
CITY OF KETCHUM, IDAHO 
**SPECIAL MEETING** PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

Wednesday, May 07, 2025, 4:30 PM 
191 5th Street West, Ketchum, Idaho 83340 

 

 
AGENDA 

 
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION INFORMATION 

Public information on this meeting is posted outside City Hall. 
 

We welcome you to watch Commission Meetings via live stream. 
You will find this option on our website at www.ketchumidaho.org/meetings. 
 
If you would like to comment on a public hearing agenda item, please select the best option for your 
participation: 
 

1. Join us via Zoom (please mute your device until called upon). 
Join the Webinar:  https://ketchumidaho-org.zoom.us/j/84305977177 
Webinar ID: 843 0597 7177 
 

2. Address the Commission in person at City Hall. 
 

3. Submit your comments in writing at  (by noon the day of the meeting) 
 

This agenda is subject to revisions.  All revisions will be underlined. 
 

 

 
CALL TO ORDER: By Chairman Neil Morrow  
ROLL CALL:  Pursuant to Idaho Code 74-204(4), all agenda items are action items, and a vote may be 
taken on these items. 
COMMUNICATIONS FROM COMMISSIONERS: 
CONSENT AGENDA:   
ALL ACTION ITEMS  - The Commission is asked to approve the following listed items by a single vote, 
except for any items that a commissioner asks to be removed from the Consent Agenda and considered 
separately. 

1. CONSENT: Recommendation to review and approve the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, 
and Decision for the PEG Hotel request of a 12-month extension for the Design Review and 
Floodplain Development Permit approvals. (Morgan Landers - Director of Planning and Building) 

2. CONSENT: Recommendation to review and approve Draft Ordinance 1261 which proposes 
removal of Footnote 37 in Ketchum Municipal Code 17.12.020 in the LI-1 Zone for the “Health 
and Fitness Facility- Wellness Focus” use. (Genoa Beiser - Associate Planner) 
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PUBLIC HEARING: 
3. PUBLIC HEARING: Recommendation to review and approve the 120 N East Avenue Addition 

Design Review Application P24-074. (Abby Rivin - Senior Planner) 
4. PUBLIC HEARING: Recommendation to review the Limelight Hotel Planned Unit Development 

Conditional Use Permit and Development Agreement Amendment Applications. (Abby Rivin - 
Senior Planner) 

5. PUBLIC HEARING: Recommendation to review and make a recommendation on the Draft 
Cohesive Ketchum 2025 Comprehensive Plan. (Abby Rivin - Senior Planner) 

ADJOURNMENT: 
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IN RE:                                                                           )         
                                                                                      )  
PEG Hotel                                                                    )        KETCHUM PLANNING AND ZONING   
Design Review Extention                                         )        FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND 
Floodplain Development Permit Extension         )        DECISION 
Date: May 7, 2025                                                     ) 
File Number: P25-008                               )     
 

 
PROJECT:   PEG Hotel 
 

APPLICATION TYPE:  Design Review Extension 
    Floodplain Development Permi Extension 
 
FILE NUMBER:   P25-008  
 
REPRESENTATIVE:  Cameron Gunther, PEG Companies  
   Matt Hansen, PEG Companies 
 
OWNER:  PEG Ketchum Hotel, LLC 
 
LOCATION:   251 S Main St (KETCHUM LOTS 3, 21, FR 22 BLK 82 N 10' X 110' OF  
    ALLEY S 20' X 230' OF ALLEY) 

260 E River Street (KETCHUM LOT 2 BLOCK 82 10' X 110' OF ALLEY) 
280 E River Street (KETCHUM LOT 1 BLK 82) 

 
ZONING:   Tourist (T) 
 
OVERLAY:   Floodplain Management Overlay District  
 

RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 
The City of Ketchum received an application for an extension of the Design Review and Floodplain Development 
Permit approvals for the PEG Hotel on February 14, 2025. The application was reviewed and scheduled for 
hearing after acceptance and staff review. A public hearing notice for the application was mailed to all owners of 
property within 300 feet of the project and all political subdivisions on April 2, 2025. The public hearing notice 
was published in the Idaho Mountain Express on April 2, 2025. A notice was posted on the project site and the 
City’s website on April 15, 2025. The Ketchum Planning and Zoning Commission (the “Commission”) conducted 
their review of the application during their meeting on April 21, 2025. After considering the staff’s analysis and 
the application materials, the Commission denied the application with a vote of three in favor of denial, one not 
in favor, and one abstention.  
 

BACKGROUND 
The PEG Hotel is an approximately 130,00 SF hotel approved for the corner of Main St/Hwy 75 and River Street, 
just south of the Limelight Hotel. The PEG Hotel was initially approved through a Planned Unit Development 
Conditional Use Permit (PUD/CUP) in 2019. Due to a noticing issue discovered in early 2020, the development 
restarted the approval process which culminated in an approval of the PUD/CUP, development agreement, 
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design review permit, and floodplain development permit in 2023. The development agreement stipulates that 
the expiration of the approvals is tied to the city’s terms of approval in the municipal code for design review and 
floodplain development permits. Both applications allow for a maximum of two 12-month extensions. The first 
can be granted by the Administrator and the second must be considered and decided on by the Planning and 
Zoning Commission. A one-year extension was granted by the Administrator in 2024. Prior to the expiration of 
the permits, the city received an application for a second 12-month extension as noted above.  

 
FINDINGS OF FACT 

The Commission, having reviewed the entire project record, provided notice, conducted the required public 
hearing, and considered the recommendation from the staff, does hereby make and set forth these Findings of 
Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Decision as follows:  
 

FINDINGS REGARDING DESIGN REVIEW EXTENSIONS 
 
Pursuant to KMC §17.96.090.B, the Commission has considered whether or not an extension is warranted based 
on the following considerations: 

Consideration #1: Whether there have been significant amendments to ordinances which will apply to the subject 
design review approval. 

Commission Findings: The Commission finds that there have been no significant amendments to the 
city’s ordinances that apply to the design review approval. Ordinance 1249, adopted on October 2, 
2023, changed the permitted uses on properties along River Street to those of the CC-2 zone district 
which included the subject property. However, hotels are permitted use in the CC-2 just as they are in 
the Tourist, so the same requirements apply. 

Consideration #2: Whether significant land use changes have occurred in the project vicinity which would 
adversely impact the project or be adversely impacted by the project. 

Commission Findings:  

When considering this item, the Commission extensively discussed two main elements of the 
consideration language including the definition of “vicinity” and “land use” to appropriately consider the 
request. The Commission finds that the definition of “vicinity” is not just properties immediately 
adjacent to the subject property, but the broader downtown area as development on the subject 
property is directly related to the downtown as a whole, but more specifically Main Street and the few 
blocks to the north and south. A project of this size has a broader impact on the functionality, vibrancy, 
and success of the downtown as a whole and the entrance to the community. The Commission also 
finds that “land use” constitutes general changes in the growth and development of the city within the 
vicinity, not just formal changes to underlying zoning. The reason being that specific changes to 
ordinances is contemplated under consideration #1, therefore consideration #2 is separate and distinct 
and implies a broader purview.  

The Commission finds that there have been significant land use changes within the vicinity, where the 
approval of an extension would adversely impact the vicinity, in this case, the downtown. In the past 
few years, the city saw unprecedented growth that the existing land use planning documents, such as 
the comprehensive plan, never anticipated. For instance, the city experienced a substantial growth in 
population between 2021 and 2022, which was not reported until the following year. Additionally, 
numerous development projects, more than any previous reporting year block, undertook construction 
in downtown between 2021 and 2025. Most of these projects took advantage of the city’s density 
bonus program, which resulted in significant changes in the character and scale of the downtown. 
Although this growth occurred at the same time as the subject development approvals were being 
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considered, the Commission noted that the comprehensive impact of the amount of development was 
not fully apparent until more recently.  

This change in land use and development patterns has spurred the process to update the city’s 
comprehensive plan to better manage growth and ensure design compatibility throughout the 
community. That process is almost complete and includes clear direction in the draft plan that the city 
will address land use and design plans with respect to proposed hotel development in a revised manner.  

The Commission also finds that the review criteria for extensions not only applies to the design review 
and floodplain permits, but also the PUD/CUP approvals per the Development Agreement. PUD/CUP 
approvals are discretionary based on established criteria evaluated at a point in time. The Commission 
finds that the waivers to code requirements under the PUD/CUP process would be evaluated differently 
today based on the land use changes in the past few years, changing the way discretionary approvals 
downtown, and design compatibility are evaluated. More specifically, the way public benefits of hotel 
developments are reviewed and the appropriate trade-offs for height, setback, and FAR waivers. The 
Commission finds that the hotel development across the street from the subject property that is under 
construction also changes the evaluation of the development as there was still uncertainty around the 
feasibility of the adjacent hotel when the subject development was approved.  

As such, the Commission finds there have been significant land use changes in the vicinity and that 
approval of a further extension of the subject development would create an adverse impact on the 
vicinity.  

Consideration #3: Whether hazardous situations have developed or have been discovered in the project area; or 

Commission Findings: The Commission finds that there have been no hazardous situations that have 
developed or been discovered in the project area since the permit was approved. Therefore, this 
consideration does not exist, and an extension could be granted based on this consideration.  

Criteria #4: Whether community facilities and services required for the project are now inadequate. 

Commission Findings: The Commission finds that there remain adequate community facilities and 
services for the proposed development. Community facilities and services include city services where 
impact fees are applied such as parks, police, streets, and fire. The Commission found that the public 
improvements to adjacent streets and required fire access improvements continue to be adequate and 
there are no changes necessary to serve the development. The commission also evaluated community 
facilities related to water and wastewater capacity and found these facilities to remain adequate. 
Therefore, an extension could be granted based on this consideration.  

 
FINDINGS REGARDING FLOODPLAIN DEVELOPMENT PERMIT EXTENSIONS 

Pursuant to KMC 17.88.050.G, the Commission considered whether or not an extension is warranted based on 
the following considerations: 

Consideration #1: Whether there have been significant amendments to the City's comprehensive plan, special 
studies, draft or interim floodplain maps, or ordinances which will apply to the subject approval. 

Commission Findings: The Commission finds that there have been no significant amendments to the 
city’s comprehensive plan adopted, although, a soon to be adopted draft is under imminent 
consideration. Additionally, there are no special studies or ordinances which would apply to the 
approval. There are no new draft or interim floodplain maps for the Trail Creek drainage that would 
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change the evaluation of the floodplain development permit. Therefore, this consideration does not 
exist, and an extension could be granted based on this consideration. 

Consideration #2: Whether significant land use changes have occurred in the project vicinity which would 
adversely impact the project or be adversely impacted by the project; a revised no adverse impact statement 
may be required prior to granting a permit extension; 

Commission Findings: The Commission finds that there have not been any significant land use changes 
that would impact the evaluation of a floodplain development permit for the subject development. No 
significant developments have occurred that change the way the floodplain development permit would 
be evaluated. Therefore, this consideration does not exist, and an extension could be granted based on 
this consideration. 

Consideration #3: Whether hazardous situations have developed or have been discovered in the project area. 

Commission Findings: The Commission finds that there have been no hazardous situations that have 
developed or been discovered in the project area since the permit was approved. Therefore, this 
consideration does not exist, and an extension could be granted based on this consideration.  

Consideration #4: Whether community facilities and services required for the project are now inadequate. 

Commission Findings: The Commission finds that there remain adequate community facilities and 
services for the proposed development. Community facilities and services include city services where 
impact fees are applied such as parks, police, streets, and fire. The Commission found that the public 
improvements to adjacent streets and required fire access improvements continue to be adequate and 
there are no changes necessary to serve the development. The commission also evaluated community 
facilities related to water and wastewater capacity and found these facilities to remain adequate. 
Therefore, this consideration does not exist, and an extension could be granted based on this 
consideration.  

 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. The City of Ketchum is a municipal corporation established in accordance with Article XII of the 
Constitution of the State of Idaho and Title 50 Idaho Code and is required and has exercised its authority 
pursuant to the Local Land Use Planning Act codified at Chapter 65 of Title 67 Idaho Code and pursuant 
to Chapters 3, 9 and 13 of Title 50 Idaho Code to enact the ordinances and regulations, which ordinances 
are codified in the Ketchum Municipal Code (“KMC”) and are identified in the Findings of Fact and which 
are herein restated as Conclusions of Law by this reference and which City Ordinances govern the 
applicant’s  application for an extension. 
 

2. The Commission has authority to review and recommend approval of the applicant’s application pursuant 
to Chapters 17.96 and 17.88 of Ketchum Code Title 17. 
 

3. The City of Ketchum Planning Department provided notice for the review of this application in accordance 
with Idaho Code 67-6509.  

 
4. The application is governed under Chapter 17.96 and 17.88 of Ketchum Municipal Code.  

 
5. The application does not meet all applicable standards and considerations specified in the Ketchum 

Municipal Code for granting an extension. 
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DECISION 
THEREFORE, the Commission DENIES this extension application File No. P25-008 this Wednesday, May 7, 2025.  
 
 
 
 
  

                                Neil Morrow, Chair 
                          City of Ketchum 

                                                        Planning and Zoning Commission 
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DRAFT ORDINANCE NO. 1261 
 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KETCHUM, BLAINE COUNTY, IDAHO, 
AMENDING TITLE 17, THE ZONING ORDINANCE, OF THE KETCHUM MUNICIPAL 
CODE BY AMENDING: SECTION 17.12.020: DISTRICT USE MATRIX, TO REMOVE 
FOOTNOTE 37 IN THE LI-1 ZONE AS APPLIED TO THE “HEALTH AND FITNESS 
FACILITY–WELLNESS FOCUS” USE; PROVIDING A SAVINGS AND 
SEVERABILITY CLAUSE, PROVIDING A REPEALER CLAUSE; PROVIDING FOR 
PUBLICATION BY SUMMARY; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 
 

WHEREAS, a member of the public submitted a text amendment application to remove 
Footnote 37 in the LI-1, LI-2, and LI-3 zones from the “Health and Fitness Facility-Wellness 
Focus” use;  

 
WHEREAS, Footnote 37 limits “Health and Fitness Facility - Wellness Focus” use to the 

second floor and above only. However, for single-story buildings in existence on July 1, 2019 the 
use is permitted on the ground floor 
 

WHEREAS, the Planning and Zoning Commission held a public hearing on April 22, 2025 
and provided a unanimous recommendation to City Council to remove Footnote 37 in the LI-1 
Zone only,  

 
WHEREAS, removing Footnote 37 is supported by the 2014 Comprehensive Plan & Future 

Land Use Map, is in line with the direction of the 2025 Comprehensive Plan, and has a net positive 
for Ketchum’s economy; 
 

WHEREAS, the removal of Footnote 37 opens up entrepreneurial opportunities for small 
business who have found it increasingly difficult to find appropriate space in the Community Core;  

 
WHEREAS, the removal of Footnote 37 would bring existing businesses into 

conformance. 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council held a public hearing on _____________ to review the 
ordinance and information; 

 
WHEREAS, the City Council held three readings of Ordinance 1261 on _____________, 

_____________, and _____________, resulting in approval of this ordinance; 
  

WHEREAS, the City Council hearings were duly noticed per the requirements of Idaho 
Code Section 67-6509; and  

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF KETCHUM 
 
 

8



Page 2 of 3 

SECTION 1. AMENDMENT TO CHAPTER 17.12 – ESTABLISHMENT OF DISTRICTS 
AND ZONING MATRICES 
Section 17.12.020 – District use matrix: 
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SECTION 2. SAVINGS AND SEVERABILITY CLAUSE. If any section, paragraph, sentence 
or provision hereof of the application to any particular circumstances shall ever be held invalid or 
unenforceable, such holding shall not affect the remainder hereof, which shall continue in full 
force and effect and applicable to all circumstances to which it may validly apply. 

SECTION 3. REPEALER CLAUSE. All City of Ketchum Ordinances or parts thereof which 
are in conflict herewith are hereby repealed. 

SECTION 4. PUBLICATION. This Ordinance, or a summary thereof in compliance with Section 
50-901A, Idaho Code, substantially in the form annexed hereto as “Exhibit A” shall be published
once in the official newspaper of the City, and shall take effect immediately upon its passage,
approval, and publication.

SECTION 5. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect after its 
passage, approval and publication, according to law. 

PASSED BY the CITY COUNCIL and APPROVED by the MAYOR of Ketchum, Idaho, on this 
______ day of ______________, 2025. 
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   APPROVED: 

________________ 
Neil Bradshaw, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

__________________________ 
Trent Donat, City Clerk 
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PUBLICATION SUMMARY 
 

DRAFT ORDINANCE 1261 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF KETCHUM, BLAINE COUNTY, IDAHO, 
AMENDING TITLE 17, THE ZONING ORDINANCE, OF THE KETCHUM MUNICIPAL 
CODE BY AMENDING: SECTION 17.12.020: DISTRICT USE MATRIX, TO REMOVE 
FOOTNOTE 37 IN THE LI-1 ZONE AS APPLIED TO THE “HEALTH AND FITNESS 
FACILITY–WELLNESS FOCUS” USE; PROVIDING A SAVINGS AND 
SEVERABILITY CLAUSE, PROVIDING A REPEALER CLAUSE; PROVIDING FOR 
PUBLICATION BY SUMMARY; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 
 
 A summary of the principal provisions of Ordinance No. 1261 of the City of Ketchum, 
Blaine County, Idaho, adopted on _______________ is as follows: 

SECTION 1.  Removal of Footnote 37 in the LI-1 Zone for the “Health and Fitness 
Facility–Wellness Focus” use.  

SECTION 2. Provides a savings and severability clause. 
 
SECTION 3. Provides a repealer clause. 
 
SECTION 4.  Provides for publication of this Ordinance by Summary.  
 
SECTION 5. Establishes an effective date. 
 
 

The full text of this Ordinance is available at the City Clerk’s Office, Ketchum City Hall, 
191 5th Street West, Ketchum, Idaho 83340 and will be provided to any citizen upon personal 
request during normal office hours. 
 
ATTEST:   APPROVED: 
   
 
___________________________   ______________________ 
Trent Donat, City Clerk   Neil Bradshaw, Mayor 
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STAFF REPORT 

KETCHUM PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
SPECIAL MEETING OF MAY 7, 2025 

 
PROJECT:   120 N East Ave Addition    
 
APPLICATION TYPE: Design Review (Application File No. P24-074)   
 
PROPERTY OWNER:  120 East LLC 
 
REPRESENTATIVE:   Mike Brunelle, Brunelle Architects 
 
REQUEST: Design Review for a proposed 2,270-square-foot addition to an 

existing commercial building  
 
LOCATION:  120 N East Avenue (Ketchum Townsite: Block 42: Lot 2) 
 
ZONING:   Mixed-Use Subdistrict of the Community Core (CC-2 Zone) 
 
REVIEWER:  Abby Rivin – Senior Planner 
 
NOTICE: A public hearing notice for the project was mailed to all owners of 

property within 300 feet of the project site on April 16, 2025. The 
public hearing notice was published in the Idaho Mountain Express on 
April 16, 2025. A notice was posted on the project site on April 30, 
2025. The public hearing was published on the city’s website on April 
22, 2025. The building corners were staked and the story pole was 
installed on the project site on April 29, 2025.  

 
 
I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The applicant is proposing a 2,279-square-foot addition to the existing commercial building located 
at 120 N East Avenue (the “subject property”) in the Mixed-Use Subdistrict of the Community Core 
(“CC-2 Zone”).  The proposed 2,279 square-foot addition will accommodate an expansion of the 
existing commercial area, a new attached garage, and two new multi-family dwelling units. The 
proposed mixed-use building has a total FAR is 0.99 and with a maximum height of 39’-7’’. The 
project plans are included as Attachment B.  
 
The proposed addition is subject to Design Review pursuant to Ketchum Municipal Code (“KMC”) 
§17.96.010.A4, which requires Design Review for substantially altering the exterior of commercial 
and mixed-use buildings. The Planning and Zoning Commission (the “Commission”) has the 
authority to review and approve the applicant’s Design Review request pursuant to KMC 
§17.96.030.B. As conditioned, staff believes the project complies with all zoning code requirements 
and Design Review standards.  
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II. CONFORMANCE WITH ZONING AND DESIGN REVIEW STANDARDS 
Pursuant to KMC §17.96.050.A, the Commission shall determine the following before granting 
Design Review approval:  

1. The project does not jeopardize the health, safety or welfare of the public. 
2. The project generally conforms with the goals, policies, and objectives of the adopted 

comprehensive plan. 
3. The project conforms to all applicable standards and criteria as set forth in this chapter, this 

title, and any other standards as adopted or amended by the City of Ketchum from time to 
time. 

 
Criteria 1 & Criteria 2: Public Health, Safety, and Welfare & Comprehensive Plan Conformance  
Future Land Use 
The subject property is designated as Mixed-Use Commercial on the future land use map of the 
2104 Comprehensive Plan (“2014 Plan”). The Mixed-Use Commercial promotes a wide range of 
commercial and residential uses and mixed-use development. The 2014 Plan supports 
redevelopment and the intensification of land uses downtown. Goal LU-1 promotes, “a functional, 
compact, and mixed-use pattern that integrates and balances residential and non-residential land 
uses.” Goal LU-2 supports, “infill and redevelopment in the downtown, major activity areas and 
specific areas that can take advantage of proximity to services and transportation” (page 71). As 
noted in the 2014 Plan, redevelopment, “means the more intensive use of existing or underused 
buildings and sites or the replacement of buildings with larger buildings” (page 71).  Policy LU-2.1 
supports the intensification of land uses on appropriate redevelopment sites downtown (page 71).  
 
The project will expand the existing commercial space in the 120 N East Ave building and add two 
new housing units. By intensifying the existing commercial use and adding residential use, the 
project meets the 2014 Plan policies supporting a mixture of uses and the intensification of land 
uses through redevelopment downtown.  
 
Housing 
The 2014 Plan identifies downtown as an appropriate place for housing density due to its proximity 
to jobs and transportation options. Policy H-1.4 of the comprehensive plan states that, “housing 
should be integrated into the downtown core” (page 20), and Policy H-3.1 encourages the siting of 
housing in new developments near public transportation and retail districts (page 21). The project 
will provide two new housing units located within the downtown core within walking distance to the 
Mountain Rides bus stop Visitor Center on Sun Valley Road, which provides access to all major 
transit routes connecting riders to other areas of Ketchum and the Wood River Valley.  
 
Compatibility with the Surrounding Neighborhood  
The 2014 Plan provides the following policies regarding design and compatibility with the 
surrounding neighborhood:  

• Policy CD-1.3: “Infill and redevelopment projects should be contextually appropriate to the 
neighborhood and development in which they occur. Context refers to the natural and 
manmade features adjoining a development site; it does not imply a certain style” (page 26).  
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• Policy CD-1.4: “Each new project should be well-designed and attractive, and should 
complement surrounding land uses and existing neighborhood character”(page 26).  

 
While infill and redevelopment has intensified downtown, this area has not experienced the same 
degree of change. The proposed three-story mixed-use building has maximum height of 38’-5’’, is 
8,134 gross square feet, and has a total Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 0.99. The natural materials and 
earthtone colors will complement the adjacent buildings and surrounding buildings. Staff believes 
the project provides a high-quality design that complements adjacent buildings and is contextually 
appropriate for this area of downtown.  
 
Conformance with Zoning Regulations and Design Review Standards  
Conformance with Zoning Regulations  
During city department review, planning staff reviewed the project for conformance with all 
applicable zoning code requirements, including permitted uses, dimensional standards, signage, 
parking, and dark skies. Staff believes the project, as conditioned, complies with all zoning and 
dimensional standards required in the CC-2 Zone. Please see further staff analysis in the Zoning and 
Dimensional Standards Evaluation included as Attachment C.  
 
Snow Storage 
Pursuant to KMC §17.96.060.H1, “Snow storage areas shall not be less than 30 percent of the 
improved parking and pedestrian circulation areas.” The total parking and pedestrian circulation 
area is 4,122 square feet. 1,237 square feet of snow storage is required based on parking and 
pedestrian circulation area. As shown on sheet L-100 of the project plans, only 471 square feet of 
snow storage is provided on the subject property. The applicant has indicated that additional snow 
management will be accomplished by hauling snow off-site. KMC §17.96.060.H4 states that, “In 
lieu of providing snow storage areas, snowmelt and hauling of snow may be allowed.”  
 
The applicant has indicated that the owners have an existing agreement with the adjacent property 
owner to the south to store snow but intend to utilize Joe’s Backhoe Service to haul snow off-site 
once the surface parking area improvements are complete.  
 
Staff recommends the following condition of approval to ensure the project complies with snow 
storage requirements:  

Recommended Condition of Approval No. 2: Prior to issuance of a building permit, the 
applicant shall submit a copy of the snow hauling agreement with Joe’s Backhoe Service to 
ensure compliance with the snow storage standards specified in KMC §17.96.060.H1.  
 

Conformance with Design Review Standards 
During city department review, planning staff reviewed the project for conformance with all design 
review standards and required improvements (KMC §17.96.060) and requirements for 
developments within the Community Core specified (KMC §17.96.070). Additionally, staff 
reviewed the project for conformance with all city code requirements for right-of-way 
improvements, including but not limited to sidewalks, streetlights, and drainage. Staff believes that 
these requirements are either: (a) met, (b) not applicable, or (c) have been addressed by conditions 
of approval. Please see Attachment D for staff’s comprehensive analysis of all design review 
standards.  
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Staff believes the proposed addition project improves the design and architectural features of the 
existing building. Pursuant to KMC §17.96.060.F5, “Building walls shall provide undulation/relief, 
thus reducing the appearance of bulk and flatness.” The existing horizontal banding at the top of the 
first, second, and third floors is proposed to be modified by replacing the existing material with 
wood siding and metal paneling. Staff believes the proposed modifications decrease the visual 
prominence of these horizontal bands and reduce the appearance of building bulk at the front 
façade along East Avenue. In addition, the third-floor’s varying roof heights and setback from the 
front property line help reduce the visual appearance of building mass. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION  
Staff believes the project, as conditioned, all zoning code requirements and Design Review 
standards. Staff recommends approval of the applications with the following recommended 
conditions of approval:  
 
Recommended Conditions of Approval  

1. This Design Review approval is based on the plans dated February 6, 2025 and the 
information presented and approved at the May 7, 2025 Planning and Zoning Commission 
Special Meeting included as Exhibit A. The building permit plans must conform to the 
approved Design Review plans unless otherwise approved in writing by the Planning and 
Zoning Commission or Administrator. Any building or site discrepancies which do not 
conform to the approved plans will be subject to removal.  

2. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit a copy of the snow hauling 
agreement with Joe’s Backhoe Service to ensure compliance with the snow storage 
standards specified in KMC §17.96.060.H1.  

3. At time of building permit, the applicant shall submit final civil drawings prepared by an 
engineer registered in the State of Idaho that provide specifications for all right-of-way 
improvements, including sidewalks, alley asphalt, streetlights, utilities, and drainage 
facilities, for final review and approval by the City Engineer, Streets Department, Utilities 
Department, and Planning Department.  

4. Pursuant to Ketchum Municipal Code §17.127.030.B, separate sign permits shall be required 
for all new signs prior to installation. 

5. The term of Design Review approval shall be twelve (12) months from the date that the 
Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Decision are adopted by the Planning and Zoning 
Commission or upon appeal, the date the approval is granted by the Council subject to 
changes in zoning regulations (KMC §17.96.090). Any extension shall comply with KMC 
§17.96.090. 

6. In addition to the requirements set forth in this Design Review approval, this project shall 
comply with all applicable local, state, and federal laws.  

 
Recommended Motion 
“I move to approve the 120 N East Ave Addition Design Review Application subject to conditions 1-
6 and direct staff to return with findings of fact.”  
  
III. ATTACHMENTS:  

A. Application Materials: Design Review Application & Supplemental Materials 
B. Application Materials: Design Review Plan Set 
C. Zoning and Dimensional Standards Evaluation 
D. Design Review Standards Evaluation 
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 Design Review Application 
Submit completed application and documentation to planningandbuilding@ketchumidaho.org  Or hand deliver to Ketchum City Hall, 191 5th St. W. 
Ketchum, ID If you have questions, please contact the Planning and Building Department at (208) 726-7801. To view the Development Standards, 
visit the City website at: www.ketchumidaho.org and click on Municipal Code.  You will be contacted and invoiced once your application package is 
complete. 

