relied on any ex parte information outside 
of the record.  

 Even if Mayor Bradshaw was a decision maker, attendance at a public hearing before the 
Commission does not constitute an ex parte contact. First, all of the testimony from the 
Commission hearing was distilled into the Commission’s written decisions on the project 
applications, which were provided to the Council. Second, the testimony presented was publically 
available to all interested parties. Additionally, some of the Neighbors were actually present at the 
Commission hearing to hear all of the information and were given multiple opportunities to address 
and rebut that information at the Council’s multiple public hearings.   

B.  Mayor Bradshaw’s 2018 communications with the applicant do not establish actual 
bias on the part of a decision maker.   

 A “showing of actual bias” is required to “disqualif[y] a decision maker” in a quasi-judicial 
land use proceeding. Cowan v. Bd. of Comm'rs of Fremont Cty., 143 Idaho 501, 514, 148 P.3d 
1247, 1260 (2006). The Cowan court rejected an “appearance of fairness” standard advanced by 
Neighbors’ citation to Floyd v. Bd. of Comm'rs of Bonneville Cty., 137 Idaho 718, 726, 52 P.3d 
863, 871 (2002). 

 As discussed above, Mayor Bradshaw was not a “decision maker” on any of the project 
applications; accordingly, even if he was actually biased, which there is no evidence of, it would 
be irrelevant because he did not vote and the project was unanimously approved by the Council.29 
See Floyd v. Bd. of Comm'rs of Bonneville Cty., 137 Idaho 718, 726, 52 P.3d 863, 871 (2002) 
(holding that even a voting decision maker’s actual bias was not grounds to overturn a unanimous 
3-0 decision because the biased vote was not a “swing vote” and could be disregarded and the 
measure would still pass). 

 Even if Mayor Bradshaw was a decision maker, the 2018 communications do not show 
actual bias such that Mayor Bradshaw had predetermined he would approve the project. First, the 
communications were made before any of the project applications were made. Second, the 
communications are only general statements of support for a hotel project. Mayor Bradshaw states 
that the City will “endeavor” to make the project a success and expressly states that the City will 

                                                 
29 See Hearing Video from Council’s February 3, 2020 Hearing at 01:44:00. 
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work with the applicant to “facilitate the planning and zoning process,” correctly indicating that 
future approvals would be required. General support for a project or a land use policy does not 
show actual bias. Eacret v. Bonner Cty., 139 Idaho 780, 785, 86 P.3d 494, 499 (2004) (“A decision 
maker is not disqualified simply because he has taken a position, even in public, on a policy issue 
related to the dispute, in the absence of a showing that the decision maker is ‘not capable of judging 
a particular controversy fairly on the basis of its own circumstances.’”). 

 Finally, Mayor Bradshaw’s 2018 communications with the applicant were placed in the 
record and fully disclosed to the Council, the actual decision makers, prior to the Council’s 
approval of the project. The communications were also available to the public prior to the final 
public hearing on the applications where Mayor Bradshaw read a statement that included his 2018 
letter to the applicant,30 and the public provided actual testimony on the issue31 prior to the Council 
voting to approve the project applications.   

 Neighbors’ due process arguments do not provide any reason to reconsider the Council’s 
approval of the project.  

CONCLUSION 

 The City conducted a lengthy and thorough process and carefully considered the project 
applications and facts in the record in accordance with applicable standards in the Ketchum City 
Code. The City’s fact findings and interpretation of its own ordinances are entitled to deference. 
The Neighbors have not presented any valid reason for the City to reconsider its approval of the 
Preliminary Plat or PUD. We respectfully ask the Council to deny the Neighbors’ request for 
reconsideration. 

Sincerely,  

 
 
Deborah E. Nelson 
 

cc: Gary Slette (gslette@rsidaholaw.com)  
 Bill Gigray (wfg@whitepeterson.com) 
 Matt Johnson (mjohnson@whitepeterson.com) 
 Clients 
15038196_8.docx [15083-3] 

                                                 
30 See Hearing Video from Council’s January 21, 2020 Hearing at 01:10:00 to 01:13:50. 
31 See Hearing Video from Council’s January 21, 2020 Hearing at 01:20:30 to 01:22:56. 
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