The Applicant agrees in the event of a dispute concerning the interpretation or enforcement of the Design Review Application in which the city of Ketchum is the 
prevailing party, to pay the reasonable attorney fees, including attorney fees on appeal and expenses of the city of Ketchum. I, the undersigned, certify that all 
information submitted with and upon this application form is true and accurate to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Signature of Owner/Representative Date 

   OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
File Number: 
Date Received: 
By: 
Pre-Application Fee Paid: 
Design Review Fee Paid: 
By: 

APPLICANT INFORMATION 
Project Name: Phone: 
Owner: Mailing Address: 
Email: 
Architect/Representative: Phone: 
Email: Mailing Address: 
Architect License Number: 
Engineer of Record: Phone: 
Email: Mailing Address: 
Engineer License Number: 
Primary Contact Name and Phone Number: 
PROJECT INFORMATION 
Legal Land Description: Street Address: 
Lot Area (Square Feet): Zoning District: RPK #: 
Overlay District: ☐Floodplain        ☐ Avalanche ☐Mountain      ☐None
Type of Construction:     ☐New ☐Addition ☐Remodel ☐Other
Anticipated Use: Number of Residential Units: 
GROSS FLOOR AREA 

Proposed Existing 
Basements Sq. Ft. Sq. Ft. 
1st Floor Sq. Ft. Sq. Ft. 
2nd Floor Sq. Ft. Sq. Ft. 
3rd Floor Sq. Ft. Sq. Ft. 
Mezzanine Sq. Ft. Sq. Ft. 
Total Sq. Ft. Sq. Ft. 
FLOOR AREA RATIO 
Community Core: Tourist: General Residential-High: 
BUILDING COVERAGE/OPEN SPACE 
Percent of Building Coverage: 
DIMENSIONAL STANDARDS/PROPOSED SETBACKS 
Front: Side: Side: Rear: 
Building Height: 
OFF STREET PARKING 
Parking Spaces Provided: Curb Cut:    Sq. Ft.     % 
WATER SYSTEM 
☐ Municipal Service ☐ Ketchum Spring Water

120 N East Ave
120 N East LLC

Brunelle Architects
mike@brunellearchitects.com

AR-984536
Galena Benchmark

dave@galena-benchmark.com

208/589-0771
PO Box 3204
Hailey, ID 83333

PO Box 733
Ketchum, ID 83340

208/726-9512

Mike Brunelle - 208/589-0771

bourekis@comcast.net

RPK00000420020
120 N East Ave

1911 E 42nd Ave
Spokane, WA 99203

Ketchum Lot 2 Blk 42
8250 sf CC, Subdistrict 2

X
X X

2Office, Residential

.98

1069
18782939
29083061

02134

8134 5855

35.6 %

5ft average 0ft 0ft 3ft
42ft

8 spaces

X

8/9/24

$3900
GB

8/14/24

P24-074
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Line 2 of Address 

January 17, 2025 

 

Cody Colombo 

Peak Venture Group 

120 N Leadville Ave 

Ketchum, ID 83340 

 

Subject: 120 N East Ave, Ketchum 

 

Dear Cody: 

I have reviewed the proposed project at the above-named address for power requirements. Due 

to the additional electrical load, we will require a new single-phase transformer sited on the 

property. The transformer can be located on either lot side, but as we discussed, it may make the 

most sense to have it located at the NE property corner near the dumpster area. 

 

We require 3’ from rear and sides of our device and 10’ from the front. We can face the device 

either toward Alpine Ln (east) or south, depending on the requirements from the city for any 

screening, if we have the 10’ of operable distance for the front of the device. We do require 10’ 

of clearance from any combustible structure. We will set the device 3’ back from the property 

line as required by the City. 

 

Idaho Power Company (IPCO) will provide electrical service to the above location subject to 

obtaining of any required easements, rights of way, and in compliance with the statues of the 

State of Idaho and the tariffs of IPCO on file with the Idaho Public Utilities Commission (PUC), 

and in particular, the General Rules and Regulations, covering new service attachments and 

distribution line installations or alterations. The tariff is subject to change from time to time 

upon approval by the PUC. 

 

If you or the City have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

 

Best Regards, 

 

 

 

 

Cheryl Bennett 
Senior Distribution Designer 
Idaho Power | COBD 

Office 208-788-8058 | Mobile 208-721-8822 

11831 Highway 75 | Hailey, ID | 83333 
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NOTES
1. The purpose of this map is to show topographical information as it existed on the date the

field survey was performed. Changes may have occurred to site conditions since survey
date (10/06/2021).

2. Boundary information is based on Found Centerline Monumentation. Please refer to the
Official Map of the Village of Ketchum, Instrument No. 302967, records of Blaine County,
Idaho.

3. Underground utility locations are based on above ground appurtenances, utilities visible
at the time of the survey, and City maps. Utilities should be located prior to any
excavation.

4. Galena Engineering Inc. has not received a Title Policy from the client and has not been
requested to obtain one. Relevant information that may be contained within a Title Policy
may therefore not appear on this map and may affect items shown hereon. It is the
responsibility of the client to determine the significance of the Title Policy information and
determine whether it should be included. If the client desires for the information to be
included they must furnish said information to Galena Engineering, Inc. and request it be
added to this map.

5. Benchmark is top of 1/2" rebar marking the southwest corner of lot elevation = 5844.12.
Vertical Datum is NAVD 1988.
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S

SS

Sewer Main
Sewer Service

W

WS

Water Main, Abandoned
or to be Abandoned
Water Service, Abandoned
or to be Abandoned
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GENERAL CONSTRUCTION NOTES
1. ALL CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE IN CONFORMANCE WITH THE MOST CURRENT EDITION OF THE

"IDAHO STANDARDS FOR PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION" (ISPWC) AND CITY OF KETCHUM
STANDARDS.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR OBTAINING AND KEEPING A
COPY OF THE ISPWC AND CITY OF KETCHUM STANDARDS ON SITE DURING CONSTRUCTION.

2. THE LOCATION OF EXISTING UNDERGROUND UTILITIES ARE SHOWN ON THE PLANS IN AN
APPROXIMATE WAY.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR LOCATING EXISTING
UTILITIES PRIOR TO COMMENCING AND DURING THE CONSTRUCTION.  THE CONTRACTOR
AGREES TO BE FULLY RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY AND ALL DAMAGES WHICH RESULT FROM HIS
FAILURE TO ACCURATELY LOCATE AND PRESERVE ANY AND ALL UNDERGROUND UTILITIES.
CONTRACTOR SHALL CALL DIGLINE (1-800-342-1585) TO LOCATE ALL EXISTING UNDERGROUND
UTILITIES A MINIMUM OF 48 HOURS IN ADVANCE OF EXCAVATION.

3. CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE RELOCATIONS OF DRY UTILITY FACILITIES (POWER, CABLE,
PHONE, TV) WITH THE APPROPRIATE UTILITY FRANCHISE.

4. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CLEAN UP THE SITE AFTER CONSTRUCTION SO THAT IT IS IN A
CONDITION EQUAL TO OR BETTER THAN THAT WHICH EXISTED PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.

5. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL OBTAIN ALL NECESSARY PERMITS PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION (THIS
MAY INCLUDE ENCROACHMENT PERMITS AND NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION
SYSTEM (NPDES) CONSTRUCTION GENERAL PERMIT (CGP) PERMIT COVERAGE).

6. ALL CLEARING & GRUBBING SHALL CONFORM TO ISPWC SECTION 201.

7. ALL EXCAVATION & EMBANKMENT SHALL CONFORM TO ISPWC SECTION 202. SUBGRADE SHALL
BE EXCAVATED AND SHAPED TO LINE, GRADE, AND CROSS-SECTION SHOWN ON THE PLANS.
THE SUBGRADE SHALL BE COMPACTED TO 95% OF MAXIMUM DENSITY AS DETERMINED BY
ASTM D-698.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL WATER OR AERATE SUBGRADE AS NECESSARY TO
OBTAIN OPTIMUM MOISTURE CONTENT.  IN-LIEU OF DENSITY MEASUREMENTS, THE SUBGRADE
MAY BE PROOF-ROLLED TO THE APPROVAL OF THE ENGINEER.

- PROOF-ROLLING:  AFTER EXCAVATION TO THE SUBGRADE ELEVATION AND PRIOR TO PLACING
COURSE GRAVEL, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROOF ROLL THE SUBGRADE WITH A 5-TON
SMOOTH DRUM ROLLER, LOADED WATER TRUCK, OR LOADED DUMP TRUCK, AS ACCEPTED
BY THE ENGINEER.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY THE ENGINEER OF
UNSUITABLE SUBGRADE MATERIAL AREAS, AND/OR AREAS NOT CAPABLE OF COMPACTION
ACCORDING TO THESE SPECIFICATIONS.  UNSUITABLE OR DAMAGED SUBGRADE IS WHEN
THE SOIL MOVES, PUMPS AND/OR DISPLACES UNDER ANY TYPE OF PRESSURE INCLUDING
FOOT TRAFFIC LOADS.

- IF, IN THE OPINION OF THE ENGINEER, THE CONTRACTOR’S OPERATIONS RESULT IN DAMAGE
TO, OR PROTECTION OF, THE SUBGRADE, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL, AT HIS OWN EXPENSE,
REPAIR THE DAMAGED SUBGRADE BY OVER-EXCAVATION OF UNSUITABLE MATERIAL TO FIRM
SUBSOIL, LINE EXCAVATION WITH GEOTEXTILE FABRIC, AND BACKFILL WITH PIT RUN GRAVEL.

8. ALL 2" MINUS GRAVEL SHALL CONFORM TO ISPWC 802, TYPE II (ITD STANDARD 703.04, 2"), SHALL
BE PLACED IN CONFORMANCE WITH ISPWC SECTION 801 AND COMPACTED PER SECTION 202.
MINIMUM COMPACTION OF PLACED MATERIAL SHALL BE 90% OF MAXIMUM LABORATORY
DENSITY AS DETERMINED BY AASHTO T-99.

9. ALL 3/4" MINUS CRUSHED GRAVEL SHALL CONFORM TO ISPWC 802, TYPE I (ITD STANDARD
703.04, 3/4" B), SHALL BE PLACED IN CONFORMANCE WITH ISPWC SECTION 802 AND COMPACTED
PER SECTION 202.  MINIMUM COMPACTION OF PLACED MATERIAL SHALL BE 95% OF MAXIMUM
LABORATORY DENSITY AS DETERMINED BY AASHTO T-99 OR ITD T-91.

10. ALL ASPHALTIC CONCRETE PAVEMENT WORK SHALL CONFORM TO ISPWC SECTION(S) 805, 810,
AND 811 FOR CLASS II PAVEMENT.  ASPHALT AGGREGATE SHALL BE 1/2" (13MM) NOMINAL SIZE
CONFORMING TO TABLE 803B IN ISPWC SECTION 803.  ASPHALT BINDER SHALL BE PG 58-28
CONFORMING TO TABLE A-1 IN ISPWC SECTION 805.

11. ASPHALT SAWCUTS SHALL BE AS INDICATED ON THE DRAWINGS, OR 24” INCHES FROM EDGE OF
EXISTING ASPHALT, IF NOT INDICATED OTHERWISE SO AS TO PROVIDE A CLEAN PAVEMENT
EDGE FOR MATCHING. NO WHEEL CUTTING SHALL BE ALLOWED. PRIOR TO REPLACING
ASPHALT, THE UNDERLYING SURFACE INCLUDING VERTICAL SAWCUT JOINTS SHALL BE
CLEANED OF ALL DEBRIS AND A TACK COAT SHALL BE APPLIED TO ALL CURBS, SAWCUTS, OR
OVERLAY SURFACES.

12. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR PROVIDING A TRAFFIC CONTROL PLAN FOR
APPROVAL BY THE CITY OF KETCHUM PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION. THE TRAFFIC CONTROL PLAN
SHALL BE PER THE CURRENT EDITION OF THE US DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION MANUAL
OF UNIFORM TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES (MUTCD).

13. ALL CONCRETE WORK SHALL CONFORM TO ISPWC SECTIONS 701, 703, AND 705. ALL CONCRETE
SHALL BE 3,000 PSI MINIMUM, 28 DAY, AS DEFINED IN ISPWC SECTION 703, TABLE 1.
IMMEDIATELY AFTER PLACEMENT PROTECT CONCRETE BY APPLYING MEMBRANE-FORMING
CURING COMPOUND, TYPE 2, CLASS A PER ASTM C 309-94. APPLY CURING COMPOUND PER
MANUFACTURER'S INSTRUCTIONS AND SPECIFICATIONS.

14. PER IDAHO CODE § 55-1613, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL RETAIN AND PROTECT ALL MONUMENTS,
ACCESSORIES TO CORNERS, BENCHMARKS AND POINTS SET IN CONTROL SURVEYS; ALL
MONUMENTS, ACCESSORIES TO CORNERS, BENCHMARKS AND POINTS SET IN CONTROL
SURVEYS THAT ARE LOST OR DISTURBED BY CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE REESTABLISHED AND
RE-MONUMENTED, AT THE EXPENSE OF THE AGENCY OR PERSON CAUSING THEIR LOSS OR
DISTURBANCE AT THEIR ORIGINAL LOCATION OR BY SETTING OF A WITNESS CORNER OR
REFERENCE POINT OR A REPLACEMENT BENCHMARK OR CONTROL POINT, BY OR UNDER THE
DIRECTION OF A PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR.

15. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR HIRING A MATERIALS TESTING COMPANY
DURING CONSTRUCTION TO VERIFY ALL COMPACTION AND MATERIAL PLAN AND SPECIFICATION
REQUIREMENTS ARE MET. QUALITY CONTROL DOCUMENTATION OF TESTING FOR WORK IN
RIGHT-OF-WAY MEETING CITY OF KETCHUM CODE SECTION 12.04.040  (CONCRETE, AGGREGATE
BASE COMPACTION, ASPHALT COMPACTION) WILL BE NECESSARY FOR CERTIFICATE OF
OCCUPANCY.

16. NO SNOWMELT INSTALLATIONS ARE TO OCCUR WITHIN CITY OF KETCHUM ROW.

17. BOUNDARY INFORMATION AND TOPOGRAPHIC DATA SHOWN HEREON ARE PER A SURVEY
CONDUCTED BY GALENA ENGINEERING 10/06/2021.  SITE CONDITIONS MAY HAVE CHANGED
SINCE THE DATE OF SURVEY.  CONTRACTOR TO NOTIFY ENGINEER OF ANY DISCREPANCIES
THAT AFFECT THE SCOPE OF WORK.

6" CONCRETE ROLLED CURB & GUTTER

6"

12
" R=

15
"

2'- 0"

R=1/2"

R
=1

2"

R=1/2"

4"

1"

6"

N.T.S.

2" TAPER

1. SUBBASE CAN BE 2" TYPE II OR 3 4" TYPE I CRUSHED AGGREGATE BASE COURSE.
2. MATERIALS SHALL CONFORM WITH CURRENT ISPWC STANDARDS, DIVISION 800

AGGREGATES AND ASPHALT.
3. PAVEMENT SECTION MAY BE MODIFIED IF A PROJECT SPECIFIC GEOTECHNICAL REPORT,

STAMPED BY A LICENSED ENGINEER, IS PROVIDED.
4. 1/2-INCH PREFORMED EXPANSION JOINT MATERIAL (AASHTO M 213) AT TERMINAL POINTS

OF RADII.
5. CONTINUOUS PLACEMENT PREFERRED, SCORE INTERVALS 10-FEET MAXIMUM SPACING

(8-FEET W/SIDEWALK).

NOTES:

4" OF 3/4" TYPE I AGGREGATE BASE

COMPACTED SUBGRADE
6" OF 2" TYPE II SUBBASE

CONCRETE

C1.00

6"

2 TYPICAL CONCRETE SIDEWALK SECTION
N.T.S.C1.00

COMPACTED SUBGRADE

SLOPE VARIES

1. SUBBASE CAN BE 2" TYPE II OR 3 4" TYPE I CRUSHED AGGREGATE BASE COURSE.
2. MATERIALS SHALL CONFORM WITH CURRENT ISPWC STANDARDS, DIVISION 800

AGGREGATES AND ASPHALT.
3. PAVEMENT SECTION MAY BE MODIFIED IF A PROJECT SPECIFIC GEOTECHNICAL REPORT,

STAMPED BY A LICENSED ENGINEER, IS PROVIDED.
4. 1/2-INCH PREFORMED EXPANSION JOINT MATERIAL (AASHTO M 213) AT TERMINAL POINTS

OF RADII.
5. CONTINUOUS PLACEMENT PREFERRED, SCORE INTERVALS 10-FEET MAXIMUM SPACING

(8-FEET W/SIDEWALK).

NOTES:

5" OF CONCRETE

2" OF 3/4" MINUS AGGREGATE LEVELING COURSE

6" OF 2" MINUS AGGREGATE BASE COURSE

3

CONSTRUCT CONCRETE SIDEWALK. WIDTH AS
SHOWN HEREON. SEE DETAIL  3, THIS SHEET.

SAWCUT ASPHALT TO PROVIDE FOR A CLEAN
VERTICAL EDGE.

D01

S02

SITE IMPROVEMENT KEY NOTES

INSTALL ROAD STRIPING / PAINT
a. YELLOW ASPHALT PARKING STRIPING

(4" WIDE). MATCH CITY PATTERNS.

S03

S04

CONSTRUCT CONCRETE CURB AND GUTTER
a. 6" ROLLED C&G PER DETAIL  2, THIS SHEET.

b. ±6' OF CURB TRANSITION (BETWEEN 6"
VERTICAL C&G AND 6" ROLLED C&G).

RETAIN AND PROTECT
  1. FENCE

MATCH EXISTING LINES AND GRADES
A

B

A

CONSTRUCT ASPHALT ROADWAY / ASPHALT
REPAIR.  SEE DETAIL 1, THIS SHEET.

S01

AP = Angle Point
BOW = Back of Walk
BS = Bottom of Step
COR = Corner
DY = Double Yellow Paint Line
EOA = Edge of Asphalt
EOP = Edge of Pavers
FF = Finished Floor
IC = Illegible Cap
LIP = Lip of Gutter

NC = No Cap
NG = Natural Ground
TA = Top of Asphalt
TBC = Top Back of Curb
TC = Top of Concrete
TS = Top of Step
TW = Top of Wall
WM = Watermain

D02

REMOVE AND DISPOSE OF EXISTING ASPHALT.D02

REMOVE AND DISPOSE OF EXISTING CONCRETE
CURB, GUTTER, AND SIDEWALK. UTILIZE EXISTING
JOINTS.

D03

D01

S01

D03
S02a

S03

S02b

A

S02b

REPAIR IRRIGATION SYSTEM AND LANDSCAPING.
REFER TO ARCHITECTURAL PLANS FOR DETAILS.

S05

S05

CONSTRUCT PAVER SIDEWALK AND STEPS.
UTILIZE PAVERS FROM SITE IMPROVEMENT KEY
NOTE D04. REFER TO DETAIL 4, THIS SHEET.

S06

REMOVE AND RETAIN PAVERS. REFER TO SITE
IMPROVEMENT KEY NOTE S06.

D04

PAVER DETAIL
N.T.S.

TYPE, SIZE, AND COLOR OF CONCRETE PAVER
PER ARCHITECTURAL PLANS

JOINTING SAND

COMPACTED SUBGRADE

SLOPE VARIES

AD
JO

IN
IN

G
 S

U
R

FA
C

E

C1.00
4

4" OF 3/4" MINUS AGGREGATE LEVELING COURSE

2" OF CLEAN SAND

6" OF 2" MINUS AGGREGATE BASE COURSE

REGRADE AREA TO PROVIDE FOR A SMOOTH
TRANSITION.C

B

B

D02

D01

S01

C

REMOVE, RETAIN, AND RELOCATE SIGN. SEE
ARCHITECTURAL PLANS FOR DETAILS.

S07

S07

ABBREVIATIONS

D04

S04a

S06

SLOPE VARIES

TYPICAL ASPHALT SECTION
N.T.S.

1. SUBBASE CAN BE 2" TYPE II OR 3 4" TYPE I CRUSHED AGGREGATE
BASE COURSE.

2. MATERIALS SHALL CONFORM WITH CURRENT ISPWC STANDARDS,
DIVISION 800 AGGREGATES AND ASPHALT.

3. PAVEMENT SECTION MAY BE MODIFIED IF A PROJECT SPECIFIC
GEOTECHNICAL REPORT, STAMPED BY A LICENSED ENGINEER, IS
PROVIDED.

NOTES:

COMPACTED SUBGRADE

C1.00
1

4" OF 3/4" MINUS AGGREGATE LEVELING COURSE

3" OF ASPHALT

6" OF 2" MINUS AGGREGATE BASE COURSE

Note:
See L-100 for any parking area
improvements
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Office #1
C-100

Office #2
C-104

Garage
R-300

entry lobby
C-107

9' - 0" 9' - 0" 9' - 0" 9' - 0" 9' - 0"

5
5

' - 0
"

Bike rack with E-Bike 
charging outlet adjacent

Wood Bench - Species to be 
Walnut with clear coat finish

24" H raised steel planter -
finish to be black

Building signage

Gas meters

Trash enclosure, walls of enclosure to have 
12" of space between pavemnt and bottom of 
wall, siding to be non-combustible metal 
paneling. Dumpster size to be 3.0 CY

Existing steps and ramp

AC enclosure

PH

Snow storage area = 471sf
Additional snow management to be 
accomplished by snowmelt and 
hauling off-site.

(7) - Existing 4ft H shrubs to remain

(3) - Existing 40ft Aspen trees to remain

(6) - Existing 40ft 
Aspen trees to remain

50' - 0"

(5) - Existing 4ft H 
shrubs to be removed

(1) - Existing 4ft H 
shrubs to be removed

5
3

' -
 2

"

Street light location

30' - 0"

EQ

EQ

8' - 6
"

C
lear Creek truck
3
4
' - 0

"

10' - 6
"

4
' - 7

"

6' - 1
0"

Exposed pedestrian circulation area:
South walk along garage = 130 sf (parially covered)
South walk at entry = 309 sf (partially covered)
North walk along garage = 456 sf (under roof)

Exposed paved area
Paved parking area = 3227 sf

8' - 0"

2

2

Existing drywell location

2

Transformer location. 
Clearances as per Idaho 
Power

3
' -

 0
"

3
' -

 0
"

3' - 0" 10' - 0"
2

4' - 0"

3
' -

 3
"

5
 1

/2
"

5' - 4"

6
"

1' - 7"

4" 3"2"

4' - 8"

5
' -

 5
"

3
"

3
"

3
"

Signage Allocation

58 linear ft of principle 1/2 Sq Ft = 29 sf
Not to exceed 20 sq ft per side

East Avenue North Frontage - 29 sf allowed
Location 2.2 sf
Tenant (x8) 6.3 sf
Total 8.5

Both sides 17 sf 

HSS 4x4x3/16 steel post - black

W6x9 steel beam - black

W6x9 steel beam - black

1" Steel plate - black

2" Tenant letter size cut 
into 1/4" zinc coated steel

4-1/2" Location letter size cut into 
1/4" zinc coated steel
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2 Elevation - Signage
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Floor Area, Gross: The sum of the horizontal area of the building measured along the 
outside walls of each floor of a building or portion of a building, including stair towers and 
elevators on the ground floor only, and fifty percent (50%) of atriums over eighteen feet (18') 
plate height, but not including basements, underground parking areas or open unenclosed 
decks. Parking areas covered by a roof or portion of the building and enclosed on three (3) or 
more sides by building walls are included. 

Floor Area, Net: The sum of the horizontal areas of all floors in a building including 
basements but not including open unenclosed decks, interior or exterior circulation, 
mechanical equipment rooms, parking areas, common areas, public bathrooms or storage 
areas in basements.

Parking Calculations
Residential multiple-family dwelling within the Community Core (CC) District :  
Units 750 square feet or less  0 parking spaces  
Units 751 square feet to 2,000 square feet  1 space  
Units 2,001 square feet and above  2 parking spaces 
Nonresidential 1 parking space per 1,000 gross sf

17.125.040.C.1.f - Exemption: The first 5,500 sf of office and personal service uses.

Office, business 5 parking spaces
Residential 2 parking spaces

Net floor area 2nd floor residence = 574sf
Net floor area 3rd floor residence = 2185sf 

7 parking spaces provided 

Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) (17.124.040)
FLOOR AREA RATIO: The product of the floor area divided by the lot area.

Property 150' x 55' = 8250 sf (per sheet C0.2, Permitted by right, 1.0)

Basic FAR allowance Proposed FAR
1.0 (8,250 gsf) .98 (8,134 gsf / 8,250 gsf)

• Drip Lines / Drainage - No drop lines or snow shedding occur on public sidewalks. 
Roof and canopy drainage collected and directed by internal gutters into drywell 
located on property.

• Site Lighting Plan - All lighting and illumination to conform to dark sky ordinance.
• Mechanical Screening - Mechanical units located on roof to be screened as per 

elevations.
• Green Building - Project to be constructed to USGBC standards.
• Public Open Space - Trash receptacles, benches and gathering spaces are provided 

along public streets.
• Snow Storage Calculation - All snow management will be accomplished by snowmelt 

and hauling snow off-site.
• Storm Water - On-site storm water shall be directed to internal roof drains, drain 

leaders, and trench drain grates and retained on site through an underground 
infiltration system designed by Galena Engineers.

• Drainage improvements will be made equal to the length of the subject property lines 
adjacent to public streets.

• All utility improvements necessary for the development will be provided and made to 
meet City of Ketchum standards.

• Garbage will be collected in rolling carts and stored in a closed garbage closet 
adjacent to the alley. No satellite receivers are proposed.

• Existing sidewalks will be replaced with new 8-foot wide sidwalks per city standards. 
Two bicycle racks for (4) bicycles will be provided adjacent to the entry with direct 
access to the sidewalk.

Planning Code Compliance

Address: 120 N East Ave, Ketchum, Idaho 83340
Parcel Number: RPK00000420020
Legal Description: Ketchum Lot 2, Block 42
Lot Size: 8250 sf

Building Department:  City of Ketchum
County: Blaine

Building Code (per City Code 15.04..010) 
• International Building Code (IBC) 2018 edition, as amended by the Idaho Building 

Code Board and including new Appendix O
• International Residential Code (IRC), 2018 edition, as amended by the Idaho 

Building Code Board, parts I—III and IX, including appendix F, radon control 
methods

• International Energy Conservation Code (IECC) 2018 edition, as amended by the 
Idaho Building Code Board

• International Existing Building Code (IEBC), 2018 edition, as amended by the Idaho 
Building Code Board

• International Property Maintenance Code (IPMC), 2018 edition
• International Building Code (IBC), Water conservation provisions of Appendix M 
• Ketchum Municipal Code, Chapter 15.08

Property Zoning (per official zoning district map)
Community Core (CC) - Subdistrict 2 (Mixed Use)

Permitted Use (per City Code 17.12.020. Table):
Residential: Dwelling, multi-family
Commercial: Office, business

Setbacks / Height (per City Code 17.12.040. Table , Subdistrict 2: Mixed Use):
Front and street side = 5'-0" average
Side (Interior side) = 0'
Rear = 3'
Setback for 4th floor = 10'
Cantilevered decks/overhangs = 0'

Maximum Building heights
Cantilevered decks and overhangs = 8'-0" above grade and/or walking 
surface
Building Height = 42'-0"
Non-habitable structures on roof top = 10'-0"
Perimeter walls enclosing roof top deck = 4'-0" abv roof surface ht.(min. 75% 
transparent)
Roof top solar and mechanical equipment = 5'-0"
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Floor Area, Gross

Level Area Type Type Area

1st Floor - commercial Gross Building Area a 1878 SF
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Photometric plan prepared by The MH Companies
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120 N EAST AVE ADDITION  

COMPLIANCE WITH ZONING REGULATIONS 
 

17.12.020 – District Use Matrix Conformance 
Zone District: Mixed-Use Subdistrict of the Community Core (CC-2) YES 
Staff Analysis: The mixed-use development includes commercial offices and two multi-family 
dwelling units, which are permitted in the CC-2 Zone pursuant to KMC §17.12.020. 

 

17.12.040 – Dimensional Standards. CC District Matrix Conformance 
Minimum Lot Size YES 
Staff Analysis: 
Required: 5,500 square feet 
 
Lot 2 Area: 8,250 square feet 

 

17.12.040 – Dimensional Standards. CC District Matrix Conformance 
Minimum Lot Width YES 
Staff Analysis: 
Required: Minimum lot width of an average of 55 feet is required in the CC-2 zone district. 
 
Existing Nonconforming Lot Width: 55 feet 

 

17.12.040 – Dimensional Standards. CC District Matrix Conformance 
Minimum Building Setbacks YES 
Staff Analysis: 
Required: 

Front (East Avenue/west): 5’ average 
Side (interior/north): 0’ 
Side (interior/south): 0’ 
Rear (alley/east): 3’ 

Non-habitable structures, permanently affixed deck amenities, solar panels visible above roof ridge or 
parapet, and mechanical equipment and screening affixed to a roof from all building facades: 10 feet 
  
Proposed: 
Setbacks for Mixed-Use Building 
Front (East Avenue/west): 11’-1’’ average  
Side (interior/north): 10’’ 
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120 N East Ave Addition Design Review  
Compliance with Zoning Regulations & Dimensional Standards Page 2 of 4 
 

Side (interior/south): 7’’ 
Rear (alley/east): 68’-6’’ 
  
Rooftop Structures 
N/A—no rooftop solar or mechanical units are proposed to be installed on the roof.   

  

17.12.040 – Dimensional Standards. CC District Matrix Conformance 
Maximum Building Heights YES 
Permitted: 42 feet 
 
Height of building/CC District: The greatest vertical distance of a building in the community core district 
measured by determining the average elevation of the front property line and rear property line. Draw a 
line from the average front or rear elevation up to the maximum building height allowed, and then draw a 
line at that height parallel to the front or rear property line. The resulting line establishes the highest 
elevation of the front or rear facade. The front or rear facade shall not extend above this line. Side facades 
may be stepped up or down to transition from the highest elevation of the front facade height to the 
highest elevation of the rear facade. One or multiple steps along the side facades are allowed, except no 
step shall occur within 40 feet of the front elevation or within 35 feet of the rear facade. The City shall 
establish the elevation points used to calculate the average elevation of the front and rear property lines 
(see illustration A on file in the office of the City Clerk). 
 
Proposed: 
Maximum Height of Front Façade: 38’-7’’ 
Maximum Height of Rear Façade: 33’-6’’ 

 

 

17.124.040 – Floor Area Ratios and Community Housing Conformance 
An increased FAR may be permitted subject to design review approval provided that 
all conditions in KMC 17.124.040.B.2 are met. 

YES 
Condition #2 

Required  
Permitted FAR: 1.0 
Permitted FAR with Community Housing: 2.25 
  
Proposed: 
The FAR calculation is provided on Sheet A-002 of the project plans. 
Total Gross Floor Area: 8,134 square feet 
Lot Area: 8,250 square feet   
FAR: 0.99 
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120 N East Ave Addition Design Review  
Compliance with Zoning Regulations & Dimensional Standards Page 3 of 4 
 

17.125.030 - Off Street Parking and Loading 
17.125.040 – Off Street Parking and Loading Calculations 
17.125.050 – Community Core District Off Street Parking and Loading Calculations 

Conformance 

Pursuant to Ketchum Municipal Code 17.125.020.A1, all new development must comply 
with the off street vehicle parking requirements. 
 

YES 

Permitted: 
Required (KMC §17.125.040) 
Multi-Family Dwelling Units in CC Zone 
Units 750 square feet or less: 0 parking spaces 
Units 751 square feet to 2,000 square feet: 1 parking space 
Units 2,001 square feet and above: 2 parking spaces 
  
Non-residential: 1 parking space per 1,000 gross square feet (refer to definition of gross floor area with 
additional exclusion of common and public areas) 
  
Exemptions in CC Zone 
• Community housing 
• Food service 
• The first 5,500 gross square feet of retail trade 
• The first 5,500 gross square feet of assembly uses 
• The first 5,500 square feet of office and personal service uses  
 
Project Parking Demand 
Office (4,139 gross sq ft): Exempt 
 
Multi-Family Dwelling Units: 

• Second-Floor Dwelling Unit Net Floor Area: 574 square feet—0 parking required  
• Third-Floor Dwelling Unit Net Floor Area: 2,185 square feet—2 parking spaces required  

 
Total Parking Demand: 
2 Parking Spaces 
  
Proposed 
The applicant has provided 7 parking spaces—2 parking spaces are proposed within the attached garage 
and 5 parking spaces are proposed for the surface parking area.   

 

17.125.060 – Bicycle Parking Conformance 
Ketchum Municipal Code §17.125.060.B: All uses, other than one family 
dwellings, are required to provide one bicycle rack, able to accommodate at 
least two bicycles, for every four parking spaces required by the proposed 
use. 

YES 
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120 N East Ave Addition Design Review  
Compliance with Zoning Regulations & Dimensional Standards Page 4 of 4 
 

Finding: 
Required: 1 bike rack, accommodating at least two bicycles, is required based on the project 
parking demand. 
 
Proposed: 1 bike rack accommodating two bicycles is provided on site. 

 

17.127 – Signage Conformance 
Master Signage Plan for New Construction YES 
Finding: The master signage plan is specified on sheet L-100.  

 

17.132 – Dark Skies Conformance 
Compliance with Section 17.132 – Dark Skies. YES 
Finding: The exterior lighting plan is provided on sheets A-003 and A-004. The proposed 
exterior lighting complies with the Dark Skies Ordinance.  
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120 N EAST AVE ADDITION 

DESIGN REVIEW STANDARDS ANALYSIS  
 

17.96.060.A.1 - Streets Conformance 
The applicant shall be responsible for all costs associated with providing a 
connection from an existing City street to their development. 

YES 
Condition #4 

Finding: The City Engineer has conducted a preliminary review of the project plans and 
believes the proposed right-of-way improvements comply with city standards. The applicant 
shall submit final civil drawings prepared by an engineer registered in the State of Idaho that 
provide specifications for all right-of-way improvements, including sidewalks, alley asphalt, 
streetlights, utilities, and drainage facilities, for review and approval by the City Engineer, 
Streets Department, Utilities Department, and Planning Department prior to issuance of a 
building permit for the project pursuant to condition of approval #4. 

 
17.96.060.A.2 - Streets Conformance 

All street designs shall be approved by the City Engineer. YES 
Condition #4 

Finding: No new streets or changes to the travel lanes or street designs are proposed with this 
project. Final civil drawings for all associated right-of-way improvements shall be submitted 
with the building permit application to be verified, reviewed, and approved by the City 
Engineer and Streets Department. Final review of all right-of-way improvements will be 
completed prior to issuance of a building permit for the project pursuant to condition of 
approval #4. 

 
17.96.060.B.1 - Sidewalks Conformance 

All projects under subsection 17.96.010.A of this chapter that qualify as a 
"substantial improvement" shall install sidewalks as required by the Public 
Works Department. 

YES 

Finding: Ketchum Municipal Code 17.124.140 outlines the zone districts where sidewalks are 
required when substantial improvements are made, which include the CC, all tourist zone 
districts, and all light industrial districts. As the project is within the CC-2 zone district, 
sidewalks are required and included in the project plans. The applicant has proposed to install 
new 8-foot-wide sidewalk along 2nd Street.   

 
 

17.96.060.B.2 - Sidewalks Conformance 
Sidewalk width shall conform to the City's right-of-way standards, however 
the City Engineer may reduce or increase the sidewalk width and design 
standard requirements at their discretion. 

YES 
Condition 

#4 

Finding: The applicant has proposed installing a new 8-foot-wide, concrete sidewalk East 
Avenue. The City Engineer, Streets Department, and City Arborist have conducted a 
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120 N East Ave Addition: Design Review Standards Analysis  2 of 14 
 

preliminary review of the project plans and believe the proposed right-of-way improvements 
comply with city standards.  
 
The applicant shall submit final civil drawings prepared by an engineer registered in the State 
of Idaho that provide specifications for all right-of-way improvements, including sidewalks, 
alley asphalt, streetlights, utilities, and drainage facilities, for review and approval by the City 
Engineer, Streets Department, Utilities Department, and Planning Department prior to 
issuance of a building permit for the project pursuant to condition of approval #4. 

 
17.96.060.B.3 - Sidewalks Conformance 

Sidewalks may be waived if one of the following criteria is met: 

a) The project comprises an addition of less than 250 square feet of 
conditioned space. 

b) The City Engineer finds that sidewalks are not necessary because of 
existing geographic limitations, pedestrian traffic on the street does 
not warrant a sidewalk, or if a sidewalk would not be beneficial to the 
general welfare and safety of the public. 

N/A 

Finding: Sidewalks are required for the project. The applicant has not requested, nor has the 
City Engineer granted, a waiver to the sidewalk requirement for the project.  

 
17.96.060.B.4 - Sidewalks Conformance 

The length of sidewalk improvements constructed shall be equal to the length 
of the subject property line(s) adjacent to any public street or private street. 

YES 

Finding: The proposed sidewalk improvements are equal to the length of the frontage along 
East Avenue.  

 
17.96.060.B.5 – Sidewalks Conformance 

New sidewalks shall be planned to provide pedestrian connections to any 
existing or future sidewalks adjacent to the site. In addition, sidewalks shall 
be constructed to provide safe pedestrian access to and around a building. 

YES 
 

Finding: The new sidewalk will connect to the existing sidewalk along East Avenue.    
 

17.96.060.B.6 - Sidewalks Conformance 
The City may approve and accept voluntary cash contributions in lieu of the 
above described improvements, which contributions must be segregated by 
the City and not used for any purpose other than the provision of these 
improvements. The contribution amount shall be 110 percent of the 
estimated costs of concrete sidewalk and drainage improvements provided by 
a qualified contractor, plus associated engineering costs, as approved by the 

N/A 
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City Engineer. Any approved in lieu contribution shall be paid before the City 
issues a certificate of occupancy. 

Finding: The applicant has not requested relief from the requirement to construct sidewalks 
nor has the City granted any such request.  

 
17.96.060.C.1 - Drainage Conformance 

All stormwater shall be retained on site. YES 
Condition #4 

 
Finding:   
On-site stormwater drainage will be directed through internal roof drains to on-site drywells. 
The roof plan on revised sheet A-104 includes a note stating that the EDPM roofing will be 
sloped to an internal drain system. Specifications for the roof drainage submitted must be 
provided with the project plans submitted with the building permit application for final review 
and approval by the City Engineer. 
  
Pursuant to condition of approval #4, the applicant shall submit final civil drawings prepared 
by an engineer registered in the State of Idaho that provide specifications for all drainage 
improvements, for review and approval by the City Engineer and Streets Department prior to 
issuance of a building permit for the project.  

 
17.96.060.C.2 - Drainage Conformance 

Drainage improvements constructed shall be equal to the length of the 
subject property lines adjacent to any public street or private street. 

YES 
Condition #4 

Finding: The project proposes to construct drainage improvements along the length of the 
subject property, including curb and gutter, along East Avenue. All drainage improvements are 
required to be constructed City standards. Pursuant to condition of approval #4, the applicant 
shall submit final civil drawings prepared by an engineer registered in the State of Idaho that 
provide specifications for all drainage improvements, for review and approval by the City 
Engineer and Streets Department prior to issuance of a building permit for the project. 

 
 

17.96.060.C.3 - Drainage Conformance 
The City Engineer may require additional drainage improvements as 
necessary, depending on the unique characteristics of a site. 

YES  
Condition #4 

Finding: The City Engineer will determine if the drainage improvements for the public right-of-
way and surface parking area are sufficient after reviewing the final civil drawings submitted 
with the building permit application. The City Engineer may require additional drainage 
improvements if necessary. Pursuant to condition of approval #4, the applicant shall submit 
final civil drawings prepared by an engineer registered in the State of Idaho that provide 
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specifications for all drainage improvements, for review and approval by the City Engineer and 
Streets Department prior to issuance of a building permit for the project. 

 
17.96.060.C.4 - Drainage Conformance 

Drainage facilities shall be constructed per City standards. YES  
Condition #4 

Finding:  
The City Engineer and Streets Department have conducted a preliminary review of the project 
plans and believe the proposed right-of-way improvements comply with city standards. 
Pursuant to condition of approval #4, the applicant shall submit final civil drawings prepared 
by an engineer registered in the State of Idaho that provide specifications for all drainage 
improvements, for review and approval by the City Engineer and Streets Department prior to 
issuance of a building permit for the project. 

 
17.96.060.D.1 - Utilities Conformance 

All utilities necessary for the development shall be improved and installed at 
the sole expense of the applicant. 

YES 

Finding: All project costs associated with the development, including the installation of 
utilities, are the responsibility of the applicant. The applicant has not made requests for 
funding to the city for utility improvements. No funds have been provided by the city for the 
project.  

 
17.96.060.D.2 - Utilities Conformance 

Utilities shall be located underground and utility, power, and 
communication lines within the development site shall be concealed from 
public view. 

YES 
 

Finding: Sheet L-100 shows the siting of the new transformer required to serve the project. 
The proposed transformer is located at northeast corner of the property by the alley and is not 
visible from public view along the East Avenue street frontage. The revised submittal included 
a letter dated January 17, 2025 confirming that they have reviewed the design and siting of 
the proposed transformer. 

 
17.96.060.D.3 - Utilities Conformance 

When extension of utilities is necessary all developers will be required to 
pay for and install two-inch SDR11 fiber optical conduit. The placement 
and construction of the fiber optical conduit shall be done in accordance 
with City of Ketchum standards and at the discretion of the City Engineer. 

N/A 

Finding: The location of the subject property is already served by fiber optic cable and 
therefore no conduit is required in this location.  
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17.96.060.E.1 – Compatibility of Design Conformance 

The project's materials, colors and signing shall be complementary with the 
townscape, surrounding neighborhoods and adjoining structures. 

YES 

Finding:  
The proposed exterior materials include unpainted and black metal panels, board-formed 
concrete, stucco painted dark brown, and wood siding. The natural materials and earthtone 
colors will complement the adjacent buildings and surrounding buildings. The project provides 
a high-quality design that complements adjacent buildings and is contextually appropriate for 
this area of downtown.  

 
17.96.060.E.2 – Compatibility of Design Conformance 

Preservation of significant landmarks shall be encouraged and protected, 
where applicable. A significant landmark is one which gives historical and/or 
cultural importance to the neighborhood and/or community. 

N/A 

Finding: The subject property is not listed as a historical or cultural landmark on the city of 
Ketchum’s Historical Building/Site List, therefore this standard does not apply.  

 
17.96.060.E.3 – Compatibility of Design Conformance 

Additions to existing buildings, built prior to 1940, shall be complementary in 
design and use similar material and finishes of the building being added to. 

N/A 

Finding: N/A.  
 

17.96.060.F.1 – Architectural Conformance 
Building(s) shall provide unobstructed pedestrian access to the nearest 
sidewalk and the entryway shall be clearly defined. 

YES 

Finding: The primary building entrances are well defined and provide unobstructed access to 
the sidewalk.   

 
17.96.060.F.2 – Architectural Conformance 

The building character shall be clearly defined by use of architectural 
features. 

YES 

Finding: The building character is defined by horizontal bands at the top of each floor level, flat 
roof projections, and exterior material and color differentiation.   

 
17.96.060.F.3 – Architectural Conformance 

There shall be continuity of materials, colors and signing within the project. YES 
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Finding: The project uses an integrated palette of high-quality exterior materials.  

 
 

17.96.060.F.4 – Architectural Conformance 
Accessory structures, fences, walls and landscape features within the 
project shall match or complement the principal building. 

YES 

Finding: The existing site includes shrubs planted along the East Avenue street frontage that 
complement the building.  

 
17.96.060.F.5 – Architectural Conformance 

Building walls shall provide undulation/relief, thus reducing the appearance 
of bulk and flatness. 

YES 

Finding: The existing horizontal banding at the top of the first, second, and third floors is proposed 
to be modified by replacing the existing material with wood siding and metal paneling. Staff believes 
the proposed modifications decrease the visual prominence of these horizontal bands and reduce 
the appearance of building bulk at the front façade along East Avenue. 

 
17.96.060.F.6 – Architectural Conformance 

Building(s) shall orient toward their primary street frontage. YES 

Finding: The building orients towards East Avenue.  
 

17.96.060.F.7 – Architectural Conformance 
Garbage storage areas and satellite receivers shall be screened from public 
view and located off alleys. 

YES 
 

Finding: The dumpster is located at the rear of the lot by the alley and screened by an 
enclosure. 

 
17.96.060.F.8 – Architectural Conformance 

Building design shall include weather protection which prevents water to drip 
or snow to slide on areas where pedestrians gather and circulate or onto 
adjacent properties. 

YES 

Finding: The roof plan on revised sheet A-104 includes a note stating that the EDPM roofing 
will be sloped to an internal drain system. Specifications for the roof drainage submitted must 
be provided with the project plans submitted with the building permit application for final 
review and approval by the City Engineer. 

 
17.96.060.G.1 – Circulation Design Conformance 
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Pedestrian, equestrian and bicycle access shall be located to connect with 
existing and anticipated easements and pathways. 

YES 
 

Finding: The new sidewalk will connect to the existing concrete sidewalks along East Avenue. 
The proposed sidewalk connects to pathways on the project site providing safe pedestrian 
access to and around the building.  

 
 

17.96.060.G.2 – Circulation Design Conformance 
Awnings extending over public sidewalks shall extend five feet or more across 
the public sidewalk but shall not extend within two feet of parking or travel 
lanes within the right-of-way. 

N/A 

Finding: N/A. All projecting flat roof elements terminate at the property line and no awnings 
are proposed to extend over the property line.  

 
17.96.060.G.3 – Circulation Design Conformance 

Traffic shall flow safely within the project and onto adjacent streets. 
Traffic includes vehicle, bicycle, pedestrian and equestrian use. 
Consideration shall be given to adequate sight distances and proper 
signage. 

YES 
 

Finding: Vehicle access to the project is provided along East Avenue and the alley. All off-street 
parking is accessed along the alley. The proposed alley access will allow traffic to flow safely 
within the project. The new sidewalk will connect to walkways on the subject property 
providing safe pedestrian access to and around the building.  

 
17.96.060.G.4 – Circulation Design Conformance 

Curb cuts and driveway entrances shall be no closer than 20 feet to the 
nearest intersection of two or more streets, as measured along the property 
line adjacent to the right-of-way. Due to site conditions or current/projected 
traffic levels or speed, the City Engineer may increase the minimum distance 
requirements. 

N/A 

Finding: No curb cuts or driveway entrances are proposed along East Avenue. The off-street 
parking is accessed from the alley.   

 
17.96.060.G.5 – Circulation Design Conformance 

Unobstructed access shall be provided for emergency vehicles, snowplows, 
garbage trucks and similar service vehicles to all necessary locations within 
the proposed project. 

YES 

Finding: Unobstructed access for emergency vehicles, snowplows, garbage trucks, and similar 
service vehicles is provided to the project from 2nd Street and the alley.  
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17.96.060.H.1 – Snow Storage Conformance 
Snow storage areas shall not be less than 30 percent of the improved parking 
and pedestrian circulation areas. 

YES with 
Snow 

Hauling 
Finding: Based on the areas listed on revised sheet L-100, the total parking and pedestrian 
circulation area is 4,122 square feet. 1,237 square feet of snow storage is required based on 
parking and pedestrian circulation area. Only 471 square feet of snow storage is provided on 
the subject property. The remaining snow storage requirement is proposed to be satisfied 
through hauling of snow off site, which is permitted pursuant to KMC 17.96.060.H4.  

 
17.96.060.H.2 – Snow Storage Conformance 

Snow storage areas shall be provided on site. YES 

Finding: Based on the areas listed on revised sheet L-100, the total parking and pedestrian 
circulation area is 4,122 square feet. 1,237 square feet of snow storage is required based on 
parking and pedestrian circulation area. Only 471 square feet of snow storage is provided on 
the subject property. The remaining snow storage requirement is proposed to be satisfied 
through hauling of snow off site, which is permitted pursuant to KMC 17.96.060.H4. 

 
17.96.060.H.3 – Snow Storage Conformance 

A designated snow storage area shall not have any dimension less than five 
feet and shall be a minimum of 25 square feet. 

YES 

Finding: The proposed snow storage area is 471 square feet with a minimum dimension of 5 
feet.  

 
17.96.060.H.4 – Snow Storage Conformance 

In lieu of providing snow storage areas, snowmelt and hauling of snow may 
be allowed. 

YES 
Condition #2 

Finding: The applicant has indicated that the owners have an existing agreement with the 
adjacent property owner to the south to store snow but intend to utilize Joe’s Backhoe Service 
to haul snow off-site once the surface parking area improvements are complete. Pursuant to 
condition #2, prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit a copy of the 
snow hauling agreement with Joe’s Backhoe Service to ensure compliance with the snow 
storage standards specified in KMC §17.96.060.H1. 

 
17.96.060.I.1 – Landscaping Conformance 

Landscaping is required for all projects. YES 

Finding: Existing landscaping is proposed to be retained on site. Existing landscaping includes 
aspen trees and shrubs along East Avenue.   
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17.96.060.I.2 – Landscaping Conformance 
Landscape materials and vegetation types specified shall be readily adaptable 
to a site's microclimate, soil conditions, orientation and aspect, and shall 
serve to enhance and complement the neighborhood and townscape. 

YES 

Finding: The existing aspen trees and shrubs are proposed to be retained and complement the 
neighborhood.  

 
17.96.060.I.3 – Landscaping Conformance 

All trees, shrubs, grasses and perennials shall be drought tolerant. Native 
species are recommended but not required. 

YES 

Finding: The existing landscaping is proposed to be retained on site.  
 

17.96.060.I.4 – Landscaping Conformance 
Landscaping shall provide a substantial buffer between land uses, including, 
but not limited to, structures, streets and parking lots. The development of 
landscaped public courtyards, including trees and shrubs where appropriate, 
shall be encouraged. 

YES 

Finding: The existing landscaping is proposed to be retained. The existing shrubs along East 
Avenue help beautify the street frontage.  

 
17.96.060.J.1 – Public Amenities Conformance 

Where sidewalks are required, pedestrian amenities shall be installed. 
Amenities may include, but are not limited to, benches and other seating, 
kiosks, bus shelters, trash receptacles, restrooms, fountains, art, etc. All 
public amenities shall receive approval from the Public Works Department 
prior to design review approval from the Commission. 

YES 
 

Finding: The applicant will provide a bench and two bike racks on the subject property by the 
East Avenue sidewalk.  

 
17.96.060.K.1 – Underground Encroachments Conformance 

Encroachments of below grade structures into required setbacks are subject 
to subsection 17.128.020.K of this title and shall not conflict with any 
applicable easements, existing underground structures, sensitive ecological 
areas, soil stability, drainage, other sections of this Code or other regulating 
codes such as adopted International Code Council Codes, or other site 
features concerning health, safety, and welfare. 

N/A 
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Finding: N/A  
 
 

17.96.060.K.2 – Underground Encroachments Conformance 
No below grade structure shall be permitted to encroach into the riparian 
setback. 

N/A 

Finding: N/A  
 
 

FINDINGS REGARDING DESIGN REVIEW STANDARDS – COMMUNITY CORE 
17.96.070.A.1 – Streets Conformance 

Street trees, streetlights, street furnishings, and all other street improvements 
shall be installed or constructed as determined by the Public Works 
Department. 

YES 
Condition 

#4 
 

Finding: The project will construct right-of-way improvements, including a new sidewalk, 
drainage facilities, and streetlights in accordance with city standards. The City Engineer, 
Streets Department, and Planning Department have conducted a preliminary review of the 
project plans and believe the proposed right-of-way improvements comply with city 
standards. The City Engineer, Streets Department, and Planning Department will conduct a 
final review of the proposed right-of-way improvements prior to issuance of a building permit 
for the project. 

 
17.96.070.A.2 – Streets Conformance 

Street trees with a minimum caliper size of three inches, shall be placed in 
tree grates. 

N/A 

Finding: N/A no street trees are proposed.  

 
17.96.070.A.3 – Streets Conformance 

Due to site constraints, the requirements of this subsection A may be 
modified by the Public Works Department. 

YES 
Condition #4 

Finding: The City Engineer and Streets Department have conducted a preliminary review of the 
project plans and believe the proposed right-of-way improvements comply with city 
standards. The City Engineer, Streets Department, and Planning Department will conduct a 
final review of the proposed right-of-way improvements prior to issuance of a building permit 
for the project. 

 
17.96.070.B.1 - Architectural Conformance 

Facades facing a street or alley or located more than five feet from an interior 
side property line shall be designed with both solid surfaces and window 

YES 
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openings to avoid the creation of blank walls and employ similar architectural 
elements, materials, and colors as the front facade. 

Finding: The East Avenue and alley façades are designed with both solid surfaces and window 
openings and employ consistent architectural elements, exterior materials, and colors. 
Windows have been incorporated into portions of the south interior façade that are setback 
more than 5 feet from the interior lot line. The portions of the south side façade that are 
located less than 5 feet from the south side lot line and the north side façade include exterior 
materials differentiation with stucco painted brown on the first two floor and a darker brown 
wood siding on the third floor. The horizontal banding capping the top of the first and second 
floors is a lighter, natural color. Staff believes the exterior material differentiation and 
horizontal banding add visual interest to the portions of the side facades that are located less 
than 5 feet from the interior lot lines.  

 
17.96.070.B.2 - Architectural Conformance 

For nonresidential portions of buildings, front building facades and facades 
fronting a pedestrian walkway shall be designed with ground floor storefront 
windows and doors with clear transparent glass. Landscaping planters shall 
be incorporated into facades fronting pedestrian walkways. 

YES 

Finding: The placement of windows on the first two floors of the front façade matches the 
existing window configuration. The window configuration of the existing office building 
includes a significant amount of glazing. The existing shrubs that front the East Avenue 
sidewalk are proposed to be retained. Sheet L-100 shows that new steel planter is proposed to 
be installed along the front façade by the East Avenue sidewalk.  

 
17.96.070.B.3 - Architectural Conformance 

For nonresidential portions of buildings, front facades shall be designed to 
not obscure views into windows. 

YES 

Finding: The design of the existing and proposed front façade is designed so that views into 
windows are not obscured. The existing shrubs along East Avenue do not impede views into 
the first-floor windows.   

 
17.96.070.B.4 - Architectural Conformance 

Roofing forms and materials shall be compatible with the overall style and 
character of the structure. Reflective materials are prohibited. 

YES 

Finding: The new angled roof and flat roof that are proposed for the third-floor addition are 
compatible with the overall style and character of the structure. Reflective material is not 
proposed.    

 
17.96.070.B.5 - Architectural Conformance 
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All pitched roofs shall be designed to sufficiently hold all snow with snow 
clips, gutters, and downspouts. 

YES  
Condition #4 

Finding: The roof plan on revised sheet A-104 includes a note stating that the EDPM roofing 
will be sloped to an internal drain system. Specifications for the roof drainage submitted must 
be provided with the project plans submitted with the building permit application for final 
review and approval by the City Engineer. 

 
17.96.070.B.6 - Architectural Conformance 

Roof overhangs shall not extend more than three feet over a public sidewalk. 
Roof overhangs that extend over the public sidewalk shall be approved by the 
Public Works Department. 

N/A 

Finding: N/A all roof overhangs are contained on the subject property.  
 

 
 

17.96.070.B.7 - Architectural Conformance 
Front porches and stoops shall not be enclosed on the ground floor by 
permanent or temporary walls, windows, window screens, or plastic or fabric 
materials. 

N/A 

Finding: The project does not include front porches or stoops on the front façade of the 
building.  

 

 
 

17.96.070.C.2 – Service Areas and Mechanical/Electrical Equipment Conformance 
Roof and ground mounted mechanical and electrical equipment shall be fully 
screened from public view. Screening shall be compatible with the overall 
building design. 

YES 
 

Finding: Sheet L-100 shows the siting of the new transformer required to serve the project. 
The proposed transformer is located at northeast corner of the property by the alley and is not 
visible from public view along the East Avenue street frontage. The revised submittal included 
a letter dated January 17, 2025 confirming that they have reviewed the design and siting of 

17.96.070.C.1 – Service Areas and Mechanical/Electrical Equipment Conformance 
Trash disposal areas and shipping and receiving areas shall be located within 
parking garages or to the rear of buildings. Trash disposal areas shall not be 
located within the public right-of-way and shall be screened from public views. 

YES 
 

Finding: The dumpster is located at the rear of the property along the alley and is proposed to be 
screened with an enclosure.  
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the proposed transformer. The project does not propose to install any roof-mounted 
mechanical or electrical equipment.  

 
17.96.070.D.1 - Landscaping Conformance 

When a healthy and mature tree is removed from a site, it shall be replaced 
with a new tree. Replacement trees may occur on or off site. 

N/A 

Finding: All existing trees are proposed to be retained.    
 

17.96.070.D.2 - Landscaping Conformance 
Trees that are placed within a courtyard, plaza, or pedestrian walkway 
shall be placed within tree wells that are covered by tree grates. 

N/A 

Finding: N/A—no trees are proposed in courtyard plazas or within pedestrian walkways.  
 
 

17.96.070.D.3 - Landscaping Conformance 
The City arborist shall approve all parking lot and replacement trees. N/A 

 
Finding: N/A as all trees are proposed to be retained on site and no parking lot trees are 
proposed.    

 
17.96.070.E.1 – Surface Parking Lots Conformance 

Surface parking lots shall be accessed from off the alley and shall be fully 
screened from the street. 

YES 

Finding: The surface parking lot is located at the rear of the lot and accessed from the alley. The 
surface parking lot is fully screened from East Avenue by the mixed-use building.  

 
17.96.070.E.2 – Surface Parking Lots Conformance 

Surface parking lots shall incorporate at least one tree and one additional 
tree per ten on site parking spaces. Trees shall be planted in landscaped 
planters, tree wells and/or diamond shaped planter boxes located between 
parking rows. Planter boxes shall be designed so as not to impair vision or site 
distance of the traveling public. 

YES 

Finding: The existing 6 aspen trees located along the south side of the parking lot are proposed 
to be retained. The surface parking lot is comprised of one row of parking with 5 parking spaces 
oriented towards the north side property line. The remainder of the parking lot is the aisle 
providing access to these parking spaces from the alley. Since the surface parking lot does not 
provide multiple rows of parking, the 6 existing aspen trees satisfy this requirement.   
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17.96.070.E.3 – Surface Parking Lots Conformance 
Ground cover, low lying shrubs, and trees shall be planted within the planters 
and planter boxes. Tree grates or landscaping may be used in tree wells 
located within pedestrian walkways. 

N/A 

Finding: N/A as no new ground cover, low lying shrubs, or trees are proposed to be installed for 
the existing surface parking lot.   
 

 
 

17.96.070.F.1 – Bicycle Parking Conformance 
One bicycle rack, able to accommodate at least two bicycles, shall be 
provided for every four parking spaces as required by the proposed use. At a 
minimum, one bicycle rack shall be required per development. 

YES 

Finding: project’s parking demand is two spaces. One bike rack is required for the 
development. The project proposes to install two bike racks, accommodating two bicycles, 
adjacent to the entrance to the building along East Avenue.    

 
17.96.070.F.2 – Bicycle Parking Conformance 

When the calculation of the required number of bicycle racks called for in this 
section results in a fractional number, a fraction equal to or greater than one-
half shall be adjusted to the next highest whole number. 

YES 

Finding: One bike rack is required for the proposed development. 
 

17.96.070.F.3 – Bicycle Parking Conformance 
Bicycle racks shall be clearly visible from the building entrance they serve and 
not mounted less than 50 feet from said entrance or as close as the nearest 
non-ADA parking space, whichever is closest. Bicycle racks shall be located to 
achieve unobstructed access from the public right-of-way and not in areas 
requiring access via stairways or other major obstacles. 

YES 

Finding: The project proposes to install one bike rack, accommodating two bicycles, adjacent 
to the entrance to the building along the alley.    
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STAFF REPORT 

KETCHUM PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
SPECIAL MEETING OF MAY 7, 2025 

  
PROJECT: Limelight Hotel PUD CUP & DA Amendment 

 
FILE NUMBERS:  P25-001 & P25-001a 
 
APPLICATIONS: Planned Unit Development Conditional Use Permit Amendment & 

Development Agreement Amendment 
 
OWNER:  Limelight Ketchum 2 LLC   
 
REPRESENTATIVE:   Jim Garrison  
 
REQUEST:  Convert 11 hotel rooms on the fourth floor into 2 residential 

condominium units  
 
LOCATION:  151 S Main Street (151 South Main Hotel & Residences) 

 
ZONING:   Retail Core of the Community Core (CC-1 Zone) 
 
REVIEWER:   Abby Rivin, AICP – Senior Planner 
 
NOTICE:  A public hearing notice for the project was mailed to all owners of 

property within 300 feet of the project site and all political 
subdivisions on April 16, 2025. The public hearing notice was 
published in the Idaho Mountain Express on April 16, 2025. A notice 
was posted on the project site and the city’s website on April 22, 2025. 

 
ATTACHMENTS 

Application Materials  
A Amendment Request Narrative & Project Plan Set 
B PUD CUP Amendment Application & Submittal Materials 
C DA Amendment Application & Submittal Materials 
Staff Analysis 
D PUD Standards Analysis 
Limelight Hotel Approvals & Agreements  
E Bald Mountain Lodge PUD CUP Amendment Approval: City Council Findings  
F Limelight Hotel Design Review Modification Approval: Planning & Zoning Commission Findings  
G Limelight Hotel Development Agreement (April 20, 2015) 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
The applicant, Limelight Ketchum 2 LLC, represented by Jim Garrison, has applied for amendments 
to the Planned Unit Development (PUD) Conditional Use Permit (CUP) and the Development 
Agreement (DA) for the Limelight Hotel located at 151 S Main Street in the Retail Core of the 
Community Core (CC-1 Zone). The applicant proposes converting 11 hotel rooms on the fourth floor 
into two market-rate residential condominium units. This request requires amendments to the 
Limelight Hotel PUD CUP & DA. 
 
Pursuant to the definition of hotel specified in Ketchum Municipal Code (KMC) §17.08.020, hotels 
are permitted to include residential uses provided that the total gross square footage of hotel uses 
comprise 75% or more of the project’s total gross square footage. As approved through the original 
2010 PUD, the 2013 PUD amendment (Attachment E), and the 2015 Design Review Modification 
(Attachment F), the Limelight Hotel currently provides 99 hotel 109 hotel rooms (including 10 lock-
off units) and 14 residential units. 78.3% of the total building area is currently dedicated to hotel 
use.  
 
The conversion proposed with the amendment request would result in 98 total hotel rooms 
(including 10 lock-off units) and 16 residential units. The total building area dedicated to hotel uses 
would be reduced to 75.1%, which complies with the hotel definition specified in KMC §17.08.020. 
The proposal requires an amendment to the Limelight Hotel PUD CUP to reflect the program 
changes. In addition, the proposed conversion requires amendments to the Limelight Hotel DA (see 
Attachment G). 
 
Staff supports the proposed conversion provided the applicant fulfills the community housing 
contribution required for the new residential use by paying the associated in-lieu fee. The staff 
report provides an overview of Ketchum’s zoning code history related residential use in hotels, 
summarizes past Limelight Hotel approvals and agreements, and highlights certain PUD standards 
for consideration by the Planning and Zoning Commission (“Commission”).  
 
BACKGROUND 
Zoning Code History 
Hotel Definition: Residential Use  
Hotels, motels, and lodges have been permitted in downtown Ketchum since the city adopted its 
first comprehensive zoning ordinance in 1965. Until the adoption of Ordinance No. 353 in 1982, 
hotel rooms were limited to short-term occupancy and could be rented for no more than 30 days. 
Ordinance No. 353 updated the hotel definition to allow for both short-term occupancy and time-
share occupancy. Time-share occupancy was permitted for hotels until the adoption of Ordinance 
No. 861 in 2001, which amended the hotel definition to prohibit interval or time-share ownership.  
 
The hotel definition was updated to permit residential occupancy through the adoption of 
Ordinance No. 999 in 2006. The updated definition stated that a hotel building may contain 
residential uses other than hotel rooms provided that the total net square footage of residential use 
did not exceed 20% of the net floor area of hotel rooms. The hotel definition was updated again in 
2008 through the adoption of Ordinance No. 1040. The updated hotel definition is still effective in 
zoning code today. Pursuant to KMC §17.08.020:  

A hotel building may contain other residential uses not used in connection with the Hotel operation, 
so long as the total gross square footage of the hotel rooms, associated common areas, and other 
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hotel uses outlined above comprises seventy five percent (75%) or more of the entire project’s 
gross square footage. 

 
Hotel Incentive: Community Housing Waiver 
When the hotel definition was first updated to permit residential occupancy in 2006, the city also 
established a form-based code for the Community Core to implement the Downtown Master Plan 
through the adoption of Ordinance No. 994. The form-based code added the following standard 
specifying that residential units within hotels were subject to community housing requirements:  

Hotels are not subject to the Floor Area Ratio Inclusionary Housing Incentive of twenty percent 
(20%) for all hotel uses and hotel sleeping rooms. The twenty percent (20%) Inclusionary Housing 
Incentive is required for all residential units within a hotel that are not available for short-term 
rental. 

 
A community housing waiver for residential portions of hotel projects was established in the zoning 
code through the adoption of Ordinance No. 1033 in 2008. The waiver stated:  

For hotel developments, Community Housing calculations apply to all residential units. However, 
100% of the Community Housing requirement will be waived only for the residential portion of 
Hotel Projects that meet the Hotel definition adopted by the Ketchum City Council provided the 
project obtains a complete building permit prior to June 1, 2010.  

At the time, the city believed hotels were integral for economic revitalization, and the waiver was 
deemed necessary to incentivize hotel development.  
 
The city approved several hotel projects that relied on the community housing waiver but had not 
obtained a building permit within the required timeframe. A two-year extension to this waiver was 
approved in 2010 through the adoption of Ordinance No. 1068. The extension covered several hotel 
projects that would have been significantly impacted by the expiration of the community housing 
waiver, including the Limelight Hotel. 
 
The community housing waiver to incentivize hotel development was removed from Ketchum’s 
zoning code in 2014 through the adoption of Ordinance No. 1117. The zoning code was amended to 
state that, “For hotel uses, community housing calculations apply to all portions of the hotel 
development except the hotel units, which are addressed pursuant to Employee Housing, 
17.64.010.I, Hotel Uses.”  
 
Limelight Hotel Approvals & Agreements  
The City Council approved the original PUD CUP for the Limelight Hotel on June 7, 2010. At the 
time of the original PUD approval, the hotel was named Bald Mountain Lodge. Following the original 
PUD approval in 2010, the Limelight Hotel received numerous approvals for design and 
programming changes and entered into multiple agreements with the city. The timeline of Limelight 
Hotel approvals and agreement is provided in Figure 1.  
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The hotel program approved through the original 2010 PUD included 82 hotel rooms, 9 lock-off 
units on the fourth floor, and 26 residential condominium units on the fourth and fifth floors. The 
hotel program resulted in: (1) an employee housing requirement of 23 employee housing units and 
(2) a community housing requirement of 7,444 square feet or approximately $2.36 million in-lieu 
fee payment. The employee and community housing requirements were waived in their entirety 
through the PUD process as an incentive to commence construction of the hotel project.  
 
The PUD Ordinance gives City Council the authority to grant waivers from zoning and subdivision 
standards on a case-by-case basis provided the waiver is not detrimental to the public welfare, 
health, and safety or injurious to property owners in the surrounding area. The PUD Ordinance 
states:    

Modification or waiver from certain standard and subdivision requirements may be permitted 
subject to 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 
benefits derived from the development justify a departure from such regulations (KMC 
§16.08.080). 
 

The Limelight Hotel was granted multiple waivers through the PUD CUP. A summary of these 
waivers is provided in Table 5 of the 2013 PUD CUP Amendment approval (Attachment E: pages 8-
10). Waivers were granted for multiple zoning code requirements, including use, site, mass, and 
height specifications required for developments in the Community Core. The employee and 
community housing waivers were used as incentives to commence construction quickly and 
expedite the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for the hotel portion of the project in order to 
derive the economic benefits that would result from increasing accommodations for tourists.  
 
The Limelight Hotel (formerly Bald Mountain Lodge) DAs and amended DAs provided incentives 
for different construction timelines. The original Bald Mountain Lodge DA was amended three times 
to extend the construction timelines before the current Limelight Hotel DA (Attachment G) became 
effective. The construction timelines and incentives specified in the original Bald Mountain Lodge 
DA and current Limelight Hotel DA are summarized in Table 1.  
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Table 1: DA Construction Timelines & Incentives 
Timelines Incentives 

Bald Mountain Lodge DA (Effective Date: September 17, 2010) 

 A 
 

• building permit applied for by December 31, 2011 
• commencement of construction by June 30, 2012 
• Certificate of Occupancy issuance for hotel portion 

of project by January 30, 2015 

• community housing requirement waived in its 
entirety 

• employee housing requirement waived in its 
entirety 

B 
 

• building permit applied for by December 31, 2012 
• commencement of construction by December 31, 

2013 
• Certificate of Occupancy issuance for hotel portion 

of project by January 2016 

• community housing requirement waived in its 
entirety 

• 50% of employee housing requirement waived 
• Remaining 50% of employee housing requirement 

($1.38 million) must be satisfied through either 
construction of employee housing units, payment 
via real estate transfer fee, or by other method 
approved by the city. 

C 
 

building permit application shall be submitted within 4 
years of 2010 PUD approval unless extended by City 
Council upon written request by Owner prior to PUD 
CUP expiration 

waivers do not apply under this timeline—community 
and employee housing requirements must be met in 
their entirety 

Limelight Hotel Development Agreement (Effective Date: April 20, 2015) 

A 
 

• building permit applied for by May 31, 2015 
• commencement of construction by November 30, 

2015 
• Certificate of Occupancy issuance for hotel portion 

of the project by June 30, 2018 

• community housing requirement waived in its 
entirety 

• employee housing requirement waived in its 
entirety 

B 
 

• building permit applied for by May 31, 2016 
• commencement of construction by November 30, 

2016 
• Certificate of Occupancy issuance for hotel portion 

of project by June 30, 2019 

• community housing requirement waived in its 
entirety 

• 50% of employee housing requirement waived 
• Remaining 50% of employee housing requirement 

($1.38 million) must be satisfied through either 
construction of employee housing units, payment 
via real estate transfer fee, or by other method 
approved by the city.  

C 

building permit application shall be submitted by May 
6, 2017 (expiration date for 2013 PUD) unless extended 
by City Council upon written request by Owner prior to 
PUD CUP expiration 

waivers do not apply under this timeline—community 
and employee housing requirements must be met in 
their entirety 

 
On November 5, 2012, the City Council considered a request from Bald Mountain Lodge LLC for a 
second extension to the construction timelines specified in the DA. In exchange for extending the 
timelines, the developer agreed to modify the original fourth-floor program from residential 
condominium units to hotel guest rooms. The PUD CUP Amendment to reflect this change was 
approved on May 6, 2013 (see Attachment E). The conversion of the fourth-floor residential units to 
hotel rooms resulted in a total of 119 hotel rooms and 8 residential units on the fifth floor. 86.7% of 
the total building area was dedicated to hotel uses.  
 
On November 24, 2014, Aspen Skiing Company and Bald Mountain Lodge LLC conducted a 
workshop with the Planning and Zoning Commission on proposed modifications to the design of the 
approved hotel project. The Commission determined that the proposed programming changes 
would not necessitate a PUD amendment but that the proposed exterior changes required the 
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Commission’s review and approval of a Design Review Modification. Aspen Skiing Company, the 
current owner, purchased the Bald Mountain Lodge project in December of 2014. The Commission 
approved the Limelight Hotel Community Core Design Review Modification on April 2, 2015 
(Attachment F). The modifications included changes to the hotel program that resulted in 98 total 
hotel rooms, 10 lock-off units, and 14 residential units. 78.3% of the total building area was 
dedicated to hotel uses.  
 
On April 20, 2015, the city entered into a DA with Limelight Hotel LLC (see Attachment G). This DA 
superseded and replaced the original DA with Bald Mountain Lodge LLC. Building Permit No. 15-038 
was issued for the construction of the Limelight Hotel on October 1, 2015, and the Certificate of 
Occupancy was issued on December 22, 2016.  
 
ANALYSIS  
PUD & DA Procedures 
Hotels may exceed maximum floor area, height, and minimum open site area requirement through a 
PUD (KMC §17.124.050.A). PUDs are considered a conditional use within all zoning districts (KMC 
§16.08.060) and are required to obtain conditional use permits pursuant to KMC §16.08.050. The 
procedures for evaluating PUD CUPs are outlined in KMC §16.08.110 and KMC §16.08.120. The first 
step in the PUD CUP review process is a public hearing with the Commission. Pursuant to KMC 
§16.08.110:  

The commission shall make findings, together with recommendations, including but not limited to, 
approval with appropriate conditions or denial of the application. Thereafter, the conditional use 
permit application together with the record and recommendations of the commission, shall be 
forwarded to the City Council for final action.  

 
KMC 16.08.130 provides a non-exhaustive list of conditions that the City Council may impose as 
part of the PUD CUP process. Conditions may include:  

• Minimizing adverse impact on surrounding properties, developments and/or public services, 
facilities or utilities.  

• Designating the exact location and nature of development.  
• Requiring more restrictive development standards than those generally required in 

applicable ordinances.  
• Restrictions on the future use of the proposed development. This includes appropriate 

mechanisms to guarantee the affordability of community housing units (for example, deed 
restrictions). 

• Require provision of adequate employee housing.  
• Such other reasonable conditions as the City Council may deem appropriate with regard to 

the proposed PUD.  
Conditions are not limited to those listed in the PUD Ordinance.  
 
Hotels must enter into a DA with the city as part of the approval process.  Pursuant to KMC 
§17.124.050.B5, the DA may address, “community housing, hotel room uses and restrictions, public 
access on the property, alternatives and remedies if the hotel use ceases, and any other issues the 
Commission or City Council deems appropriate.” Hotel DAs follow the process outlined for PUDs.  
 
PUD Standards (KMC §16.08.080) 
KMC §16.08.080 provides evaluation standards that apply to review of all PUD CUP applications. 
Staff’s comprehensive analysis of all PUD standards is provided in Attachment D. Many standards 
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are not applicable to the request as no changes are proposed to the existing design, height, bulk, or 
mass of the Limelight Hotel. 
 
Special Development Objectives  
Pursuant to KMC §16.08.080.N, “There shall be special development objectives and special 
characteristics of the site or physical conditions that justify the granting of the PUD conditional use 
permit.”  
 
When the PUD was approved in 2010, the City Council found that, “The City has established that 
increasing tourist accommodations by encouraging hotel development is a priority,” and, “the 
economic benefits of such a development have been recognized by the City Council as an important 
factor in approving the project. The City Council findings for the 2013 PUD amendment (see 
Attachment G) state:  
 

The current PUD amendment proposes to convert the entire fourth floor from residential to hotel 
use. This results in an economic benefit of an addition thirty seven (37) hotel rooms in the 
Community Core. The employee housing requirement has changed from a requirement of twenty-
three (23) employee housing units to thirty (30) employee housing units. These are special 
development objectives that continue to justify the granting of a PUD. The City has established the 
need for hotels and hotbeds as a priority. The economic benefits of such a project are substantial.  

 
Figure 2 shows the special development 
objectives that were summarized in the City 
Council findings for the original 2013 PUD 
Amendment. When both the original 2010 
PUD and 2013 PUD amendment were 
approved, The City Council found that the 
economic benefits of the 4-star hotel 
justified granting approval of the PUD and 
associated waivers.  
 
The Limelight Hotel continues to provide 
economic benefits to the city through the 
Local Option Tax (LOT) collected from hotel 
room, liquor-by-the drink, and retail sales. 
The LOT money remains in Ketchum and is 
invested in a wide range of City services and 
economic development initiatives that 
benefit local residents and businesses in 
accordance with the allowable uses 
approved by voters. Those uses include: 
municipal transportation, open space 
acquisition and recreation, capital 
improvements, emergency services, city 
promotion, visitor information, and special 
events.  
 
 

Figure 2: 2013 PUD Amendment--Special Development Objectives 
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Conformance with Comprehensive Plan & Zoning Ordinance 
2014 Comprehensive Plan Analysis  
Pursuant to KMC §16.08.080.G, PUD proposals must be, “in conformance with and promote the 
purposes and goals of the comprehensive plan, zoning ordinance, and other applicable ordinances 
of the City, and not in conflict with the public interest.”  
 
The 2014 Comprehensive Plan (“2014 Plan”) highlights the tourism industry as an essential 
component of Ketchum’s economy and encourages growing the lodging industry, increasing visitor 
numbers through marketing, and enhancing tourism services and attractions downtown. Goal E-3 of 
the 2014 Plan states, “Ketchum depends heavily on tourism to support the local economy and will 
continue to support this industry” (page 17). Policy E-3(b) states that the city will, “Continue to 
support tourism-related land uses and businesses including lodging development and venues” 
(page 17).  
 
The 2014 Plan emphasizes Ketchum’s dire need of affordable housing that is attainable to the local 
workforce and acknowledges that workforce housing is essential for our economy. The 2014 Plan 
states, “The Ketchum community wants the majority of people who work in Ketchum to have an 
opportunity to reside here,” and that, “a diversity of housing is critically linked to a strong economy 
and year-round population” (page 19). Policy H-1.2 encourages “locally-developed solutions” to 
provide more attainable housing (page 20). Policy H-3.1 states that, “The City should encourage the 
private sector, through land-use regulations and incentive programs, to provide a mixture of 
housing types with varied price ranges and densities that meet a variety of needs.”  
 
The Limelight Hotel is the only hotel project in Ketchum that has received waivers for 100% of the 
employee and community housing requirements. The waivers were granted as an incentive to start 
construction quickly. The Limelight Hotel received a Certificate of Occupancy on December 22, 
2016. The incentive to quickly commence construction is no longer applicable. As further detailed in 
the analysis below, the new residential use proposed with the conversion request is subject to the 
community housing requirement. 
 
Zoning Ordinance Analysis  
Pursuant to FAR and community housing standards specified in KMC §17.124.040.B3:  

In the CC district, the maximum floor area incentive applies to buildings up to three stories in 
height. Buildings above three stories may exceed the 2.25 FAR maximum only in accordance with 
the pertinent provisions allowing for a fourth floor (for example, hotels, PUDs and 100 percent 
community housing project, etc.) For hotel uses, community housing calculation apply to all those 
portions of the hotel development except the hotel units, which are addressed pursuant to 
employee housing of this chapter. 

 
Community housing calculations are also addressed in the standards that apply to hotels in the 
Tourist Zone and Community Core listed in KMC §17.124.050.B. Pursuant to KMC §17.124.050.B1, 
“For hotel developments, community housing calculations apply to all residential units. However, 
100 percent of the community housing requirement will be waived only for the residential portion of 
hotel projects that meet the hotel definition adopted by the Ketchum City Council.” 
 
These sections of zoning code provide two different standards for applying the community housing 
calculation for hotels in the Community Core. KMC §17.124.040.B3 requires that the community 
housing calculation apply to all portions of a hotel development except hotel units. KMC 
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§17.124.050.B1 states that the community housing requirement is waived for the residential portion 
of projects that meet the hotel definition.  
 
Regulations for the interpretation and application of the zoning code are provided in KMC 
§17.04.040. The application of overlapping regulations is addressed in KMC §17.04.040.B, which 
states:  

Whenever the provisions of this title, or a provision in this title and any provision in any other 
ordinance, resolution, rule or regulation of any kind, contain any restrictions covering the same 
subject matter, the more restrictive or higher standards or requirements shall govern. All uses and 
all locations and bulk permitted under the terms of this title shall be in conformity with all other 
provisions of law. 

Applying the community housing calculation for all portions of the hotel development except hotel 
units as required by KMC §17.124.040.B3 is a more restrictive and higher standard compared to 
KMC §17.124.040.B3. This more restrictive and higher standard shall govern pursuant to KMC 
§17.04.040.B. 
 
The request to convert 11 existing hotel rooms on the fourth floor into two residential penthouses 
would result in 4,573 square feet of new non-hotel floor area. The community housing contribution 
and associated in-lieu fee for the new residential use is calculated as follows: 

• New Non-Hotel Floor Area: 4,573 gross square feet 
• 20% of New Non-Hotel Floor Area: 915 square feet 
• Net Livable (15% Reduction): 777 square feet 
• Community Housing In-Lieu Fee ($600 per square foot): 777square feet x $600 = 

$466,200 
 
The applicant summarizes the proposed housing mitigation in their narrative (Attachment A) and 
references the following sections of the zoning code:  
 

KMC §17.124.040—Floor Area Ratios and Community Housing  
B.2g. In addition to those outright options noted in this section, the City Council may 
consider alternative proposals by the applicant to fulfill the community housing incentive. 
The City Council has full discretionary power to determine said request. Options for 
fulfillment of the community housing incentive include, but are not limited to: 

1. Land conveyance to the City;  
2. Existing housing unit buy down or mortgage buy down; or 
3. Other proposals and options as approved by the City Council.  

 
KMC §17.124.050—Hotels  
B4. Alternate Means for housing. The City Council may consider a request by the hotel 
developer to satisfy any required employee or community housing square footage by 
alternate means. Off site mitigation, payment of in lieu fees, land in lieu of units, voluntary 
real estate transfer fees or other considerations may be proposed by the hotel developer. 
Larger sites are encouraged to include workforce housing on site. The City Council has full 
discretionary power to deny said request. 
 

In their narrative, the applicant summarizes their housing mitigation proposal as follows:  
The LLK has subsidized employee rents for over 7 years. The average rental subsidy is between 
$50,000 and $60,000 per year and total $350,000 to date. This practice is integral to the LLK 
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operations and there is no foreseen reason why this employee housing subsidy would be 
discontinued.  
 
Council has encouraged and continues to encourage subsidies as an offset to either construction of 
actual for-rent units or payment of in lieu fees. The Applicant submits that these employee rent 
subsidies qualify as an appropriate alternative housing contribution offset to the in-lieu fee 
payment.  

 
The applicant has proposed satisfying the community housing requirement for the new residential 
use by continuing to subsidize rents for their employees. Staff believes it is important to distinguish 
that the hotel is subject to two different housing requirements—the employe housing requirement 
and the community housing requirement.  
 
Employee housing is required pursuant to KMC §17.124.050.B2, which states, “Hotel developments 
are required to mitigate employee housing impacts at a ratio of 25 percent of the total number of 
employees calculated by the following formula: one employee per hotel room or bedroom.” The 
2013 PUD amendment waived the requirement to provide housing for 30 employees as an incentive 
to construct the project quickly. The request to convert 11 hotel rooms to two residential units 
decreases the employee housing demand for the project. The proposed amendment decreases the 
total number of hotel rooms to 98, which would require housing for 25 employees.  
 
Community housing is required pursuant to KMC §17.124.040.B3, which states that, “For hotel 
uses, community housing calculations apply to all those portions of the hotel development except 
the hotel units, which are addressed pursuant to employee housing of this chapter.” The applicant’s 
request proposes two new market-rate residential condominium units on the fourth floor of the 
Limelight Hotel. The two new residential units have a total floor area of 4,573 square feet. The 
associated community housing requirement based on the proposed new residential use is 777 
square feet of community housing or a community housing in-lieu fee of $466,200.  
 
Staff acknowledges the value of the ongoing rent subsidies that the Limelight Hotel provides to their 
employees. The 2013 PUD amendment waived the employee housing requirement to provide 
housing for 30 employees. While the city’s employee housing requirement was waived, Limelight 
Hotel depends on access to a stable workforce for their operations and voluntarily provides 
employee rent subsidies. Staff believes these ongoing employee rent subsidies underscore 
Ketchum’s shortage of affordable housing options that are attainable for the local workforce. Staff 
recommends the applicant satisfy the community housing requirement by paying the $466,200 in-
lieu fee to help further the city’s goal to produce and preserve housing the is affordable for our local 
workforce and community.  
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends the Commission make a recommendation to approve and move the PUD CUP & 
DA Amendment applications to the City council subject to the condition that the applicant satisfy 
the community housing requirement by paying the associated $466,200 in-lieu fee.   
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Limelight Ketchum guest room to condominium conversion narrative 

 

Executive Summary 

Thank you for your attention to the following materials detailing a proposed alteration within the 
Limelight Hotel Ketchum. 

This alteration will continue to reinforce the long standing operations of the LLK as a valued community 
contributor and participant. Continued successful hotel visitor operations, employment, popular 
restaurant and public services, valued meeting spaces, and desirable residences are significant 
contributors to our residents, visitors, and local businesses.  

The purpose of the proposed alteration is to expand the existing residential and for rent product and to 
make available the funds to complete a significant planned internal public space remodel projected to 
occur in 2025. 

We look forward to this modification as a basis for further interior guest and resident service 
improvements and experiences. 

 

Background 

The Limelight Ketchum was designed and fully entitled in April 2011. In 2014, the project was sold to the 
current owner and developer, Aspen Skiing Company, and construction commenced in Spring 2015.  

In 2013, prior to the sale, the PUD/CUP was amended and updated. Following the sale, the Development 
Agreement was amended, and the Community Core Design Review was modified in April 2015. As the 
program revisions proposed by ASC were consistent with the PUD/CUP, the city determined the 
PUD/CUP did not need to be further revised.  Construction began in Spring of 2015 and was completed 
and the Certificate of Occupancy issued in December, 2016. As set forth in the final Design Review 
approval, the project totaled 99 guest rooms and 14 for sale condominiums and totaling 141,547 square 
feet, of which 78.3% was platted as Hotel square footage.  

A stipulation of the Development Agreement/PUD provided that 75% of the building square footage, at 
minimum,  must be utilized as Hotel space (106,160 s.f.)  Since inception in 2015, 110,811 square  
footage has been designated and used as Hotel space.  

Submittal 

While maintaining designated hotel parameters, and continuing to conform with the Hotel Definition, 
Development  Agreement, and PUD/CUP governing agreements, the project includes 4,650.75 square 
feet of excess Hotel square footage.  
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Two areas of the 4th floor (“Main Street” block and “1st Street” block) are platted and recorded as Hotel 
and are comprised of guest rooms totaling 4,573 square feet. The Main Street block included 5 guest 
rooms totaling 1,939 square feet. The 1st Street block included 6 guest rooms totaling 2,633 square feet. 

This submittal requests the conversion of this excess Hotel square footage to residential use, specifically 
the Main Street block and the 1st Street block. After this conversion the Residential square footage will 
be 35,309 s.f.  and still less than the 25% maximum allowed.  (Please see the area calculation detail and 
the floor plate indicating the two 4th floor color blocked areas). 

 

Project Design 

Interior:  

The floor plates of the 4th floor Main Street block and 1st Street block areas mirror existing 5th floor 
condominium units; the interior floor plans for the 4th floor units will be substantially similar to those 
upper units.  

Exterior: 

There will not be any change to the exterior treatments of materials, windows, penetrations or colors. 
We have included exhibits showing the existing Main Street elevation and the 1st Street elevation for 
reference. (Please see drawing pages attached) 

Code Compliance 

The governing authority, including the Development Agreement, the PUD/CUP, and the relevant Code 
sections have been excerpted and included within the relevant Proposed document Amendments and 
Forms. (Please see Amendment Application Forms and Exhibits attached) 

 

Parking 

The parking code provides for .75 parking space per hotel guest room and 1.5 parking spaces per 
residential unit. 8 spaces exist already to accommodate the 11 guestrooms. Residential use would 
require only  3 spaces. Thus the project now includes an excess parking count of 5 spaces.(Please see the 
updated Parking calculation attached). 

Plat Amendment 

The Final Plat was completed in 2015. A Plat Amendment will be required to re-organize the 2 Hotel 
guestroom blocks into 2 condominiums and to transfer the two blocks from the “H”, or Hotel 
designation, to “R” or Residential designation. (Please see preliminary  Lot Line Adjustment Form 
Application attached). 
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Housing Mitigation 

 City code section 17.124.040 calculates an applicable in lieu fee based on “new non-hotel floor area” as 
follows: 

• New Non-Hotel Floor Area: 4,573 square feet 
• 20% of New Non-Non-Hotel Floor Area: 915 square feet 
• Net Livable (15% Reduction) 777 square feet 
• Community Housing In-Lieu Fee ($600 per s.f.): 777s.f. x $600 = $466,200 

Section 17.08 specifies the definition of “Hotel” and the Applicant stipulates that both prior to and 
following the application of this proposed use modification, the LLK continues to fully comply with the 
Hotel definition with no change to the approved FAR or total square footage. 

Pursuant to Title 17.124.040B2g, “Options for fulfillment of the community housing incentive include, but 
are not limited to:  

1) Land conveyance to the City; 
2) Existing housing unit buy down or mortgage buy down; or  
3) Other proposals and options as approved by the City Council.”  (Emphasis added) 

Additionally, Title 17.124.050B4 provides: “Alternate means for Housing. The City Council may consider a 
request by the hotel developer to satisfy any required employee or community housing square footage 
by alternate means. Off-site mitigation, payment of in lieu fees, land in lieu of units, voluntary real 
estate transfer fees or other considerations may be proposed by the hotel developer.” (Emphasis added). 

The LLK has subsidized employee rents for over 7 years. The average rental subsidy is between $50,000 
and $60,000 per year and totals $350,000 to date. This practice is integral to the LLK operations and 
there is no foreseen reason why this employee housing subsidy would be discontinued. 

Council has encouraged and continues to encourage such subsidies as an offset to either construction of 
actual for-rent units or payment of in lieu fees. The Applicant submits that these employee rent 
subsidies qualify as an appropriate alternative housing  contribution offset to the in-lieu fee payment. 
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Rounded

A Existing Total Building Floor Area (S.F.) 141,547.00  Sq. Ft.

B Existing Total Hotel Floor Area 110,811.00  Sq. Ft.

C Percent of Building Area Required as Hotel 75.0%

D Percent of Building Area Defined as Hotel B ÷ A 78.3%

E Permitted Non-Hotel (i.e. Residential) Floor Area 25% x A 35,386.75  Sq. Ft. 35,387.00  Sq. Ft.

F Existing Residential Floor Area (excludes lock-off hotel rooms) 30,736.00  Sq. Ft.

G Remaining Permitted Residential Floor Area (Method 1) E - F 4,650.75  Sq. Ft. 4,651.00  Sq. Ft.

H Remaining Permitted Residential Floor Area (Method 2) (D - C) x A 4,650.75  Sq. Ft. 4,651.00  Sq. Ft.

I Existing Hotel Rooms Proposed to be Converted into Residential Condo 401

J Existing Hotel Rooms Proposed to be Converted into Residential Condo 416

K Proposed Residential Condominium 401 Floor Area 1,939.54  Sq. Ft. 1,940.00  Sq. Ft.

L Proposed Residential Condominium 416 Floor Area 2,633.57  Sq. Ft. 2,634.00  Sq. Ft.

M Proposed Residential Floor Area Total K + L 4,573.11  Sq. Ft. 4,573.00  Sq. Ft.

Rounded

A Existing Commercial Space Floor Area (S.F.) 10,819.00  Sq. Ft.
B Commercial Space Parking Requirement (Number of Spaces) - 2 per 1,000 S.F. A ÷ (1,000 SF ÷ 2) 21.64                            22.00                            
C Existing Residential Floor Area (net) 30,736.00  Sq. Ft.
D Proposed Residential Floor Area (net) 4,573.00  Sq. Ft.
E Existing Residential Parking Requirement (Number of Spaces) - 1 per 1,500 S.F. C ÷ 1,500 20.49                            20.50                            
F Proposed Residential Parking Requirement (No. of Spaces) - 1 per 1,500 S.F. (C+D )÷ 1,500 3.05                              
G Total Residential Parking Requirement (No. of Spaces) E + F 23.54                            24.00                            
H Existing Number of Hotel Rooms/Lock-Out Units 108.00                          
I Proposed Number of Hotel Rooms/Lock-Out Units H - 11 97.00                            
J Existing Hotel Parking Requirement (No. of Spaces) - .75 per Room H x .75 81.00                            
K Proposed Hotel Parking Requirement (No. of Spaces) - .75 per Room I x .75 72.75                            73.00                            
L Total Existing Parking Spaces* Actual number is 108 + 12=120 B + E + J 123.13                          124.00                          
M Total Parking Space Requirement based on Proposed Changes B + G + K 117.93                          118.00                          
N Existing Parking Spaces in Excess of Requirement* 120-118=2 L - M 5.20                              5.00                              

401, 402, 403, 404, 405

416, 417, 418, 419, 420, 421

Limelight Square Footage Calculation

Limelight Parking Requirements
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Attachment B 
PUD CUP Amendment 

Application & Submittal 
Materials 
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OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

File Number: P25-001a

Date Received: 1/9/25

By: NF

Fee Paid: $6,000.00

Approved Date: 

Denied Date: 

By: 

Conditional Use Permit Application 

Submit Completed application to planningandbuilding@ketchumidaho.org  Or hand deliver to Ketchum City Hall, 
191 5th St. W.  Ketchum, ID If you have questions, please contact the Planning and Building Department at (208) 
726-7801. To view the Development Standards, visit the City website at: www.ketchumidaho.org and click on
Municipal Code.  You will be contacted and invoiced once your application package is complete.

OWNERINFORMATION 
Project Name: 
Name of Owner of Record: 
Physical Address: 

Property Legal Description: 
Property Zoning District: 
Lot Size: 
Contact Phone: Contact Email: 

PROJECT INFORMATION 
Description of Proposed Conditional Use: 
 

Description & Specification Sheet of Proposed 
and Existing Exterior Lighting: 

  Limelight Hotel Condominium Conversion
  Limelight Ketchum 2, LLC

  151 South Main Street

  151 So. Main Hotel & Residences Unit H Hotel 

CC-1

  48,332.14 SF
  Jim Laski:  (208) 725-0055   JRL@LawsonLaski.com

Modification of existing Planned Unit Development.

N/A

Docusign Envelope ID: 3325A994-E26A-4524-A098-15CCB59B6FC5
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Amendment to PUD



   
 

   
 

APPLICANT NARRATIVE OF HOW THEY MEET THE CONDITIONAL USES PERMIT  
CRITERIA IN MUNICIPLE CODE 17.116.030 A-E 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
                              ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

 

ACCOMPANYING SUPPORTING INFORMATION REQUIRED 

● Existing Site Plan ● Proposed Site Plan   ● Landscape Plan ● Grading and Drainage Plan  ● Exterior Lighting Plan 
and Specifications ● Other plans and studies related to the social, economic, fiscal, environmental, traffic, and other 
effects of the proposed conditional use, as required by the Administrator 

Applicant agrees to observe all City ordinances, laws and conditions imposed. Applicant agrees to defend, hold harmless 
and indemnify  the City of Ketchum, city officials, agents and employees from and for any and all losses, claims, actions, 
judgments for damages, or injury to persons or property, and losses and expenses caused or incurred by Applicant, its servants, 
agents, employees, guests and business invitees and not caused by or arising out of the tortuous conduct of city or its officials, 
agents or employees. Applicant certifies that s/he has read and examined this application and that all information contained 
herein is true and correct. 

 
 

 

Applicant Signature Date 
 
 

City of Ketchum Planning & Building Department 
Conditional Use Permit Application 

Refer to attached proposed Amendments to Conditional Use Permit for Planned Unit Development.

N/A

Docusign Envelope ID: 3325A994-E26A-4524-A098-15CCB59B6FC5

12/23/2024
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[PROPOSED] AMENDMENT TO CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR PLANNED UNIT 
DEVELOPMENT File # 07-015 - 1 
  11564-001 

[PROPOSED] AMENDMENT TO CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 
FOR PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT  

 
FILE NUMBER: 07-015:  LIMELIGHT HOTEL 

 
The Following Amendment to the Conditional Use Permit for Planned Unit Development   
dated May 6, 2023 (“Amendment”) is proposed by Limelight Ketchum, LLC, a Delaware 
limited liability company (“Owner”): 
 

RECITALS 
 

 A.  Owner is a party to that certain Development Agreement with the City 
dated April 20, 2015 (“Development Agreement”), and recorded on July 8, 2015, as 
Instrument No. 627876, records of the County Recorder, Blaine County, Idaho.  The 
Development Agreement sets forth contractual obligations for a hotel, retail  and 
residential condominium project and related improvements at 151 South Main Street in 
Ketchum, Idaho, (“Development” or “Project”).   
 
 B. The Development Agreement incorporated the terms and provisions of the 
approved Conditional Use Permit for Planned Unit Development for the Project dated 
June 7, 2010 and amended May 6, 2013 (the “PUD”)1 and the Community Core Design 
Review dated April 2, 2015 (“Design Review Approval”).2   
 

C.  The Project was completed by Owner in accordance with the 
Development Agreement, PUD and Design Review Approval and the final plat recorded 
in January of 2017. 
 
 D.  Owner now desires to convert portions of the hotel consisting of eleven 
(11) hotel rooms into two (2) residential condominium units (“Residential Conversion”). 
 
 E.  The residential Conversion requires amendments to Tables setting forth 
Program Overview, Square Footage Calculations and Hotel Definition Calculations to 
demonstrate continued conformance with the PUD standards.   

 
Based on the foregoing, Owner hereby requests that the following Amendment be 

incorporated into the PUD:    
 
Amendments:  Tables 1 through 4 in paragraphs 5 and [6] of the PUD3 shall be replaced 
with the following:   

 
 

 
 

1 Exhibit C to the Development Agreement.  
2 Exhibit B to the Development Agreement.  
3 The most recent calculation Tables are included in the Design Review Approval. 
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[PROPOSED] AMENDMENT TO CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR PLANNED UNIT 
DEVELOPMENT File # 07-015 - 2 
  11564-001 

 
Table 1: History of Programming Changes 

 Original 
Approval 
2010 

Revised 
May 2013 

Proposed 
Nov. 20144 

Approved 
2015 
Design 
Review 

Proposed 
2025 

Project Numbers 

Lot size (sf) 48,351 48,315 48,351 48,351 48,351 

Building Height (ft) 68 68 63 63 63 

Parking Spaces (#) 125 125 122 124 124 

Number of parking 
levels (#) 

2 2 1 1 1 

Hotel 

Lobby (sf) 5,660 4,600 12,140 5,532 5,532 
Hotel Rooms 
(total sf) 

48,380 70,448 58142 50,414 45,841 

Hotel Rooms/Suites (#) 82 119 105 99 88 

Avg Size of Hotel 
Rooms (sf) 

590 592 554 456 456 

Lock-off Units (#) 5 0 15 10 10 

Conference/Prefunct 
space (sf) 

5,436 8,380 4,310 4,131 4,131 

Conference Capacity 
(#) 

200 350 175 170 170 

Spa (sf) 5,506 3,600 0 0 0 
Restaurant/Lounge/ 
Kitchen (sf) 

773,500 6,870 Included in 
Lobby 

Included in 
Lobby 

Included In 
Lobby 

Pool/Hot tubs (#) 1 pool/ 1 
hot tub 

1 pool/ 1 
hot tub 

1 pool/ 2 
hot tubs 

1 pool/ 2 
hot tubs 

1 pool/ 2 
hot tubs 

Fitness (sf) 809 1,200 940 930 930 

Residential 

 
4 Per Paragraph 2 of the Design Review Approval, on November 24, 2014, the Planning and Zoning Commission 

determined that the 2013 Development Agreement did NOT need to be amended as the proposed program 
changes were consistent with the original approval and code requirements. Final Program Calculations were 
incorporated into the Design Review Approval. Similarly, the current proposed program changes are consistent 
with the original PUD approval, as amended, and code requirements.  
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Residential Units 
(total sf) 

40,035 18,600 32,335 30,736 35,309 

Residential Units  
(#) 

26 11 18 14 16 

Avg. Size of Residential 
Units (sf) 

1,540 1,692 1,796 2,195 2,195 

% of Hotel vs 
Residential 

74.4 86.7 81.0 78.3 75.1 

Retail 

Total (sf) 2,614 2,550 1,890 2,050 2,050 

 
Table 2: Hotel Definition 

HOTEL 
CONFIGURATION 

BML-2010 
Approved 

BML-2013 
Approved 

LKH-2015 
Approved  

Proposed 
2025 

Guest Rooms 82 119 99 88 
Sq Ft 59,422 86,329 50,414 45,841 
Dedicated Units –  
Lock-Out Units 

9 N/A 10 10 

Sq Ft 3,535 N/A 4,776 4776 
Hotel Key Count 91 119 109 98 
BOH/Lobbies/Hotel 
Related Uses Sq Ft  
(P1,P2,Level 1*) 

63,687 60,149 55,621 55,621 

TTL “Hotel” Sq Ft (per 
definition)  

126,647 146,478 110,811 106,238 

     
Permitted “Non-Hotel” 
sq ft (25%) 

42,215.5 42,215.5 35,387 35,387 

     
Proposed Residential 
Units (4th & 5th floors 
minus lock-off units) 

26 8 14 16 

Sq Ft 42,215 22,384 30,736 35,309 
     
TTL Bldg Sq Ft (includes 
sub-grade hotel uses, 
but not parking) 

168,862 168,862 141,547 141,547 

     
Pct of Building Area 
defined as “Hotel” 

75.0% 86.7% 78.3% 75.1% 
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Residential Sq Ft over 
allowable per definition.  

0 0 0 0 

 

Table 3: Required Parking 

Parking Requirements: Proposed 
2025 

Commercial Space: 10,819 sf**                 2 per 1,000 sq. ft = 21.6 spaces 
Residential (net)      30,736 sf                       1 per 1,500 sq. ft. = 20.5 spaces (35,309 sf)   

24 spaces  
Hotel:                       108 units                       .75 per Room = 81 spaces (98 units) 

73 spaces 
Total Spaces Required:                123.1 spaces 117.9 

spaces 
  
Proposed:   
Garage: 109 spaces     Surface: 3 spaces    On Street Credit*:    12 
spaces 

 

Total Spaces Proposed:                                 124 spaces No Change 
 

  
 
Submitted this ____ day of January, 2025 by:  
 
 
LIMELIGHT KETCHUM, LLC   
 
 
__________________________   
By:     
Its:     
  
  
 

 
 

88



March 11, 2025 

 

By email and hand delivered 

 

Morgan Landers 
c/o Abby Rivin 
Director, Ketchum Planning & Zoning 
191- 5th St. West 
Ketchum, Id 83340 
 
Re:  Limelight Hotel (LLK), 2/24/25 City Review Comments DA and PUD Amendments requested 
additional submittal. 
 
Dear Morgan and Abby, 
 
Per the above referenced City Review Comments dated February 24, 2025 we are pleased to provide the 
attached requested documents and additional narrative for the planned LLK conversion of 4th floor guest 
rooms to two for-sale condominiums. 

All documents and drawings provided are itemized in the Transmittal sheet for your reference. 

Please advise if additional forms or documents are required in this application. 

Thank you. 

 

Jim Garrison 

 

For Applicant – Aspen Hospitality Group/Ketchum Limelight 2 LLC 
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Limelight Ketchum guest room to condominium conversion narrative #2 

(In Response to City Comment letter dated February 24, 2025) 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Thank you for your Review Comment Letter referenced above regarding the Limelight submittal 
documents dated December 16, 2024 and transmitted from Michael Doty Associates, Architects. 

We note 5 discreet City 2/24/25 comments for additional information and have itemized and formatted 
this response in the order of those Review Comments. 

The applicant’s additional submitted documents here address the planned modification to the 
hotel/residence via the applicable regulating documents relative to the Limelight Hotel located at 151 
South Main St., Ketchum, ID (“LLK”, “Applicant”, “Project”). 

 

City Comment #1: Required Action: “submit a title report, the owner’s recorded deed to the subject 
property, the CC&Rs, and the condominium declaration as required by KMC 16.08.070.B.”  

 Response: Please find the title report, recorded deed, and CC&Rs attached. (Please note the 
condominium declaration is included with the CC&Rs.) 

City Comment #2: Required Action: “submit a narrative describing how the proposed amendment 
impacts the applicable evaluation standards for PUDs specified in KMC 16.08.080….” 

Response: Please see each of the standards for PUDs listed and addressed below: 

16.08.080 - Standards. 

A. Minimum lot size of three acres. All land within the development shall be conƟguous except 
for intervening waterways. Parcels that are not conƟguous 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 30 percent of community or employee housing, as defined in 
secƟon 16.08.030 of this chapter; 
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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 acres (65,340 square feet). ApplicaƟon 
for waiver or deferral of this criteria shall include a descripƟon 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 definiƟon of "hotel" in secƟon 17.08.020, "Terms defined", of this 
Code, and conforms to all other requirements of secƟon 17.18.130, "Community Core District 
(CC)", or secƟon 17.18.100, "Tourist District (T)", of this Code. Waivers from the provisions of 
secƟon 17.18.130 of this Code may be granted for hotel uses only as outlined in 
secƟon 17.124.040 of this Code. Waivers from the provisions of secƟon 17.18.100 of this Code 
may be granted for hotel uses only as outlined in secƟon 17.124.040 of this Code. 

Response:  The Proposed Amendment does not impact the applicable standards.  A waiver to 
the 3-acre lot size was granted in 2009 and is not impacted by the proposed change.  Community and 
Employee Housing for the Project were waived based on the development schedule (Timeline A) 
contained in the Third Amendment to the Development Agreement dated November 3, 2014 
(“Development Agreement”). There are no changes to that schedule proposed and the development 
Ɵmeframes were met.   

The reducƟon of 11 hotel rooms to create 2 residenƟal condominium units would reduce the 
employee housing demand generated by the Project. AddiƟonally, the Applicant voluntarily provides 
employee housing assistance to its employees. 

The Project with the proposed amendment conƟnues to meet the definiƟon of Hotel and does 
not impact any other waivers associated with the original Project.  

B. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the present and permiƩed uses of surrounding 
areas. 

Response: There are no changes proposed to the exterior of the building or to any exterior 
improvements.  The Proposed Amendment will generate a lower parking requirement and will not result 
in any changes to traffic paƩerns. 

C. The proposed project will have a beneficial effect not normally achieved by standard 
subdivision development.  

Response: The City previously found that this Project was not a subdivision and that this 
standard is inapplicable. The proposed amendment does not impact that analysis.  

D. The development shall be in harmony with the surrounding area. 

Response: The Amendment request involves no exterior changes to the approved Project.  
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 E.  1. DensiƟes and uses may be transferred between zoning districts within a PUD as 
permiƩed under this chapter, provided, the aggregate overall allowable density of units and uses 
shall be no greater than that allowed in the zoning district or districts in which the development 
is located. Notwithstanding the above, the commission may recommend waiver or deferral of the 
maximum density and the council may grant addiƟonal density above the aggregate overall 
allowable density only for projects which construct community or employee housing and which: 

a. Include a minimum of 30 percent of community or employee housing, as defined in 
secƟon 16.08.030 of this chapter; and 

b. Guarantee the use, rental prices or maximum resale prices thereof based upon a method 
proposed by the applicant and approved by the Blaine County Housing Authority and/or the 
Ketchum City Council. 

2. ApplicaƟon for waiver or deferral of this criteria shall include a descripƟon of the proposed 
community or employee housing and the proposed guarantee for the use, rental cost or resale 
cost. 

 Response: The City previously found that this standard does not apply as no density is being 
transferred and the proposed density is permiƩed in the CC zone.  The proposed amendment does not 
impact that finding.  

F. The proposed vehicular and nonmotorized transportaƟon system: 

1. Is adequate to carry anƟcipated traffic consistent with exisƟng and future development of 
surrounding properƟes. 

Response: The effect of the proposed amendment will be to reduce traffic associated with the 
Project.  

2. Will not generate vehicular traffic to cause undue congesƟon of the public street network 
within or outside the PUD. 

Response: The effect of the proposed amendment will be to reduce traffic associated with the 
Project.  

3. Is designed to provide automoƟve and pedestrian safety and convenience. 

Response: There is no change in the design configuraƟon proposed and the revision will 
minimize impacts. 

4. Is designed to provide adequate removal, storage and deposiƟon of snow. 

Response: There is no change in the design configuraƟon proposed and the revision will 
minimize impacts. 
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5. Is designed so that traffic ingress and egress will have the least impact possible on adjacent 
residenƟal uses. This includes design of roadways and access to connect to arterial streets 
wherever possible, and design of ingress, egress and parking areas to have the least impact on 
surrounding uses. 

Response: There is no change in the design configuraƟon proposed and the revision will 
minimize impacts. 

6. Includes the use of buffers or other physical separaƟons to buffer vehicular movement from 
adjacent uses. 

Response: There is no change in the design configuraƟon proposed and the revision will 
minimize impacts. 

7. Is designed so that roads are placed so that disturbance of natural features and exisƟng 
vegetaƟon is minimized. 

Response: There is no change in the design configuraƟon proposed and the revision will 
minimize impacts. 

8. Includes trails and sidewalks that create an internal circulaƟon system and connect to 
surrounding trails and walkways. 

Response: There is no change in the design configuraƟon proposed and the revision will 
minimize impacts. 

G. The plan is in conformance with and promotes the purposes and goals of the comprehensive 
plan, zoning ordinance, and other applicable ordinances of the City, and not in conflict with the public 
interest. 

Response: The proposed minor change in the number of hotel rooms has a di minimis impact on 
the purposes and goals of the comprehensive plan. The Project conƟnues to qualify under the hotel 
definiƟon. AddiƟonally, those rooms have an occupancy rate of less than 14%.  The proposed change is 
fully in accordance with applicable ordinances and with the public interest.     

1. Pursuant to subsecƟon 16.08.070.D of this chapter, all of the design review standards 
in chapter 17.96 of this Code shall be carefully analyzed and considered. This includes detailed 
analysis of building bulk, undulaƟon and other design elements. The site plan should be sensiƟve 
to the architecture and scale of the surrounding neighborhood. 

Response: There is no change in the design configuraƟon proposed. 

2. The influence of the site design on the surrounding neighborhood, including relaƟonship of the 
site plan with exisƟng structures, streets, traffic flow and adjacent open spaces, shall be 
considered. 
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Response: There is no change in the design configuraƟon proposed. 

3. The site design should cluster units on the most developable and least visually sensiƟve porƟon 
of the site. 

Response: There is no change in the design configuraƟon proposed. 

H. The development plan incorporates the site's significant natural features. 

Response: There is no change in the design configuraƟon proposed. 

I. SubstanƟal buffer planƟng strips or other barriers are provided where no natural buffers exist. 

Response: There is no change in the design configuraƟon proposed. 

J. Each phase of such development shall contain all the necessary elements and improvements to 
exist independently from proposed future phases in a stable manner. 

Response: There is no phasing associated with the proposed amendment.  

K. Adequate and usable open space shall be provided. The applicant shall dedicate to the 
common use of the homeowners or to the public adequate open space in a configuraƟon usable and 
convenient to the residents of the project. The amount of usable open space provided shall be greater 
than that which would be provided under the applicable aggregate lot coverage requirements for the 
zoning district or districts within the proposed project. Provision shall be made for adequate and 
conƟnuing management of all open spaces and common faciliƟes to ensure proper maintenance. 

Response: There is no change in the design configuraƟon proposed and the revision will 
minimize impacts. 

L. LocaƟon of buildings, parking areas and common areas shall maximize privacy within the 
project and in relaƟonship to adjacent properƟes and protect solar access to adjacent properƟes. 

Response: There is no change in the design configuraƟon proposed and the revision will 
minimize impacts. 

M. Adequate recreaƟonal faciliƟes and/or daycare shall be provided. Provision of adequate on 
site recreaƟonal faciliƟes may not be required if it is found that the project is of insufficient size or density 
to warrant same and the occupant's needs for recreaƟonal faciliƟes will be adequately provided by 
payment of a recreaƟon fee in lieu of such faciliƟes to the City for development of addiƟonal acƟve park 
faciliƟes. On site daycare may be considered to saƟsfy the adequate recreaƟonal facility requirement or 
may be required in addiƟon to the recreaƟonal faciliƟes requirement. 

Response: There is no change in the design configuraƟon proposed and the revision will 
minimize impacts. 
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N. There shall be special development objecƟves and special characterisƟcs of the site or physical 
condiƟons that jusƟfy the granƟng of the PUD condiƟonal use permit. 

Response: The development objecƟves and special characterisƟcs jusƟfying the PUD approval 
included (i) the economic benefit of new hot beds; (ii) economic benefit of conference space; (iii) social 
benefit of employee housing, although that requirement was waived; (iv) the aestheƟc/economic 
benefit of undergrounding power lines; and (v) the aestheƟc/economic benefit of pedestrian 
improvements in the public right of way.   

O. The development will be completed within a reasonable Ɵme. 

Response: The development is complete.  

P. Public services, faciliƟes and uƟliƟes are adequate to serve the proposed project and 
anƟcipated development within the appropriate service areas. 

Response: The proposed amendment does not affect public services, faciliƟes or uƟliƟes.   

Q. The project complies with all applicable ordinances, rules and regulaƟons of the City of 
Ketchum, Idaho, except as modified or waived pursuant to this secƟon. 

Response: The Project was completed in 2016 in accordance with PUD Agreement and a 
Development Agreement, each amended mulƟple Ɵmes, and included various waivers, all of which were 
approved through the PUD process.  No addiƟonal waivers are requested for the current proposed 
amendment.  All other ordinances, rules and regulaƟons of the city will be met.  
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City Comment #3: No action required by the applicant at this time: “Staff recommends the applicant 
revise the narrative to distinguish between the two different requirements/waivers by providing two 
distinct analyses addressing how the proposal impacts: (1) the community housing requirement and 
(2) the employee housing requirement.” 

City Comment #4:  No action required by the applicant at this time: “Staff recommends the applicant 
reconsider the community housing requirement and amend the proposal to fulfill the community 
housing contribution for the proposed 4,573 square feet of new residential use through one of the 
options outlined in KMC 17.124.040.B2f….” 

City Comment #5: No action required by the applicant at this time: “Staff recommends the applicant 
revise the narrative to describe whether the proposed modification will have an impact on the 
economic benefits provided by the Limelight Hotel.  Staff recommends the applicant provide further 
analysis to explain how the request to remove 11 hotel rooms will not diminish the public and 
economic benefits provided by the Limelight Hotel.” 

CONCLUSION 

This application does not impact and continues to reinforce the long-standing operations of the LLK as a 
valued community contributor and participant. LLK looks forward to continued successful hotel visitor 
operations, employment, popular restaurant and public services, valued meeting spaces, and desirable 
residences are significant contributors to our residents, visitors, and local businesses.  

We look forward to this modification as a basis for further interior guest and resident service 
improvements and experiences. 
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File Number:   25540011

1

TitleOne Corporation dba Sun Valley Title
271 1st Ave. N., PO Box 2365
Ketchum, ID  83340
(208)726-9341

SCHEDULE A

1. Effective Date: February 26, 2025 at 07:30 AM

2. Policy or Policies to be issued:

Preliminary Research Report                                           Report Amount:  $250.00

For the Benefit of:
Jim Garrison

3. The estate or interest in the land described or referred to in this Report and covered herein is:
Fee Simple

4. Title to the estate or interest in said land is at the effective date hereof vested in:
Limelight Ketchum 2 LLC, a Delaware limited liability company

5. The land referred to in this Report is described as follows:
See Attached Schedule C

DISCLAIMER

The information provided in this report is for informational purposes only.  This report contains information about real property and interests in real 
property.  This report is based on a search of our tract indexes of the county records.  This is not a title or ownership report and no examination of 
the title to the property described has been made.  For this reason, no liability beyond the amount paid for this report is assumed hereunder and the 
company is not responsible beyond the amount paid for any errors and omissions contained herein.  This report in no way creates any obligation by 
Sun Valley Title or its underwriters to insure any party now or in the future.  Any insurance will be separate from this report and subject to usual and 
customary underwriting standards. 
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2

SCHEDULE B-I
Requirements

The following are to be complied with:

1. NOTE: According to the available records, the purported address of the land referenced herein is:

151 S Main St, Unit H, Ketchum, ID 83340 (Hotel)
151 S Main St, Unit R, Ketchum, ID 83340 (Retail)
None at this time, Ketchum, ID 83340 (Common Area)

2. NOTE: The only deed(s) affecting said land, which recorded within 24 months of the date of this report, or the last recorded vesting 
deed, is (are) as follows:
Document: Special Warranty Deed 
Grantor: Aspen Skiing Company, LLC, a Colorado limited liability company 
Grantee: Limelight Ketchum 2 LLC, a Delaware limited liability company 
Recorded: December 17, 2021
Instrument No.: 689977, records of Blaine County, Idaho.

3. NOTE: No existing deed of trust or mortgage appears of record. If this information is in error, please notify your title or escrow officer 
with information concerning any existing loans.
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SCHEDULE B-II
Exceptions From Coverage

Note: This is a Preliminary Research Report and not a title insurance policy.  If it were a policy, it would have the following Exceptions 
unless they are taken care of to our satisfaction. If the Company’s requirements are satisfied, Exceptions 1 through 7 would be removed 
on Enhanced/Extended coverage policies. 

Exceptions:

1. Any defect, lien, encumbrance, adverse claim, or other matter that appears for the first time in the Public Records or is created, 
attaches, or is disclosed between the Commitment Date and the date on which all of the Schedule B, Part I—Requirements are met.

2. Rights or claims of parties in possession not shown by the Public Records.

3. Any encroachment, encumbrance, violation, variation, or adverse circumstance affecting the Title that would be disclosed by an 
accurate and complete land survey of the Land, and that is not shown by the Public Records.

4. Easements, or claims of easements, not shown by the Public Records.

5. Any lien, or right to a lien, for services, labor, equipment, or materials heretofore or hereafter furnished, imposed by law and not shown 
by the Public Records.

6. Taxes or special assessments which are not shown as existing liens by the records of any taxing authority that levies taxes or 
assessments on real property or by the Public Records. Proceedings by a public agency which may result in taxes or assessments, or 
notices to such proceedings whether or not shown by the records of such agency, or by the Public Records.

7. (a) Unpatented mining claims; (b) reservations or exceptions in patents or in Acts authorizing the issuance thereof; (c) water rights, 
claims to title to water, whether or not the matters excepted under (a), (b), or (c) are shown by the Public Records.

8. Taxes for the year 2024 are paid in full.
Parcel Number: RPK070300000H0
Original Amount: $76,688.96
Hotel area

9. Taxes for the year 2024 are paid in full.
Parcel Number: RPK070300000R0
Original Amount: $2,682.22
Retail area

10. Taxes for the year 2024 are exempt.
Parcel Number: RPK07030000000
Original Amount: $0.00
Common Area

11. Taxes, including any assessments collected therewith, for the year 2025 which are a lien not yet due and payable.

12. The Land described herein is located within the boundaries of the City of Ketchum and is subject to any assessments levied thereby.

13. Liens, levies, and assessments of the 151 South Main Hotel & Residences Owners' Association, Inc.

14. Easements, reservations, restrictions, and dedications as shown on the official plat of Ketchum Townsite and Ketchum: Block 20: Lot 
1A.

15. Easements, reservations, restrictions, and dedications as shown on the official plat of 151 South Main Hotel & Residences.

16. Easements, reservations, restrictions, and dedications as shown on the official plat of 151 South Main Hotel & Residences Amended.

17. Reservations and exceptions in a United States Patent, and in the act authorizing the issuance thereof, recorded June 2, 1891 in Book 
1 of Patents, at Page 489, records of Blaine County, Idaho.
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18. Reservations and exceptions in a United States Patent, and in the act authorizing the issuance thereof, recorded June 2, 1891 in Book 
1 of Patents, at Page 490, records of Blaine County, Idaho.

19. Reservations and exceptions in a United States Patent, and in the act authorizing the issuance thereof, recorded April 10, 1933 as 
Instrument No. 69645, records of Blaine County, Idaho.

20. Reservations and exceptions in a United States Patent, and in the act authorizing the issuance thereof, recorded September 7, 1933 as 
Instrument No. 70123, 70124, 70125, 70126, records of Blaine County, Idaho.

21. Right of way for ditches, tunnels, telephone, and distribution lines constructed by authority of the United States, as granted to the 
United States under the provisions of Section 58-604 Idaho Code.

22. Terms and conditions contained in a/an Easement Agreement by and between David E. Waldron and Brian J. Barsotti, an unmarried 
man and Lorrayne Barsotti, a married woman as her sole and separate property.
Recorded: April 4, 1996
Instrument No.: 388808, records of Blaine County, Idaho.

23. Exceptions and Reservations as contained in a/an Special Warranty Deed .
Executed by: Bald Mountain LLC, a Washington limited liability company 
Purpose: Subject to shown permitted exceptions
Recorded: December 29, 2014
Instrument No.: 623556, records of Blaine County, Idaho.

24. Terms and conditions contained in the Limelight Hotel (Formerly Bald Mountain Lodge) Development Agreement by and between the 
City of Ketchum and Limelight Ketchum, LLC.
Recorded: July 8, 2015
Instrument No.: 627876, records of Blaine County, Idaho.

25. Terms and conditions contained in a/an Owner Participation Agreement by and between The Ketchum Urban Renewal Agency and 
Limelight Ketchum, LLC.
Recorded: December 17, 2015
Instrument No.: 631891, records of Blaine County, Idaho.

26. Terms, provisions, covenants, conditions, restrictions and easements provided in a Condominium Declaration but omitting any 
covenants, conditions or restrictions, if any, to the extent that such violates 42 USC 3604 (c) or any other ordinance, statute or regulation.
Recorded: January 31, 2017
Instrument No.: 641302, records of Blaine County, Idaho.

(End of Exceptions)
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File Number:   25540011

5

SCHEDULE C

Legal Description:

Units H and RET and Common Area, according to the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for 151 SOUTH MAIN HOTEL 
& RESIDENCES, recorded as Instrument No. 641302, and the Plat recorded as Instrument No. 641301 and Amended Plat recorded as 
Instrument No. 653930, in the office of the Recorder of Blaine County, Idaho.
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Development Agreement Amendment Application 
Submit completed application and documentation to planningandbuilding@ketchumidaho.org  Or hand deliver to Ketchum City Hall, 191 5th St. W. 
Ketchum, ID If you have questions, please contact the Planning and Building Department at (208) 726-7801. To view the Development Standards, 
visit the City website at: www.ketchumidaho.org and click on Municipal Code.  You will be contacted and invoiced once your application package is 
complete.

ORIGINAL DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 
Project Name: 
Applicant: 
Phone: Email: 
Mailing Address: 
Representative: 
Mailing Address: 
Phone: Email: 
PROJECT INFORMATION 
Legal Land Description: 
Street Address: 
Lot Area: 
Zoning District: 
Overlay District: ☐Flood ☐ Avalanche ☐Mountain
Anticipated Use: 
SECOND AMENDMENT 
Date of Agreement: 
Parties Named in Original Agreement: 

Summary of Significant Changes: 

THIRD AMENDMENT 
Date of Agreement: 
Parties Named in Original Agreement: 

Summary of Significant Changes: 

OTHER AMENDMENTS 
Date of Agreement: 
Parties Named in Original Agreement: 

Summary of Significant Changes: 

I, the undersigned, certify that all information submitted with and upon this application form is true and accurate to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Signature of Owner/Representative Date 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
File Number: P25-001 
Date Received: 1/9/25
By: NF
Approved Date: 
Denied Date: 
By: 

  Limelight Ketchum, LLC
  Limelight Ketchum, LLC (cc: Aspen Hospitality Group, LLC)

  Patrick Tierney:  (970) 300-7157  James D. Garrison:  (206) 914-1404   ptierney@aspen.com

  c/o James D. Garrison, P.O. Box 3156, Sun Valley, ID  83353

  James D. Garrison (Patrick Tierney)
  Limelight Ketchum 2, LLC, c/o Patrick Tierney, 117 Aspen Airport Business Center, Aspen, CO  81611
  James D. Garrison, P.O. Box 3156, Sun Valley, ID  83353

  Patrick Tierney:  (970) 300-7157   Patrick Tierney:  (970) 300-7157

  151 So. Main Hotel & Residences Unit H Hotel

  151 South Main Street
  48,332.14 SF

CC-1

  Residential

  April 20, 2015
  Limelight Ketchum, LLC and City of Ketchum

  Change of Owner and Planned Unit Development.  Refer to attached Amendment to Development Agreement.

  N/A

  N/A

  N/A

  N/A

  N/A

  N/A

Docusign Envelope ID: 3325A994-E26A-4524-A098-15CCB59B6FC5

12/23/2024

Payment Total: $4,000.00
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AMENDMENT TO DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT - 1 
  11564-001 

AMENDMENT TO DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 
(LIMELIGHT HOTEL) 

 
This Amendment to Development Agreement (“Amendment”) is entered into this 

_____day of ________________, 2025, by and between the City of Ketchum, a municipal 
corporation (“City”); and Limelight Ketchum, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company 
(“Owner”) 
 

RECITALS 
 

 A.  Owner is a party to that certain Development Agreement with the City 
dated April 20, 2015 (“Development Agreement”), and recorded on July 8, 2015, as 
Instrument No. 627876, records of the County Recorder, Blaine County, Idaho.  The 
Development Agreement sets forth contractual obligations for a hotel, retail  and 
residential condominium project and related improvements at 151 South Main Street in 
Ketchum, Idaho, (“Development” or “Project”).   
 
 B. The Development Agreement incorporated the terms and provisions of the 
approved Conditional Use Permit for Planned Unit Development for the Project dated 
June 7, 2010 and amended May 6, 2013 (the “PUD”)1 and the Community Core Design 
Review dated April 2, 2015 (“Design Review Approval”).2   
 

C.  The Project was completed by Owner in accordance with the 
Development Agreement and the final plat recorded in January of 2017. 
 
 D.  Owner now desires to convert portions of the hotel consisting of eleven 
(11) hotel rooms into two (2) residential condominium units (“Residential Conversion”). 
 
 E.  Paragraph 14 of the Development Agreement allows for changes to the 
Development Plan with the mutual consent of the Parties.  
 

F.  The City is amenable to the Residential Conversion on the terms and 
conditions set forth herein which require the Development Agreement to be amended as 
set forth herein.   
 

AGREEMENT 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, IN CONSIDERATION of the above recitals which are 

incorporated below, the City and Owner agree to amend and supplement the  
Development Agreement, as follows: 
 

1. Amendments:  The following provisions of the Development Agreement 
shall be amended:  

 
1 Exhibit C to the Development Agreement.  
2 Exhibit B to the Development Agreement.  
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AMENDMENT TO DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT - 2 
  11564-001 

 
A. A new section 3.1.3 shall be added as follows;   
 

3.1.3.  Residential Conversion.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, 
eleven (11) hotel rooms on the fourth floor of the Project may be 
converted to two (2) residential condominiums.   
 

 
B. Section 8 CONSTRUCTION TIMELINE AND INCENTIVES.  
 

Owner complied with Timeline A in completing the Project. Accordingly, Section 8.1.1. 
regarding community housing shall be amended as follows:  
 

 8.1.1  Community Housing. The community housing requirement of 
7,444 square feet or approximately $2.36 million in-lieu payment is 
waived in its entirety (based on extension of the Hotel Community 
Housing Waiver in the Community Core Zoning District).  In lieu of 
community housing, Owner will make a housing payment of 
$______________.  

 
 
C.  Project Programming and Hotel Definition Analysis Tables. 
 

The Project Programming and Hotel Definition Analysis is addressed in Tables 1, 3 and 
4 of the PUD and further amended by Tables 1, 2 and 3 of the Design Review Approval.3  
These Tables are amended to incorporate an additional column showing the proposed 
revisions associated with the Residential Conversion as follows:   
 
  

 
3 The most recent calculation Tables are included in the Design Review Approval. 
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AMENDMENT TO DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT - 3 
  11564-001 

 

Table 1: History of Programming Changes 

 Original 
Approval 
2010 

Revised 
May 2013 

Proposed 
Nov. 20144 

Approved 
2015 
Design 
Review 

Proposed 
2025 

Project Numbers 

Lot size (sf) 48,351 48,315 48,351 48,351 48,351 

Building Height (ft) 68 68 63 63 63 

Parking Spaces (#) 125 125 122 124 124 

Number of parking 
levels (#) 

2 2 1 1 1 

Hotel 

Lobby (sf) 5,660 4,600 12,140 5,532 5,532 
Hotel Rooms 
(total sf) 

48,380 70,448 58142 50,414 45,841 

Hotel Rooms/Suites (#) 82 119 105 99 88 

Avg Size of Hotel 
Rooms (sf) 

590 592 554 456 456 

Lock-off Units (#) 5 0 15 10 10 

Conference/Prefunct 
space (sf) 

5,436 8,380 4,310 4,131 4,131 

Conference Capacity 
(#) 

200 350 175 170 170 

Spa (sf) 5,506 3,600 0 0 0 
Restaurant/Lounge/ 
Kitchen (sf) 

773,500 6,870 Included in 
Lobby 

Included in 
Lobby 

Included In 
Lobby 

Pool/Hot tubs (#) 1 pool/ 1 
hot tub 

1 pool/ 1 
hot tub 

1 pool/ 2 
hot tubs 

1 pool/ 2 
hot tubs 

1 pool/ 2 
hot tubs 

Fitness (sf) 809 1,200 940 930 930 

Residential 

Residential Units 
(total sf) 

40,035 18,600 32,335 30,736 35,309 

 
4 Per Paragraph 2 of the Design Review Approval, on November 24, 2014, the Planning and Zoning Commission 

determined that the 2013 Development Agreement did NOT need to be amended as the proposed changes were 
consistent with the original approval and code requirements.  
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AMENDMENT TO DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT - 4 
  11564-001 

Residential Units  
(#) 

26 11 18 14 16 

Avg. Size of Residential 
Units (sf) 

1,540 1,692 1,796 2,195 2,195 

% of Hotel vs 
Residential 

74.4 86.7 81.0 78.3 75.1 

Retail 

Total (sf) 2,614 2,550 1,890 2,050 2,050 

 
Table 2: Hotel Definition 

HOTEL 
CONFIGURATION 

BML-2010 
Approved 

BML-2013 
Approved 

LKH-2015 
Approved  

Proposed 
2025 

Guest Rooms 82 119 99 88 
Sq Ft 59,422 86,329 50,414 45,841 
Dedicated Units –  
Lock-Out Units 

9 N/A 10 10 

Sq Ft 3,535 N/A 4,776 4776 
Hotel Key Count 91 119 109 98 
BOH/Lobbies/Hotel 
Related Uses Sq Ft  
(P1,P2,Level 1*) 

63,687 60,149 55,621 55,621 

TTL “Hotel” Sq Ft (per 
definition)  

126,647 146,478 110,811 106,238 

     
Permitted “Non-Hotel” 
sq ft (25%) 

42,215.5 42,215.5 35,387 35,387 

     
Proposed Residential 
Units (4th & 5th floors 
minus lock-off units) 

26 8 14 16 

Sq Ft 42,215 22,384 30,736 35,309 
     
TTL Bldg Sq Ft (includes 
sub-grade hotel uses, 
but not parking) 

168,862 168,862 141,547 141,547 

     
Pct of Building Area 
defined as “Hotel” 

75.0% 86.7% 78.3% 75.1% 

     
Residential Sq Ft over 
allowable per definition.  

0 0 0 0 
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AMENDMENT TO DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT - 5 
  11564-001 

 

Table 3: Required Parking 

Parking Requirements: Proposed 
2025 

Commercial Space: 10,819 sf**                 2 per 1,000 sq. ft = 21.6 spaces 
Residential (net)      30,736 sf                       1 per 1,500 sq. ft. = 20.5 spaces (35,309 sf)   

24 spaces  
Hotel:                       108 units                       .75 per Room = 81 spaces (98 units) 

73 spaces 
Total Spaces Required:                123.1 spaces 117.9 

spaces 
  
Proposed:   
Garage: 109 spaces     Surface: 3 spaces    On Street Credit*:    12 
spaces 

 

Total Spaces Proposed:                                 124 spaces No Change 
 

2. Construction.  This Amendment and the Development Agreement, 
constitute one agreement between the City and Owner.  In the event of any inconsistency 
between this Amendment and the Development Agreement, the terms of this Amendment 
shall govern.  All capitalized terms in this Amendment shall have the respective meanings 
in the Development Agreement when used in this Amendment, unless otherwise defined 
herein. 
 

3. Ratification.  The Development Agreement, as amended by this 
Amendment, is hereby ratified and affirmed.   

 
4. Counterparts.  This Amendment may be executed in counterparts, all of 

which together shall constitute an agreement binding on all the Parties hereto, 
notwithstanding that all such Parties are not signatories to the original or the same 
counterpart. 

 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties, having been duly authorized, have hereunto 

caused this Amendment to be executed, on the day and year first above written, the same 
being done after public hearing, notice and statutory requirements having been fulfilled. 
 
CITY OF KETCHUM: 
      Attest: 
 
By: _______________________  ________________________ 
 Neil Bradshaw     ____________, City Clerk 
 Mayor 
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AMENDMENT TO DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT - 6 
  11564-001 

 
LIMELIGHT KETCHUM, LLC   
 
 
__________________________   
By:     
Its:     
  
  

STATE OF IDAHO   ) 
     ) ss. 
County of Blaine   ) 

On this _____ day of _____________, 2025, before me, a Notary Public in and for said 
State, personally appeared Neil Bradshaw, known or identified to me to be the Mayor of the City 
of Ketchum, who executed the foregoing instrument, and acknowledged to me that he executed 
the same.  
 

In witness thereof, I have set my hand and affixed my seal the day and year in this 
certificate above written. 

  
Name:   
Notary Public for Idaho 
Residing at   
My commission expires   

 
STATE OF _____________ ) 
    ) ss. 
County of _______________ ) 
 

On this    day of ___________, 2024, before me, a Notary Public in and for said 
State, personally appeared __________________________, known or identified to me to be the 
person whose name is subscribed to the foregoing instrument, and acknowledged to me that he 
executed the same as ___________ on behalf of Limelight Ketchum, LLC. 

 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed my official seal the 

day and year in this certificate first above written. 

  
Notary Public for _______________ 
Residing at   
My commission expires   
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LIMELIGHT HOTEL PUD CUP & DA AMENDMENT   

PUD STANDARDS (KMC 16.08.080) ANALYSIS 
The following staff analysis evaluates the Limelight PUD CUP & DA Amendment applications 
and request to convert 11 hotel rooms on the fourth floor into two residential units for 
conformance with PUD evaluation standards specified in Ketchum Municipal Code 16.08.080.  
 
A: Minimum lot size of three 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 30 percent 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 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. 
 

Staff Analysis: N/A. A waiver to the minimum three acre parcel size was granted to the 
Limelight Hotel with the original 2010 PUD. The subject property is 1.12 acres. The PUD 
CUP & DA Amendment applications requests to convert 11 hotel rooms on the fourth floor 
into two residential units. The amendment results in 88 total hotel rooms, 10 lock-off 
units, and 16 residential units on the fourth and fifth floors. 75.1% of the total building area 
is dedicated to hotel use. The proposed amendment complies with the hotel definition.  
 
B: The proposed project will not be detrimental to the present and permitted uses of 
surrounding areas. 

 
Staff Analysis: No changes are proposed to the exterior design, height, bulk, or mass of the 
existing Limelight Hotel. Improvements will be limited to an interior remodel of the fourth 
floor to convert the 11 hotel rooms into two residential units. Staff does not believe the 
proposed amendment will impact present and permitted uses in the surrounding area.  For 
the original 2010 DA, the City Council found that this standard had been met. The City 
Council findings stated that:  

The proposed development will not be detrimental to the current and permitted uses 
in the area. The proposed hotel is a permitted used within the CC zoning district and 
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Limelight Hotel PUD CUP Amendment Application File No. P25-001a 
PUD Standards Analysis   Page 2 of 7 
 

comparable in bulk and mass with the previously approved Hotel Ketchum on the 
southeast corner of Main and River Streets, although the proposed hotel is 
substantially larger.  

 
C: The proposed project will have a beneficial effect not normally achieved by standard 
subdivision development. 
 
Staff Analysis: N/A. This standard is not applicable because the proposed development is 
not a subdivision. The City Council findings for the 2010 PUD stated that:  

This standard is not applicable because the proposed development is not a subdivision. 
However, potential benefits include economic development, significant contribution toward 
the undergrounding of overhead power lines along the Main Street corridor at this gateway 
area, and an increase in the overall number of “hotbeds” in the City. 

 
D: The development shall be in harmony with the surrounding area. 
 
Staff Analysis: Staff believes the proposal complies with this standard. The amendment 
proposal will convert 11 hotel rooms into two residential units. Multi-family residential 
units are permitted in the Retail Core (CC-1 Zone) except for on the ground floor with 
street frontage. The surrounding neighborhood includes a mix of residential, commercial, 
and mixed-use developments. The fifth floor of the Limelight Hotel contains 14 residential 
units. The proposal will increase the total number of residential units in the Limelight Hotel 
to 16.  
 
The City Council findings for the 2010 PUD stated that:  

The City Council has considered this standard and found that it has been met. The 
surrounding area consists of a mix of commercial uses including a hotel across Main Street. 
Although the proposed Hotel Ketchum will provide comparable size and scale, the project 
will be substantially larger than other buildings in the area, but perceived impacts result from 
height and bulk have been limited through the required design review. The proposed design is 
sensitive to the adjacent Forest Service Park, and incorporating a connection along 
Washington Street which includes a new streetscape design, angled parking, redefined park 
entrance would further enhance this heritage site. The Commission approved the 4th and 5th 
setback waiver with a 4-1 vote and the City Council unanimously approved the 4th and 5th 
setback waiver. 

 
E: Densities 

1. Densities and uses may be transferred between zoning districts within a PUD as 
permitted under this chapter, provided, the aggregate overall allowable density of units 
and uses shall be no greater than that allowed in the zoning district or districts in which 
the development is located. Notwithstanding the above, the commission may 
recommend waiver or deferral of the maximum density and the council may grant 
additional density above the aggregate overall allowable density only for projects which 
construct community or employee housing and which: 
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a. Include a minimum of 30 percent of community or employee housing, as defined 
in section 16.08.030 of this chapter; and 

b. Guarantee the use, rental prices or maximum resale prices thereof based upon a 
method proposed by the applicant and approved by the Blaine County Housing 
Authority and/or the Ketchum City Council. 

2. 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. 

 
Staff Analysis: N/A. This standard does not apply as the PUD is contained within the Retail 
Core and does not contain multiple zone districts to transfer densities between.  
 
F: The proposed vehicular and nonmotorized transportation system: 

1. Is adequate to carry anticipated traffic consistent with existing and future development of 
surrounding properties. 

2. Will not generate vehicular traffic to cause undue congestion of the public street network 
within or outside the PUD. 

3. Is designed to provide automotive and pedestrian safety and convenience. 
4. Is designed to provide adequate removal, storage and deposition of snow. 
5. Is designed so that traffic ingress and egress will have the least impact possible on adjacent 

residential uses. This includes design of roadways and access to connect to arterial streets 
wherever possible, and design of ingress, egress and parking areas to have the least impact 
on surrounding uses. 

6. Includes the use of buffers or other physical separations to buffer vehicular movement from 
adjacent uses. 

7. Is designed so that roads are placed so that disturbance of natural features and existing 
vegetation is minimized. 

8. Includes trails and sidewalks that create an internal circulation system and connect to 
surrounding trails and walkways. 
 

Staff Analysis: The conversion of 11 hotel rooms on the fourth floor into two residential units 
will not noticeably change the project’s traffic impacts. No changes are proposed to the 
existing vehicular or pedestrian circulation or snow storage. The proposed PUD amendment 
decreases the total amount of parking required for the project from 123 spaces to 120 parking 
spaces.  
 
G: The plan is in conformance with and promotes the purposes and goals of the comprehensive 
plan, zoning ordinance, and other applicable ordinances of the City, and not in conflict with the 
public interest. 
 
Staff Analysis: The 2014 Comprehensive Plan (“2014 Plan”) highlights the tourism industry as 
an essential component of Ketchum’s economy and encourages growing the lodging industry, 
increasing visitor numbers through marketing, and enhancing tourism services and attractions 
downtown. Goal E-3 of the 2014 Plan states, “Ketchum depends heavily on tourism to support 
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the local economy and will continue to support this industry” (page 17). Policy E-3(B) states 
that the city will, “Continue to support tourism-related land uses and businesses including 
lodging development and venues” (page 17).  
 
Emphasizing Ketchum’s need for housing that is attainable to the workforce, the 2014 Plan 
states that, “The Ketchum community wants the majority of people who work in Ketchum to 
have an opportunity to reside here,” and that, “a diversity of housing is critically linked to a 
strong economy and year-round population” (page 19). Policy H-1.2 encourages “locally-
developed solutions” to provide more attainable housing (page 20). Policy H-3.1 states that, 
“The City should encourage the private sector, through land-use regulations and incentive 
programs, to provide a mixture of housing types with varied price ranges and densities that 
meet a variety of needs.” Policy H-1.2 acknowledges that Ketchum’s attainable housing needs 
will “likely will not be met solely through private development” and emphasizes that the city 
will play active role in facilitating affordable housing opportunities (page 20).  
 
The 2014 Plan places the responsibility for providing more attainable housing on both private 
developers and the city. This issue is central to the Limelight Hotel PUD CUP & DA 
Amendment request. The Limelight Hotel is the only hotel project in Ketchum that received 
waivers for 100% of the required employee and community housing. The waivers were 
granted as an incentive to start construction quickly. The Limelight Hotel received a 
Certificate of Occupancy on December 22, 2016. The incentive to quickly commence 
construction is no longer applicable. Staff believes the new residential use proposed with the 
conversion request is subject to the community housing requirement. 
 

1. Pursuant to subsection 16.08.070.D of this chapter, all of the design review standards in 
chapter 17.96 of this Code shall be carefully analyzed and considered. This includes detailed 
analysis of building bulk, undulation and other design elements. The site plan should be 
sensitive to the architecture and scale of the surrounding neighborhood. 
 
Staff Analysis: N/A. No changes are proposed to the existing design, height, bulk, or 
mass of the existing Limelight Hotel. 
 

2. The influence of the site design on the surrounding neighborhood, including relationship of 
the site plan with existing structures, streets, traffic flow and adjacent open spaces, shall be 
considered. 
 
Staff Analysis: N/A. No changes are proposed to the existing site design. 
 

3. The site design should cluster units on the most developable and least visually sensitive 
portion of the site. 
 
Staff Analysis: N/A. No changes are proposed to the existing site design. 

 
H: The development plan incorporates the site's significant natural features. 
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Staff Analysis: N/A. No changes are proposed to the existing site design. 
 
I: Substantial buffer planting strips or other barriers are provided where no natural buffers exist. 
 
Staff Analysis: N/A. No changes are proposed to the existing site design or landscaping. 
 
J: Each phase of such development shall contain all the necessary elements and improvements 
to exist independently from proposed future phases in a stable manner. 
 
Staff Analysis: N/A. The Limelight Hotel was issued a Certificate of Occupancy on December 
22, 2016. Improvements associated with the request will be limited to an interior remodel of 
the fourth floor to convert the 11 hotel rooms into two residential units. 
 
K: Adequate and usable open space shall be provided. The applicant shall dedicate to the common 
use of the homeowners or to the public adequate open space in a configuration usable and 
convenient to the residents of the project. The amount of usable open space provided shall be greater 
than that which would be provided under the applicable aggregate lot coverage requirements for the 
zoning district or districts within the proposed project. Provision shall be made for adequate and 
continuing management of all open spaces and common facilities to ensure proper maintenance. 
 
Staff Analysis: N/A as no changes are proposed to the existing site design or usable open 
space area. 
 
L: Location of buildings, parking areas and common areas shall maximize privacy within the 
project and in relationship to adjacent properties and protect solar access to adjacent 
properties. 
 
Staff Analysis: N/A. No changes are proposed to the site design, height, bulk, and mass of the 
existing Limelight Hotel. 
 
M: Adequate recreational facilities and/or daycare shall be provided. Provision of adequate on 
site recreational facilities may not be required if it is found that the project is of insufficient size or 
density to warrant same and the occupant's needs for recreational facilities will be adequately 
provided by payment of a recreation fee in lieu of such facilities to the City for development of 
additional active park facilities. On site daycare may be considered to satisfy the adequate 
recreational facility requirement or may be required in addition to the recreational facilities 
requirement. 
 
Staff Analysis: N/A as no change is proposed to the existing recreational facilities in the 
Limelight Hotel.  
 
N: There shall be special development objectives and special characteristics of the site or 
physical conditions that justify the granting of the PUD conditional use permit. 
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Staff Analysis  
When the PUD was approved in 2010, the City Council found that, “The City has established 
that increasing tourist accommodations by encouraging hotel development is a priority,” and, 
“the economic benefits of such a development have been recognized by the City Council as an 
important factor in approving the project. The City Council findings for the 2013 PUD 
amendment (see Attachment G) state:  
 

The current PUD amendment proposes to convert the entire fourth floor from residential to 
hotel use. This results in an economic benefit of an addition thirty seven (37) hotel rooms in 
the Community Core. The employee housing requirement has changed from a requirement of 
twenty-three (23) employee housing units to thirty (30) employee housing units. These are 
special development objectives that continue to justify the granting of a PUD. The City has 
established the need for hotels and hotbeds as a priority. The economic benefits of such a 
project are substantial.  

 
The figure below shows the special development objectives that were summarized in the City 
Council findings for the original 2013 PUD Amendment. When both the original 2010 PUD 
and 2013 PUD amendment were approved, The City Council found that the economic benefits 
of the 4-star hotel justified granting approval of the PUD and associated waivers.  

 
 
The Limelight Hotel continues to provide economic benefits to the city through the Local 
Option Tax (LOT) collected from hotel room, liquor-by-the drink, and retail sales. The 
LOT money remains in Ketchum and is invested in a wide range of City services and economic 
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development initiatives that benefit local residents and businesses in accordance with the 
allowable uses approved by voters. Those uses include: municipal transportation, open space 
acquisition and recreation, capital improvements, emergency services, city promotion, visitor 
information, and special events.  
 
O: The development will be completed within a reasonable time. 
 
Staff Analysis: N/A. The Limelight Hotel was issued a Certificate of Occupancy on December 
22, 2016. Improvements associated with the request will be limited to an interior remodel of 
the fourth floor to convert the 11 hotel rooms into two residential units. 
 
P: Public services, facilities and utilities are adequate to serve the proposed project and 
anticipated development within the appropriate service areas. 
 
Staff Analysis: Public services, facilities, and utilities are adequate to serve the request to 
convert 11 hotel rooms into two residential units. The PUD CUP & DA Amendment 
applications were reviewed by city departments, including Fire, Streets, Utilities, and the City 
Engineer. City departments had no comments or concerns about the amendment request.  
 
Q: The project complies with all applicable ordinances, rules and regulations of the City of 
Ketchum, Idaho, except as modified or waived pursuant to this section. 
 
Staff Analysis: The proposed development meets the standards of the zoning ordinance with 
the exception of the waivers that were granted by the city through the original 2010 PUD and 
2013 PUD amendment processes provided that the applicant fulfills the community housing 
contribution required for the new residential use.  
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PUD CUP Amendment 
Approval: City Council 

Findings 
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Attachment F 
2015 Limelight Hotel Design 

Review Modification Approval: 
Planning & Zoning 

Commission Findings 
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Attachment G 
Limelight Hotel Development 
Agreement (April 20, 2015) 
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P L A N N I N G  A N D  Z O N I N G  
C O M M I S S I O N

May 7, 2025

Cohesive 
Ketchum: 

Comprehensive 
Plan
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GOAL OF THE MEETING

Review discussed changes to version two of the draft 
comprehensive plan and make a recommendation on those 
proposed changes to City Council.
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AGENDA

• Review potential changes to:
• General Updates
• Goals and Policies
• Land Use Categories
• Future Land Use Map

• Deliberation
• Recommendation
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GENERAL
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GENERAL UPDATES

• Continue work on fixing grammar, typos, formatting, etc.
• Correct chair lift locations on Historic and Cultural Resources 

Map
• Add note “As of June 2025, the Community Core is the only area 

that has designated historic resources. Additional historic 
resources may be designated as part of future surveying and 
historic preservation efforts.”

273



GENERAL UPDATES

Plan Assessment (pg 5)
• Revise key theme related to historic preservation

• “Expanding the plan’s focus on historic preservation in the context of 
economic development:”

Recommendation: 
“Expanding the Plan’s focus on historic preservation, with an emphasis on how 
history shapes Ketchum’s character;”
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GOALS AND POLICIES
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION

Policy BNE-3.5: Adaptive Reuse
“Encourage adaptive reuse of buildings over 50 years of age – and others from the 
recent past that contribute to Ketchum’s history, character, and identity – as a 
preferred alternative to demolition, regardless of whether or not they have been 
formally recognized as historic.”

Recommendat ion:
• Revise policy to be specific to historic preservation
• Add policy to “Land Use and Community Character” about adaptive reuse and 

preservation of structures over demolition 
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION

Revised Policy BNE-3.5: Preservation
“BNE-3.5: Preservation
Discourage demolition of buildings over 50 years of age except in instances of 
concerns over public health and safety.”

New Land Use and Community Character Policy: 
“Adaptive Reuse: Encourage adaptive reuse of buildings as a preferred alternative 
to demolition to maintain community character and preserve existing housing and 
commercial space.”
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LAND USE CATEGORIES
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RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS

Historic and Cultural Resources Description (pg 93)
• Revise description to not conflate “designated historic” for architectural or cultural value 

with the goal of encouraging rehabilitation/maintenance of homes to preserve general 
housing stock

Recommendation
• Revise description to read “Historic and Cultural Resources. Many of our residential 

neighborhoods contain historic and cultural resources that are not protected from 
demolition. Historic resources that represent and celebrate Ketchum’s history will be 
identified and may be preserved through historic preservation programs.”

• Discouraging demolition of older structures covered in new “Adaptive Reuse” policy

279



RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOODS

Residential Neighborhoods Description (pg 93)
• Lack of clarity on how transitions occur between different densities of residential 

areas
Recommendation
• Add new policy to Land Use and Community Character goal BNE-1

• “Transition Areas. Where residential neighborhoods have residential density transitions, such 
as low density to medium density areas, design of new developments should include 
transition zones achieved through robust landscape areas or reduced bulk and mass of 
buildings on the periphery.” 
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MIXED USE CATEGORIES

Retail Core – Building Height
• Current language:

• Height: “Up to two stories, however, three stories may be allowed with shorter floor to 
ceiling heights pursuant to design standards/guidelines.” 

• Request – remove building height from this section

Recommendation
• Retain building heights in comprehensive plan to provide transparency.
• Retain existing description as many of the buildings are consistently two stories. 
• Staff believes the details of how this gets implemented is a code discussion.
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MIXED USE CATEGORIES

Mixed-Use Activity Center – Building Height
• Current Language

• Height: “Up to three stories, however, taller building heights may be allowed for community housing 
and other priority uses pursuant to design standards/guidelines.”

• Request – match the descriptions more closely with underlying zoning or 
entitlements that are in perpetuity

Recommendation
• Revise height description to read 

• “Height: Up to three five stories; however, taller building heights may be allowed for community 
housing and other priority uses pursuant to design standards/guidelines.”
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MIXED USE CATEGORIES

Mixed Use Industrial:
• Clarify height maximums based on existing height overlays
• Remove land uses listed in the intent statement on page 107

Recommendations:
• Height: “Up to three stories; however, up to four and five stories along HWY 75 north of 10th Street north 

of 10th Street and south of Saddle Road between Lewis Street and HWY 75 pursuant to design 
standards/guidelines.”

• Intent Statement: “Neighborhood-serving uses such as retail, restaurants, and groceries should be 
introduced purposefully, with limits on size, to support employees and residents. with limits on size

• Secondary Use Description: “Secondary. Neighborhood-serving commercial, retail, restaurants, 
groceries, multi-family residential and work/live units, and other supporting uses such as outdoor seating 
areas, parks, plazas, and other public uses.”
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FUTURE LAND USE MAP
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WARM SPRINGS RANCH

Recommendat ion:
Lots 32-35 & Lots 1-4 from MDR to 
LDR

Reason:
• Consistency with the rest of the 

Warm Springs Ranch 
Residences Subdivision recently 
approved
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EAST RIVER STREET

Recommendat ion:
From Community Mixed Use to 
MDR

Reason:
• Topography and existing 

development patterns are 
more closely aligned with 
MDR than Community 
Mixed Use. 

• Connectivity challenges 
limit ability for connectivity 
of other Community Mixed 
Use areas.
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MID WARM SPRINGS

Request :
Preserve for open space, keep as LDR 
(current zoning)

Recommendat ion:
Change dashed area from MDR and 
HDR to LDR

Reason:
• Increase amount of open area for 

wildlife migration
• Better aligns with existing 

easements and other encumbrances
• Preserves opportunities for housing 

but strikes a more even balance
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MID WARM SPRINGS

Reques t :
From HDR to LDR

Recommendat ion:
From HDR to MDR

Reason:
• Better aligns with what 

exists today with small 
opportunities for additional 
units in the future
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WEST WARM SPRINGS

Request :
From Open Space to HDR

Recommendat ion:
Remain as Open Space

Reason:
• Steep slopes and Undisturbed
• Limited access points
• Majority is Warm Springs Rd
• HDR is not compatible with the 

surrounding designations
• Limited infrastructure
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TRANSITION AREA

Reques t :
From HDR to Community 
Mixed Use

Recommendat ion:
Remain HDR

Reason:
• Transition between 

downtown and residential 
areas

• Commercial permitted in 
HDR
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TRANSITION AREA

Request :
Evaluate appropriate designation

Recommendat ion:
Remain as MDR

Reason:
• Transition between two HDR 

areas
• Area in transition from original 

one-story residential
• Opportunities for additional 

housing with transition
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DELIBERATION

292



NEXT STEPS
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NEXT STEPS

If Commission makes a recommendation to Council:
- Noticing and promotion of June 2nd public hearing with 

Council

If Commission needs additional time to deliberate:
- Continue to May 13th meeting
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Cyndy King

From: Sam Smith <sam.adam.smith@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 24, 2025 8:17 PM
To: Participate
Subject: Comprehensive Plan

Thank you for the work done to date and your efforts to balance Ketchum’s need for increased housing with the 
community’s desire to maintain Ketchum’s character.  As currently drafted, I do not believe the comprehensive 
plan strikes the right balance.  I encourage the P&Z to (1) change more of the draft mid Warm Springs proposal 
from high density to medium density (ideally all, but at the least layered so there is a transition from low to medium 
to high) and (2) maintain existing low-density status for current single-family homes.  I appreciate the willingness 
to incorporate feedback and modify the plan to better reflect views of the community.   
  
As a homeowner in the Sunshine Subdivision, my comments below focus on the increased density proposal in the 
mid Warm Springs area, but I urge the planning commission to actively listen to feedback from all stakeholders in 
various parts of town that are being impacted by the comprehensive plan.   
  
Ideally, the comprehensive plan will (1) have near term tangible impact on our housing shortage, (2) require 
minimal change to current zoning laws, (3) seek to have relatively minor adverse impacts, and (4) those adverse 
impacts should be shared by as large of a group as possible.  Neither the current proposal or recent development 
decisions align with those goals.  
  
Given the goals above, I was disappointed to see the proposed workforce housing development on the 
Washington lot shut down.  It would have increased housing stock by over 60 units in the near term.  It required no 
change in zoning laws.  Parking, which was the issue that seemed to be the development's demise, is an important 
amenity to downtown but arguably the loss of ~60 parking spots in the context of over 60 new housing units, 
particularly when there are other parking options downtown, is a relatively minor adverse impact.  Lastly, the 
burden of fewer parking spots would have been largely shared by the entire community although I acknowledge 
the proximate businesses would likely have had the largest impact.  And let’s be honest – projects like the Bluebird 
have helped address our housing shortage while not creating the parking crisis that many feared.  
  
Nevertheless, compare that cancelled development to the mid Warm Springs proposal.  The upzoning of mostly 
vacant land and a handful of current single-family homes from low density to high density does not have a near 
term impact on housing stock – there is no guarantee if or when the vacant land is developed.  Furthermore, it 
proposes a drastic change to current zoning laws – from low density to high density, a massive step function 
change and inconsistent with zoning best practices of using transition zones (i.e. low to medium to high, not low to 
high) and keeping high density in urban core when possible.  The adverse impacts are significant and include, 
among others: (1) a decrease of home values due to non-conforming status and negative impact on mortgage and 
insurance availability and pricing, (2) environmental impact, (3) lack of infrastructure leading to increased 
congestion and safety concerns, and (4) loss of view and sight lines – something that is key to keeping Ketchum’s 
character.  And lastly, most of the adverse impacts are concentrated amongst a relatively small group rather than 
shared ownership of this collective issue our community faces.     
  
I’m hopeful that leadership won’t pursue a policy that prioritizes parking over property rights but will instead find 
an appropriate balance that facilitates prudent growth while preserving the character of Ketchum.  In that regard, it 
was encouraging to see an updated draft plan reduce part of the mid Warm Spring proposal from high to medium 
density.  As a non-elected body, P&Z is uniquely positioned to steer the comprehensive plan to a more balanced 
proposal that promotes increased housing while preserving property rights.  I encourage the P&Z to (1) change 
more of the draft mid Warm Springs proposal from high density to medium density (ideally all, but at the least 
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layered so there is a transition from low to medium to high) and (2) maintain existing low-density status for current 
single-family homes.   
 
Sam Smith 
 
--  
Sam Smith 
sam.adam.smith@gmail.com 
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IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 

MAGIC VALLEY REGION Brad Little / Governor 

324 South 417 East, Suite 1 Ed Schriever / Director 

Jerome, Idaho  83338 

 

May 2, 2025 

 

IDFG Comments: City of Ketchum Comprehensive Plan and Code Update 

 

Dear City of Ketchum, 

 

The Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG) recently became aware of the City of 

Ketchum’s proposed Comprehensive Plan and Code Update (“Draft”). As per the current Draft, 

one of the City’s goals is “Preserving and enhancing the natural habitat for fish, wildlife, plants, 

and other creatures in our ecosystems”. These considerations are primarily addressed through 

both regulatory tools and “with site specific data and information provided by the Idaho 

Department of Fish and Game”. IDFG does not regulate either private or federal land, and we 

have limited data available for the City of Ketchum area. However, we are committed to 

assisting a City that is interested in information or professional experience from IDFG. 

Accordingly, IDFG provides the following comments for the City’s consideration.  

 

Comments: 

• Appendix B: “Land Demand and Capacity” 

o This appendix summarizes the competing demands that City of Ketchum faces 

between A) a need for increased housing/development, and B) a need to preserve 

the scenic/ecological aspect of City of Ketchum culture.  

▪ Wildlife near or in Ketchum (elk, deer, moose, mountain lions) mainly use 

intact habitat on currently designated “Open Space”, “Residential 

Transition”, or “Low Density Residential”. Re-zoning and development 

decisions will have the least impact to wildlife if prioritized in other land 

use areas (e.g., Downtown, Industrial Area, Base Areas, Southern ACI).  

▪ We concur with the Draft that “Deer and elk are also a relatively common 

sight feeding on south-facing slopes in the Warm Springs canyon…”. The 

Warm Springs canyon is of particular value for wintering elk. Re-zoning 

or development of parcels in Warm Springs canyon would be expected to 

decrease big game habitat in the Ketchum area. It may also displace 

animals into lower-elevation City areas, and increase human-wildlife 

conflict (vehicle collisions and landscaping damage).  

• p.44: “Policy R-3.6. Identify trails and other links to connect usable open space, river 

and creek corridors, and scenic entryway corridors with other public areas.” 

o Public access is essential for perpetuating outdoor recreation, including hunting 

and fishing. However, trail development has also been shown to fragment wildlife 

habitat, cause wildlife disturbance, and reduce overall habitat. Potential wildlife 

impacts should be carefully weighed for any trail development near open space 
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areas (including from subdivisions/housing onto adjacent public land); IDFG is 

available to provide technical expertise on specific proposals.   

• p.52: “Policy NR-1.9. Work with Blaine County and other land managers to manage 

noxious weeds on public lands and enforce the management of noxious weeds on private 

property.” 

o Specifically, ornamental yew (Taxus spp.) is common in the Wood River Valley 

and is fatal to wildlife or humans if eaten. As per Blaine County Code of 

Ordinances (Section 3-2-3), yews are county noxious weeds; however, yew-

caused wildlife mortalities persist in the Ketchum area. Incorporating an Action in 

the Draft for yew awareness may benefit homeowner awareness.  

• p.122: “Action R-3.a. Create maps and other educational materials to promote existing 

recreational assets, such as river access easements and trail networks.” 

o The Wood River Valley area (including Ketchum) currently provides public 

access opportunities via access easements or similar agreements; however, IDFG 

is unaware of a centralized database that the public can use to learn of such 

existing agreements. This action will be more effective if an online database/map 

is provided on the City website that shows existing recreational assets, including 

all access agreements.  

• p.123: “Action NR-1.b. Offer incentives and/or adopt standards to incorporate wildlife-

friendly design considerations into new developments (such as bear-proof trash bins).” 

o Food-habituated bears have been a significant safety risk in Ketchum, and we 

anticipate this to increase without specific action. Encouragement of bear-resistant 

trash bins should be retained in the final draft. This Action will also be more 

effective if it is also applied to existing developments.  

• p.127: “Action SHC-6.a. Update Title 17 to expand allowances for local food production 

and distribution, including uses commonly associated with urban agriculture, as well as 

conditions to ensure neighborhood compatibility with urban agricultural practices.” 

o Unharvested fruit from trees can cause human safety risks by attracting black 

bears and by attracting deer/elk, which are prey for mountain lions. We 

recommend that the updated Title 17 specify that installation of fruit-bearing trees 

on City property (parks, rights-of-way, etc.) include a plan to prevent bear access 

to fruit (i.e., harvesting schedule and responsible party, or electrified fences).  

 

Thank you for your interest in information from IDFG regarding wildlife in the City of Ketchum. 

Please contact Bradley Dawson (Regional Technical Assistance Manager; 208-644-6310) with 

any questions.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
 

Craig White  

Magic Valley Regional Supervisor 
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Cyndy King

From: RJ Flores <rjmunozflores@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 6, 2025 4:24 PM
To: Participate
Subject: Firm Opposition to Inconsistent Zoning Proposals in Mid-Warm Springs

Dear Commissioners, Council Members, and Planning Staff, 

I am writing to express deep concerns and strong opposition to certain elements of the proposed zoning 
changes in the mid-Warm Springs area. I urge you to reconsider portions of the plan that are inconsistent 
with both the existing character of the neighborhood and the City’s own stated planning principles. 

To be clear: converting low-density areas directly into high-density zoning is neither reasonable nor 
aligned with what the Planning Department has publicly committed to—namely, development that 
respects and reflects the surrounding context. 

Respecting the Stated Goal: Context-Sensitive Zoning 

The City has repeatedly emphasized the importance of ensuring that zoning changes “mirror” existing 
land uses. If we take that goal seriously, then jumping from low-density directly to high-density—
especially when it borders long-established single-family neighborhoods—is a clear violation of that 
principle. 

Policy BNE-1.3 lays out the expectation that development should be tailored to: 

 The types of existing housing nearby 
 Smooth transitions between different land uses 
 Preserving mountain views and neighborhood character 

The current proposal, as written, disregards all three. 

Specific Area of Concern: Parcels Near Four Seasons Way & West Canyon 

The lots surrounding 200 and 211 Four Seasons Way (parcels RPK05550010040 and RPK05550010050) 
consist of single-family homes on ~10,000 sq ft lots. These are zoned Low Density and reflect the existing 
fabric of the neighborhood. 

Yet, the City’s plan recommends placing High Density zoning immediately adjacent to these properties. 
That is simply not appropriate. At minimum, any zoning changes in this specific location should be 
capped at Medium Density, aligning with adjacent Mid-Density parcels to the east and maintaining a 
consistent transition pattern. Homes along West Canyon are also directly impacted by this proposed 
inconsistency. 

Clear Need for Transition Guidelines 
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If the City proceeds with any upzoning, there must be enforceable transition requirements to reduce the 
negative impact on neighboring residents. This should include: 

 Wider setbacks along property lines bordering lower-density zones 
 Green space buffers to reduce visual and physical encroachment 
 Greater setbacks for taller buildings, particularly multi-family developments 

These changes are not radical—they’re necessary. And they are consistent with the City’s supposed 
values around responsible, contextual development. 

With all due respect,  

RJ Flores 
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Cyndy King

From: Tom Bigsby <tom@bigsbypllc.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 6, 2025 4:36 PM
To: Participate
Subject: OBJECTIONS / CONCERNS OVER PROPOSED MID WARM SPRINGS ZONING CHANGE

Planners: 
 
I have been an owner of a single family residence in the mid Warm Springs 
neighborhood since 1983.  Development over the decades has occurred on a 
project by project basis intended to maintain the existing neighborhood’s qualities, 
livability and personality.  Residents relied on existing zoning. The plan to 
essentially eliminate existing zoning in this area to address housing and cost issues 
in the county is the wrong approach.  Ignoring parking requirements (foolishly 
thinking most residents will only use public transportation or bikes) and the 
ultimate traffic problems for a road like Warm Springs Road is the wrong approach. 
The developers of the multifamily complexes are the ultimate winners.  The 
negative impacts on existing and future neighborhoods are too great and threatens 
undesired changes to the personality of Ketchum.  Don’t indelibly change Ketchum 
in this negative way. 
 
Very truly yours 
 
Tom Bigsby 
 
THOMAS D. BIGSBY, PLLC 
Attorney at Law 
1907 Everett Avenue 
Everett, WA 98201 
Office:425-259-5511 
Fax: 425-339-9464 

Please update your contact information to my new email address: tom@bigsbypllc.com 

 
IMPORTANT/CONFIDENTIAL: This e-mail message (and any attachments accompanying it) may contain confidential 
information, including information protected by attorney-client privilege. The information is intended only for the use 
of the intended recipient(s).  Delivery of this message to anyone other than the intended recipient(s) is not intended 
to waive any privilege or otherwise detract from the confidentiality of the message.  If you are not the intended 
recipient, or if this message has been addressed to you in error, do not read, disclose, reproduce, distribute, 
disseminate or otherwise use this transmission, rather, please promptly notify the sender by reply e-mail, and then 
destroy all copies of the message and its attachments, if any. 
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Cyndy King

From: Suzanne Kretschmer <skretschmer@verizon.net>
Sent: Tuesday, May 6, 2025 7:12 PM
To: Participate
Subject: Mid-Warm Springs Area

 
Dear Commissioners, Council Members and Planners 
  
I’m writing to respectfully submit several reasonable requests regarding the proposed zoning changes in the mid-
Warm Springs area. These requests are based on clearly identifiable facts and aligned with the stated goals of the 
Comprehensive Plan. Before outlining the proposed adjustments, I’d like to highlight an important and factual 
point: 
  
Stated Planning Objective to Mirror Existing Landscapes 
On multiple occasions, the Planning Department has affirmed that zoning changes should aim to “mirror” the 
existing landscape. Logically, this means that when a high-density area borders a mid-density zone, transitioning 
the adjacent land to mid-density — not high-density — aligns with that objective. Applying that same logic, 
converting a low-density area directly to high-density zoning is not a reasonable or consistent 
approach.  Specifically: 
Per Policy BNE-1.3 Context Sensitive Development: Require infill and redevelopment projects to be tailored to the 
surrounding neighborhood context and applicable future land use categories. It includes: 

 Housing types 
 Transitions between uses and adjacent properties 
 The relationship of the buildings and other site features including views of the surrounding mountains and 

natural features. 
  

Proposed Solution to Ensure Zoning Changes Respect Adjacent Low-Density Homes 
In support of the City’s goal to mirror neighboring land uses: 

1. The mid-Warm Springs area includes many single-family homes on lots around 10,000 sq ft, all zoned Low 
Density. The City’s proposed plan calls for upzoning adjacent areas to High Density, but any 
zoning changes directly next to these homes should be limited to Medium Density.   

2. Specifically, land to the east of parcels RPK05550010040 and RPK05550010050 (200 and 211 Four 
Seasons Way) should be zoned no greater than Medium Density. This would mirror the existing Mid-Density 
parcel to the east and respect the character of the area.  Additionally, homes along West Canyon are 
similarly impacted.  
  

Proposed Transition Guidelines for Upzoned Areas 
Additionally, I recommend that the City adopt thoughtful “transitionary” guidelines where proposed upzoned 
parcels border lower-density residential areas. These would help address legitimate concerns from homeowners 
about reduced privacy, obstructed views, and incompatible development. Suggested safeguards include: 

 Increased Setbacks 
o Enhanced setbacks for green space when adjacent to residential property lines 
o Significantly increased setbacks for multi-story, multi-family developments. These requests are 

grounded in facts, aligned with stated City objectives, and represent reasonable compromises that 
support responsible growth while preserving the integrity of existing neighborhoods. 
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Thank you for your careful review and consideration. I’m confident you will find these proposals thoughtful and in 
line with community values. 
  
Respectfully, 
  
 
 
Suzanne Kretschmer 
(310) 927-3415 
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Cyndy King

From: Hugh Kretschmer <hughfk@verizon.net>
Sent: Tuesday, May 6, 2025 7:51 PM
To: Participate
Subject: Zoning changes 

 Dear Commissioners, Council Members and Planners 
 
 
As a full time resident in the community I have great concerns regarding the density increase by the proposed 
zoning changes.  The impact on our city, environment, infrastructure (power needs, roads, water use), all lead to a 
lower quality of life for all of us who call Ketchum home. 
  
Bigger is not better and maximizing infill doesn’t increase anyone’s quality of life nor does it solve workforce 
shortages.  All the new units will just become more short term rentals.  The city needs to put some minimum rental 
days such as 30 day minimum and require renters to pay a hotelier tax like other small communities did facing the 
same issue. 
 
That said. 
 
I’m writing to respectfully submit several reasonable requests regarding the proposed zoning changes in the mid-
Warm Springs area. These requests are based on clearly identifiable facts and aligned with the stated goals of the 
Comprehensive Plan. Before outlining the proposed adjustments, I’d like to highlight an important and factual 
point: 
  
Stated Planning Objective to Mirror Existing Landscapes 
On multiple occasions, the Planning Department has affirmed that zoning changes should aim to “mirror” the 
existing landscape. Logically, this means that when a high-density area borders a mid-density zone, transitioning 
the adjacent land to mid-density — not high-density — aligns with that objective. Applying that same logic, 
converting a low-density area directly to high-density zoning is not a reasonable or consistent 
approach.  Specifically: 
Per Policy BNE-1.3 Context Sensitive Development: Require infill and redevelopment projects to be tailored to the 
surrounding neighborhood context and applicable future land use categories. It includes: 

 Housing types 
 Transitions between uses and adjacent properties 
 The relationship of the buildings and other site features including views of the surrounding mountains and 

natural features. 
  

Proposed Solution to Ensure Zoning Changes Respect Adjacent Low-Density Homes 
In support of the City’s goal to mirror neighboring land uses: 

1. The mid-Warm Springs area includes many single-family homes on lots around 10,000 sq ft, all zoned Low 
Density. The City’s proposed plan calls for upzoning adjacent areas to High Density, but any 
zoning changes directly next to these homes should be limited to Medium Density.   

2. Specifically, land to the east of parcels RPK05550010040 and RPK05550010050 (200 and 211 Four 
Seasons Way) should be zoned no greater than Medium Density. This would mirror the existing Mid-Density 
parcel to the east and respect the character of the area.  Additionally, homes along West Canyon are 
similarly impacted.  
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Proposed Transition Guidelines for Upzoned Areas 
Additionally, I recommend that the City adopt thoughtful “transitionary” guidelines where proposed upzoned 
parcels border lower-density residential areas. These would help address legitimate concerns from homeowners 
about reduced privacy, obstructed views, and incompatible development. Suggested safeguards include: 

 Increased Setbacks 
o Enhanced setbacks for green space when adjacent to residential property lines 
o Significantly increased setbacks for multi-story, multi-family developments. These requests are 

grounded in facts, aligned with stated City objectives, and represent reasonable compromises that 
support responsible growth while preserving the integrity of existing neighborhoods. 

  
Thank you for your careful review and consideration. I’m confident you will find these proposals thoughtful and in 
line with community values. 
  
Respectfully, 
 
Hugh Kretschmer 
208-720-1895 
Sent from my iPad 
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Cyndy King

From: Alison Burpee <alison.burpee@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 6, 2025 9:44 PM
To: Participate
Subject: Comprehensive Plan feedback

Dear Commissioners, Ketchum City Council Members, and Planners, 
 
My name is Alison Burpee and I am a resident of the Sunshine subdivision, located in the mid-Warm 
Springs area. I am writing to express my concerns regarding the proposed changes in the Ketchum 
Comprehensive Plan, particularly the rezoning of our neighborhood from Low Density Residential (LDR) 
to High Density Residential (HDR). Below are my primary concerns: 

1) The proposed transition in zoning would reclassify our single-family home—and others in our 
neighborhood—as "non-conforming structures." This designation brings with it a host of significant 
drawbacks: 

 Restrictions on rebuilding or remodeling, potentially limiting necessary improvements or 
recovery after damage. 

 Increased difficulty and cost in securing financing, as lenders often view non-conforming 
properties as higher risk. 

 Decreased property values, due to both regulatory uncertainty and diminished redevelopment 
potential. 

 Reduced marketability, which impairs our ability to sell or relocate without financial loss. 

Given these consequences, it is critical that the comprehensive plan language and zoning code be 
revised to protect existing single-family homes in areas being rezoned to Medium-Density Residential 
(MDR) or High-Density Residential (HDR). Specifically, the code should include provisions that: 

1. Exempt existing homes from any requirements that would mandate a reduction in size or form in 
the event of a rebuild or substantial alteration; 

2. Maintain their legal status and development rights as they existed prior to the zoning change; 
3. Prevent any regulatory changes that would arbitrarily diminish the value or function of these 

homes based solely on their newly non-conforming status. 

This approach strikes a necessary balance—accommodating long-term growth goals while ensuring 
fairness to current homeowners who invested under prior zoning assurances. 

2) This proposal is inconsistent with stated planning objectives related to "mirroring existing 
landscapes" A phased approach would support greater aesthetic continuity and minimize disruption. 

Policy BNE-1.3 (Context Sensitive Development) is key- this policy explicitly requires development 
to be tailored to its surroundings, which includes: 

 Housing types 
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 Transitions between land uses 
 Site relationships and natural views 

Bypassing mid-density zones in favor of a direct leap to high-density undermines the principle 
of gradual transition, which is fundamental to neighborhood compatibility and minimizing negative 
impacts like traffic, parking shortages, and infrastructure strain.  

I respectfully request that the Sunshine Subdivision off Four Seasons Way remain designated 
as Low-Density Residential (LDR) to preserve the character and scale of the existing neighborhood. 
Additionally, I encourage reconsideration of the currently proposed High-Density Residential 
(HDR) zoning nearby and suggest a transition to Medium-Density Residential (MDR) instead. 

This adjustment would support thoughtful growth while ensuring that density transitions are more 
gradual and contextually appropriate. Such a change would allow the area to continue 
accommodating community members without introducing a concentrated increase in density that may 
strain infrastructure or alter the neighborhood fabric too abruptly. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Alison Burpee 
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Cyndy King

From: Amber Busuttil Mullen <amberbusuttil@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 7, 2025 9:17 AM
To: Participate
Subject: Proposed Zoning Changes in Warm Springs

Dear Commissioners, Council Members and Planners 
  
As a year-round Ketchum resident, I am concerned about the proposed zoning changes-- especially in the mid-
Warm Springs area-- and respectfully request your consideration of this letter. 
  
Stated Planning Objective to Mirror Existing Landscapes 
On multiple occasions, the Planning Department has affirmed that zoning changes should aim to “mirror” the 
existing landscape. Logically, this means that when a high-density area borders a mid-density zone, transitioning 
the adjacent land to mid-density — not high-density — aligns with that objective. Applying that same logic, 
converting a low-density area directly to high-density zoning is not a reasonable or consistent 
approach.  Specifically: 
Per Policy BNE-1.3 Context Sensitive Development: Require infill and redevelopment projects to be tailored to the 
surrounding neighborhood context and applicable future land use categories. It includes: 

 Housing types 
 Transitions between uses and adjacent properties 
 The relationship of the buildings and other site features including views of the surrounding mountains and 

natural features. 
  

Proposed Solution to Ensure Zoning Changes Respect Adjacent Low-Density Homes 
In support of the City’s goal to mirror neighboring land uses: 

1. The mid-Warm Springs area includes many single-family homes on lots around 10,000 sq ft, all zoned Low 
Density. The City’s proposed plan calls for upzoning adjacent areas to High Density, but any zoning 
changes directly next to these homes should be limited to Medium Density.   

2. Specifically, land to the east of parcels RPK05550010040 and RPK05550010050 (200 and 211 Four 
Seasons Way) should be zoned no greater than Medium Density. This would mirror the existing Mid-Density 
parcel to the east and respect the character of the area.  Additionally, homes along West Canyon are 
similarly impacted.  
  

Proposed Transition Guidelines for Upzoned Areas 
Additionally, I recommend that the City adopt thoughtful “transitionary” guidelines where proposed upzoned 
parcels border lower-density residential areas. These would help address legitimate concerns from homeowners 
about reduced privacy, obstructed views, and incompatible development. Suggested safeguards include: 

 Increased Setbacks 
o Enhanced setbacks for green space when adjacent to residential property lines 
o Significantly increased setbacks for multi-story, multi-family developments. These requests are 

grounded in facts, aligned with stated City objectives, and represent reasonable compromises that 
support responsible growth while preserving the integrity of existing neighborhoods. 

  
Thank you for your careful review and consideration. I’m confident you will find these proposals thoughtful and in 
line with community values. 
  
Respectfully, 
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Amber Busuttil Mullen 
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Cyndy King

From: Broschofsky Galleries <art@brogallery.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 7, 2025 9:43 AM
To: Participate
Subject: Fwd: **SPECIAL MEETING** Planning and Zoning Commission 05/07/2025 04:30 PM | 

Ketchum, ID

 

 

 
 

Why was IDFG never consulted about this Mid - Warm Springs up zone to high density?  

 
 

Idaho Department of Fish and Game  is mentioned twice in the Idaho Comprehensive Plan draft- page 49 
“Development Impacts” and page 52, “Land, Water and Habitat Conservation.” 
Yet, as partners who could help in providing crucial information, they were never notified about the rezone plans that 
would have direct impact on wildlife  
habitat. 
I called IDFG on March 28 and asked if they had any comment on the proposed zoning since they are mentioned in 
the draft as a facility for providing information and professional advice. They had not heard of this Comprehensive 
Plan and I referred them to the city website so they could review and respond, if deemed important. 
They responded on May 2nd with the letter on record to the city and included their comments on proposed zoning as 
well as other issues. 
The comments that were most pertinent to addressing the proposed up zone on mid warm Springs are noted below. 
Obviously, they see a direct correlation in wildlife impact and density with increased human activity.  
This area of Mid Warm Springs under consideration for rezone is a natural wildlife habitat. There is a corridor from 
Wanderers Way over into Adam Gulch and the vast Sawtooth Mountain range.  That corridor and for almost 7 
miles  along Warm Springs foothills are closed to human activity in winter months wth specific intent to protect the 
elk.  This closure is respected, and  rarely violated. Increased human and pet activity might not be so obedient.  
 Naturally, the animals do not restrict themselves to the forest and foothills, but are frequent in our neighborhoods. In 
the past couple of years situations have caused conflict with humans and animals. A bear had to be euthanized. A 
woman was stomped by a moose in her driveway and a video was circulated with a Cougar strolling past a children’s 
swingset in the neighborhood. Frequently we hear coyote howls ; there may be kills nearby of deer or elk from 
cougar.  Some people are afraid of wildlife situations like this and feel the animals cause danger and should be rid of. 
The more people populating this animal habitat, the more situations are going to arise- people and animals, pets and 
animals, cars and animals. This up zone to maximum density in mid Warm Springs should not be approved and 
should remain low density. The animals are already here. 
 
 
▪ Wildlife near or in Ketchum (elk, deer, moose, mountain lions) mainly use 
intact habitat on currently designated “Open Space” 
, “Residential Transition”, or “Low Density Residential”. Re-zoning and development 
decisions will have the least impact to wildlife if prioritized in other land 
use areas (e.g., Downtown, Industrial Area, Base Areas, Southern ACI). 
▪ We concur with the Draft that “Deer and elk are also a relatively common 
sight feeding on south-facing slopes in the Warm Springs canyon…”. The 
Warm Springs canyon is of particular value for wintering elk. Re-zoning 
or development of parcels in Warm Springs canyon would be expected to 
decrease big game habitat in the Ketchum area. It may also displace 
animals into lower-elevation City areas, and increase human-wildlife 
conflict (vehicle collisions and landscaping damage). 
 
Minette Broschofsky 
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Cyndy King

From: bob@sunvalleyrealtors.org
Sent: Wednesday, May 7, 2025 12:53 PM
To: Participate; Tim Carter; Brenda Moczygemba; Neil Morrow; Matthew McGraw; Susan 

Passovoy
Cc: Neil Bradshaw; Amanda Breen; Spencer Cordovano; Courtney Hamilton; Tripp 

Hutchinson; Morgan Landers; Abby Rivin
Subject: Updated Comprehensive Plan comments

Importance: High

KPZ: 
Further to our earlier submitted comments regarding the draft Ketchum Comprehensive Plan (see below) we believe 
that the process has now endured long enough that reemphasizing some of those comments is needed, along with 
providing new concerns arising since our last comments, all of which we include as concisely as possible below. Please 
note that for sake of brevity this list includes only our concerns. We have included our originally submitted comments 
with this message so that you can access additional context and our proposed solutions that are found in those 
submittals. 
 
We would also like to emphasize again that it is impossible to comment on the comprehensive plan language effectively 
without first having at least a draft of the proposed zoning code changes that by the design of this process will follow 
adoption of the comprehensive plan. It is very likely that we would have commented, or commented more extensively, 
or differently, on provisions of the comprehensive plan had we known in advance how its provisions are ultimately 
translated for zoning code purposes.  
 
Concerns: 

1. Downzoning the Retail Core will drive out local businesses in favor of national chains, contradicting provisions 
in this draft of the comprehensive plan: See our 1-16-2025 comments below for more complete context and 
proposed solutions. Increasing development costs per square foot caused by the reduction of saleable space 
(due to downzone) results in higher required rents for commercial spaces in new smaller buildings. The outcome 
is a downtown retail area populated by better capitalized, larger, national chains as is already in evidence in 
Ketchum, with remote not local management, which can afford higher rents for “billboard” spaces, and the 
elimination of local businesses that cannot compete financially. Three examples of how this downzone action is 
contradicted by the plan in which it is proposed are: 

a. Page 79 – Policy DT-3.2: “Establish regulatory preferences for local stores over national chains.” 
b. Page 68 – Policy E-1.1: “Foster a business climate that helps to support [and create and retain] existing, 

local independent businesses.” 
c. Page 28 - Left column, second last sentence: “Reinforcing Ketchum’s … Character: “… Ketchum’s 

character and sense of community are derived as much from local people and businesses as they are 
from the built environment…” 

2. Minimum and Maximum Unit Sizes: Reference in the plan and in comprehensive plan discussion with both the 
KPZ and KCC has been made to the concept of enacting maximum unit sizes, yet no specifics have been 
presented to our knowledge. This is a hugely impactful action on virtually every aspect of property ownership 
and personal property rights and is deserving of more public transparency and discussion before the plan is 
adopted. This is a perfect example of the issue we raise in this email message in paragraph two preceding this 
list of concerns. 

3. Clarify for the public the impact of significant limitations utilized in inclusion of single family use in MDR zone: 
Page 98 – Mix of Uses: The intention of and actual impact of inserting (but not defining) the word “small” in the 
comprehensive plan language, and relegating single family to a secondary rather than primary use implying 
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some (also undefined) discretion allowed to approving bodies when considering this use seems to intentionally 
cloud the major potential differences between what the public requested for its neighborhoods and what this 
draft of the comprehensive plan supports, yet the public has been told that “single family has been inserted as a 
use” in the MDR. Given the enormous potential impact, the public should be provided absolute clarity on this 
issue before the plan is adopted. 

4. Remove the possibility of non-conformity for existing single family homes: See point 2. below. 
5. Make some attempt to acknowledge and quantify the impact of large scale (potentially 1,000s of units during 

the proposed life if this comprehensive plan) residential development in Sun Valley on Ketchum traffic and 
retail / entertainment locations and uses: With large scale development outside Ketchum comes increased 
demand for Ketchum services and amenities. Traffic, parking, and mobility solutions will be necessary yet are 
not addressed sufficiently from this perspective in the comprehensive plan. Supply of affordable commercial 
space capable of housing businesses that provide the services and amenities such non-Ketchum residents will 
look to Ketchum, as they always have, to provide, is not adequately addressed, and in fact Ketchum’s ability to 
respond to such demand will be lessened by the proposed Retail Core downzone. 

 
Please feel free to contact us for clarification. Thank you in advance for your time. 
 
Bob Crosby 
Government Affairs Director 
Sun Valley Board of REALTORS 
208-721-8353 
 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________________ 
SVBR 4-8-2025 email to participate@ketchumidaho.org , KCC, KPZ, Mayor and select planning staff: 
 
Mayor, City Council, Planning & Zoning Commissioners and Staff: 
In addition to our previously submitted concerns regarding the downzoning the Retail Core with its potential to raise the 
cost of doing business for local business owners past the point of feasibility, the Sun Valley Board of Realtors (“SVBR”) 
has several additional concerns with some of the broad concepts stated in the draft of the comprehensive plan. We have 
outlined these below and suggest solutions to each of our concerns. Larger context, detail and support can be provided 
if desired. We trust you will consider our ideas and make appropriate changes to the plan in response. 
 
References to zoning districts below are as they are depicted in the draft Future Land Use Plan (“FLUM”) provided with 
the second comprehensive plan draft, unless otherwise noted. 
 

1. Concern: Community Members Do Not Support Additional Density in Neighborhoods – Neither Do We: 
We support your constituents and our customers in the call for no increase in density in the low (“LDR”) and medium 
density (“MDR”) residential zoning districts over what is presently allowed in the zoning code, with exceptions for sites 
with extremely close proximity to Bald Mountain access points (i.e. in the Mixed Use Activity Center, or “MUAC”). 
 
Solution: The search for additional workforce housing density should be refocused to the downtown core (Community 
Mixed Use “CMU” and Retail Core “RC” and Mixed Use Industrial “MUI” areas, away from lower density existing 
neighborhoods and in appropriate portions of Ketchum’s Areas of City Impact. Portions of the High Density Residential 
district could be included where high density multifamily properties are already present, but not in neighborhoods that 
are predominantly single family, duplex, townhouse (joined or separated) uses now, unless new developments match 
the configuration and scale of existing properties. 
 
1a.         Question: Does the Revised MDR Allow the Single Family Residential Use that the Public Expects? 
We agree with the addition of single family residential as a use to the MDR, however the language on page 98 of the 
comprehensive plan significantly limits the size (a single family home must be “small” which is not defined) and single 
family homes are designated as a “secondary use” rather than a primary use. We believe the residents who requested 
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this change do not fully understand the potential limits the comprehensive plan language places on them. Could you 
please i) define “small” for the public, both in absolute terms and in terms of whether the public could replace any 
existing single family home in the MDR in the event it was destroyed by fire, and ii) make clear the impacts of single 
family homes being designated as secondary uses, rather than primary uses? 
 
1b. Concern: Forcing More Units into Neighborhoods Will Not Supply More Affordable Units to Ketchum’s Workforce. 
Demand based on our amazing quality of place, reduced supply for both financial markets driven and regulatory 
reasons, and rapidly increasing building costs, all conspire to make affordability impossible for many purchasers 
dependent on Blaine County wage rates, in the absence of philanthropic or subsidized development scenarios. Increased 
supply resulting from mandated smaller units or more units per acre in Ketchum’s neighborhoods will only produce a 
higher quantity of unaffordable units while changing the neighborhoods’ character and putting additional strain on 
traffic and emergency services infrastructure for no apparent benefit to residents and the workforce. 
 
Solution: See the solution to point 1. above, to locate workforce housing in locations where necessary guardrails on 
pricing and design can be better addressed. 
 

2. Concern: New Medium Density (“MDR”) and High Density Residential (“HDR”) Zones Produce Non-
Conforming Existing Homes. 

Existing “larger” single family homes will be non-conforming under new MDR zone uses, subject to the definition of 
“small” (please see 1a. above). Single family homes in the HDR zoning district are not a permitted use (see page 100 of 
the plan) making all existing single family homes in the HDR non-conforming. The potential negative impacts of owning 
non-conforming property are many, including i) they cannot be rebuilt to present size or configuration, ii) mortgage 
financing is unavailable or more expensive, iii) property value is reduced due to the inability to replace, extensively 
renovate or finance, iv) owners have difficulty selling and are subject to extended for sale periods for all previously 
mentioned reasons. 
 
Solution: Owners of homes in Ketchum’s neighborhoods should not be subject to adverse effects from their homes 
becoming non-conforming after they purchased them in good faith based on existing conditions. The use language in the 
comprehensive plan should be changed and subsequently the zoning code should be written so that any homes 
becoming non-conforming in the MDR and HDR as part of the comprehensive plan process are exempt from 
requirements that would reduce the size of them in a rebuild or material alteration scenario, and/or result in a reduction 
in value attributed to changes required by non-conformance. 
 

3. Concern: Potential for Huge Impact on Ketchum from Sun Valley Company Development: 
Ketchum is the retail, restaurant and entertainment venue for many Sun Valley residents. Sun Valley Company has 
several thousand more market rate units in planning that could be built during the contemplated life of this 
comprehensive plan, with occupants likely to utilize Ketchum services regularly.  
 
Solution: We believe that the Ketchum comprehensive plan should, at the least, acknowledge this potential impact. It 
should also explain how material increases in Sun Valley residents that regularly use Ketchum services and amenities 
would be addressed. Strain on Ketchum’s infrastructure, employee housing, parking, mobility planning, Retail Core uses 
and premises costs for local businesses, library, theatre, arts, and other amenities seem likely. 
 

4. Concern: Balanced Perspectives Not Presented in Comprehensive Plan Discussion of Short Term Rentals: 
Chapter 3, page 36 of the second draft of the comprehensive plan begins the discussion of the “Diverse Community 
Housing Options” core value.  There are two paragraphs in the right-hand column of this page entitled “High Cost of 
Housing” and “Rise of Short Term Rentals” that are included under the “Where We Are Today” sub-heading. In both 
paragraphs, the discussion of short term rentals (“STRs”) is incomplete and one-sided, likely leading to inaccurate 
conclusions by the reader. This is not to suggest that positions taken in this section of the comprehensive plan should 
not be taken if the KPZ and KCC believe that is what the citizens of Ketchum desire, however doing so without providing 
the reader with balanced information leaves any discussion of STRs lacking credibility, with negative implications for the 
objectivity of the entire plan. 
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Solution: Language such as this should be included on page 36: “…Short term rentals play a crucial role in supporting 
Ketchum’s tourist economy and make meeting demand for lodging accommodation possible. Short term rentals provide 
a more diverse pool of lodging alternatives than those offered by traditional hotel lodging vendors, offering lodging 
opportunities to users requiring different price points or configurations.”  
 
The inaccurate implication from the comprehensive plan text on page 36 is that STRs, the quantity of which have been 
dropping at least since January 2018, are a major cause of the undersupply of workforce housing in Ketchum, and that 
the “rise” (despite dropping quantities) of them needs to be more restrictively controlled locally to help solve this 
problem. Such commentary needs to be balanced to include language describing the economic importance of STRs to 
Ketchum financially, and in support of its and Blaine County’s tourism economy. Over 1,200 or 19% of Blaine County’s 
tourism jobs are a result of overnight visitors staying in STRs, and the importance of diversity of user that STRs facilitate 
through their broader range of lodging price points and unit configurations should not be ignored in the plan.  
 
As was shown by the recent successful FIS World Cup event, STR accommodations, which comprise 50% of lodging 
revenue and 56% of lodging units available for rent in Blaine County, are crucial to Ketchum’s ability to meet demand. 
Only 3% to 8% of STRs would be affordable for purchasers earning up to 120% of AMI revealing that targeting STRs as a 
source of workforce housing is unlikely to result in a meaningful increase in its supply. A similar conclusion regarding 
affordability of STRs for rent appears to be supported by Ketchum’s recent decision to terminate the Lease to Locals 
program that sought to pay homeowners to convert STRs to long term rentals. All statistics quoted can be sourced upon 
request. 
 
Please feel free to contact us for additional information. 
 
Bob Crosby 
Government Affairs Director 
Sun Valley Board of REALTORS 
208-721-8353 
 
 

From: bob@sunvalleyrealtors.org <bob@sunvalleyrealtors.org>  
Sent: Thursday, January 16, 2025 3:29 PM 
To: participate@ketchumidaho.org 
Cc: Morgan Landers <MLanders@ketchumidaho.org>; 'Abby Rivin' <ARivin@ketchumidaho.org>; 'Neil Bradshaw' 
<NBradshaw@ketchumidaho.org> 
Subject: PROPOSED CHANGES COULD DRIVE LOCALLY OWNED BUSINESSES OUT OF KETCHUM 
Importance: High 
 
Comments and Concerns regarding the Ketchum Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Our comments and concerns focus on the Future Land Use Plan described within Chapter IV, beginning on page 83 of 
the draft Comprehensive Plan. To the degree these comments apply to the discussion of values, goals and policies in 
prior chapters, the authors of the draft comprehensive plan should apply them accordingly.  
 
Specifically, we are focusing on the Future Land Use Map Retail Core (“RC”) land use category and its description 
beginning on page 95. 
 
Frequently mentioned planning desires for Ketchum’s downtown area include: 

1. Maintain or increase vitality downtown via active street front businesses utilized by a diverse downtown 
resident population 

2. Incentivize more residential units 
3. Incentivize more commercial spaces, especially for restaurants  
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4. Provide lower cost retail, office and restaurant space to offer more financially feasible alternatives for locals to 
house their businesses 

 
From page 95 of the draft Comprehensive Plan: 
Retail Core (RC)  - Density/Intensity: “…however the Retail Core is intended to have a lower density/intensity that the 
surrounding Community Mixed-Use area.” 
 
While it is impossible to accurately evaluate the impact of the draft Comprehensive Plan on future development without 
being able to simultaneously reference the proposed rewritten zoning code, it appears from the draft comprehensive 
plan language that the Community Mixed-Use area height and density allowances will not be reduced from present code 
allowances, possibly save for hotels. Therefore, for the above excerpt from page 95 to be true, reductions in any or all of 
height, bulk, and/or density via reduced floor area ration (“FAR”) will occur in the expanded Retail Core area. 
 
We believe that such actions would be contradictory to the above-described planning desires for downtown Ketchum, 
and further, probable outcomes would contradict the plan itself and would likely, over time, drive locally owned small 
businesses out of Ketchum. 
 
Two of the Growth Principles for a Sustainable and Resilient Ketchum (beginning on page 84) described in the draft 
comprehensive plan that support our concerns are: 

1. Making Efficient Use of Available Land and Infrastructure (page 84) – downzoning does not, and 
2. Protecting Community Character (page 85) – increased retail diversity does 

 
Probable outcomes from reduced height, bulk and or FAR in the Retail Core: 

1. The cost per square foot to develop in the RC will continue to increase at an even faster pace due to the reduced 
allowable density over which to spread development costs. The City knows from its own consultant’s work that 
development in the RC and the Community Mixed-Use areas is already infeasible in virtually all scenarios, before 
the effects of any downzoning. Outcome: Development feasibility is even more challenged; less building equals 
fewer new residential units contradicting the City’s premise that more housing is beneficial, and less retail, 
commercial and office space which works against the needs of local business owners needing greater supply 
of both. Less building also results in less accelerated LOT increment to fund infrastructure and affordable 
housing, lower property tax revenue, fewer jobs, lower retail spend, less downtown vitality, etc. 

 
2. Increased costs require increased commercial and residential lease or sale prices for development projects to 

proceed, which has the ripple effect of raising prices throughout the marketplace, including for existing 
properties. As already indicated by new Main Street tenancies, larger national or international chain retailers 
with multiple outlets over which to average costs and performance are most able to afford higher retail rental 
rates. Outcome: Rents and prices increase for all use types in the RC, including upper floor residential units. 
Locally owned businesses cannot compete against multi market operators for prime retail spaces and leave 
the area. Ketchum loses its retail identity, diversity, and community character. Local restauranteurs cannot 
afford to open new restaurants, nor can existing restaurants continue to operate profitably once leases are up 
for renewal. 

 
Potential Solutions: 

1. Address constituents’ concerns with the visual bulk of new buildings in the RC with more creative design 
approaches, not FAR or height reductions. Utilize materials, upper floor setbacks, roof configurations, ground 
floor open space and seating, etc. to present a lower impression of bulk when viewed from street level. Result: 
Project feasibility is not further challenged in the RC, keeping supply of all property types at least what it is 
presently. More residential units and more ground floor commercial space will be the result, constructed in 
forms more acceptable to those most concerned with present architecture. More supply should result in 
slower price increases, making new and existing space more affordable for local businesses. 
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2. Incentivize smaller commercial spaces, in addition to restaurant spaces. Many local retail businesses do not 
need, and cannot afford, spaces over say, 750+- square feet. Larger spaces result in absolute dollar rent that 
their businesses cannot afford. Result: Providing smaller retail spaces in new developments lets local 
businesses compete for prime locations that are crucial to the success of any retail enterprise. If the incentive 
to build small spaces offsets the additional cost of providing them developers will see the economic benefit of 
appealing to a broader range of users. 

 
As laid out above, we are concerned that the draft Comprehensive Plan language implies zoning changes to the RC zone 
that contradict both long-held and newly developed beliefs about how the downtown area should function, and even 
sections of the draft Comprehensive Plan itself. We request that staff and the City’s Comprehensive Plan and Zoning 
Code consultants rework the appropriate sections of both documents to ensure that any likely outcomes work in concert 
with all stakeholders’ needs (business owners and non-business owning residents alike). The outcomes embedded in a 
decision to effectively downzone the expanded Retail Core area could have material and long-term negative impacts on 
Ketchum’s culture, community character, vitality, retail diversity, and ability to house local businesses, the cost of which, 
beyond financial terms, is impossible to calculate. 
 
Thank you in advance for your time. 
 
Bob Crosby 
Government Affairs Director 
Sun Valley Board of REALTORS 
208-721-8353 
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Cyndy King

From: Laurie Zaballos <laurie@elzentertainment.com>
Sent: Monday, May 5, 2025 9:55 AM
To: Participate
Subject: Proposed Zoning Changes

Dear Commissioners, Council Members, and Planners, 

I respectfully submit the following requests regarding the proposed zoning changes in the mid-Warm 
Springs area, particularly around The Fields and Four Seasons developments. These recommendations 
are based on factual issues and align with the goals of the Comprehensive Plan. 

1. Incorrect High-Density Designation 
The Four Seasons development is currently zoned Low Density. The proposed shift to High Density skips 
over Mid Density entirely—an abrupt change that contradicts context-sensitive planning practices. 

2. Inconsistent with “Mirroring” Principle 
The Planning Department has emphasized that zoning should reflect surrounding landscapes. Moving 
from Low to High Density directly conflicts with that principle. Per Policy BNE-1.3, development should 
align with nearby housing types and preserve key features like mountain views. 

3. Triangle Parcel is Not Viable for High Density 
The triangle-shaped area between Parcels RPK05550010040 and RPK05650000110 is too small for multi-
family development due to setbacks and easements. Rezoning it to High Density is impractical. 

Zoning Requests 
A. Transition Four Seasons to Mid-Density 
Since it is currently Low Density with single-family homes, a shift to Mid-Density would be more 
appropriate. 

B. Limit Density Adjacent to Low-Density Homes 
Properties east of 200 and 211 Four Seasons Way should be zoned no higher than Mid-Density to match 
nearby parcels and preserve neighborhood character. 

C. Keep the Triangle Plot as Low Density 
Due to its constraints, this parcel should remain Low Density. 

Transition Guidelines 
Please consider adopting setback and buffering requirements for upzoned parcels that border existing 
homes—especially when adding multi-story buildings—to protect privacy, views, and neighborhood 
cohesion. 

These recommendations reflect both city goals and neighborhood integrity. Thank you for your 
consideration. 

Respectfully, 
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Laurie Zaballos 
Four Seasons Resident 
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Cyndy King

From: Chris Spain <john.chris.spain@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 4, 2025 8:54 PM
To: Participate
Cc: Ric Flores; Jason Lynch Lynchie; Ron Parsons
Subject: New zoning and overlay for Ketchum

Hi, I have spoken at several of the meeƟngs about the density that is proposed behind my house on W. Canyon Run Blvd. 
I live on a half acre parcel, in a single-family home that backs up to the Sharontanner property. Originally you had us 
zoned to be high density. This would call for a max density of 30 units per acre that would be conƟguous to the seven 
single-family homes on West Canyon. AŌer some protest, the 7 acres behind us was proposed for medium density. This 
calls for a maximum density of 18 units per acre with a rear setback of 15 feet. This means that I could have a three and 
four story structure behind my house, 30-40 feet from my house. This means that I will have possibly 40 to 60 units that I 
can see from my house and backyard, that will have lights on at night and be making noise that a single family use would 
not. The property behind me is currently zoned agricultural and single-family. The exisƟng overlay is irrelevant. 
I am opposed to this overlay in general! 
 I am compelled to ask for a sufficient buffer between our neighborhood and the proposed medium density zoning 
directly west of us. I have no problem with affordable housing. It’s clear to me that this is the goal of this overlay. Be 
respecƞul of the exisƟng homes and the character of the neighborhoods that are conƟguous to undeveloped land. 
I think that the mayor and the city council have vilified people like me who are single-family homeowners. My family 
moved to Sun Valley in 1974. I worked hard to afford to build my home here. I am a ciƟzen with two kids and four 
grandchildren that live here. I think you need to take a look at the backbone of the community. It is mostly single-family 
homeowners. 
I appreciate the need for affordable housing, but it should not come at the cost of losing the character of our exisƟng 
neighborhoods, jeopardizing, our children’s safety, fire evacuaƟon, wildlife migraƟon, and general quality of life. 
PS- 18 units per acre is sƟll very dense. I have been in the mulƟfamily business my whole life. I was dismissed by the 
mayor when I tried to describe what a high density and medium density housing development looks like. What we were 
shown by the city was nothing more than lip service. 18 units per acre leaves no open space, only a wall of buildings and 
a big parking lot.  
Sent from my iPhone 
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Cyndy King

From: Skye Reinking <skyereinking@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 4, 2025 5:28 PM
To: Participate
Subject: Comments on Ketchum Comprehensive Plan and Code Update

Dear Comprehensive Plan Committee, 
I appreciate your work to update the Ketchum Comprehensive Plan and Code. I recognize it is nuanced 
work that you are far more versed in than I am. I am a full time resident of Blaine  
County and work full time in Ketchum. I cherish our "authentic mountain community with world-class 
character, yet small-town feel" and hope to also "maintain our special way of life for generations to 
come." 
 
In reviewing the proposed land use maps, I am concerned about the increase in density of housing and 
buildings, particularly in Warm Springs and Warm Springs base area. I have visited many other towns 
with ski resorts, where the area near the base areas feel like canyons due to the height and density of 
condos and hotels nearby. I feel that the development around Warm Springs that is proposed would 
degrade the authentic small town feel that currently exists and turn it into yet another high-rise base 
area. The greater Warm Springs neighborhood is a desirable location due to location and a sense of 
community that only exists because people - families - are able to live there, in houses that are not 
overshadowed by tall condo complexes. I believe that increasing the housing density in the entire 
neighborhood as proposed would simply lead to more part-time condo owners, no improvement in 
housing costs, and a considerably reduced sense of community. Further, the increase in housing density 
in both the Warm Springs base area and the greater Warm Springs would turn Warm Springs road (which 
is plenty busy enough) into an even busier thoroughfare, putting more stress on the already tired road 
and make it less pedestrian-friendly. It seems that over-developing Warm Springs will directly take away 
from "our special way of life" that we want to preserve. 
 
My only other concern with the updates pertains to the building heights in the downtown area. I recognize 
the need for growth, however I fear that too tall buildings will block the beautiful views and make us feel 
just like any other city that has tall buildings and dense businesses. We should maintain a respectful 
building height that allows everyone, not just the people who can afford a multi-million dollar penthouse, 
to remember where they are when they visit Ketchum, Idaho. 
 
Thank you for your consideration and work on this!  
 
Sincerely, 
Skye 
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Cyndy King

From: PATRICIA HIGGINS <pathiggins4085@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, May 3, 2025 9:28 AM
To: Participate
Subject: Public Comment Comp Plan Draft

 
 
Dear Leaders of Ketchum, 
      I find the public comment letter from  officer Craig White of Idaho Fish and Game very interesting and 
informative , as it proves that  more people living in our area will have an impact on wildlife. I hope you 
will take all the information that F&G pointed out into consideration in your decision making as you are 
updating the Comp plan. 
Years ago when Warm Springs golf course was up for development  for luxury homes and hotels  many of 
us fought to keep it open space.  I am happy to see that the current owner didn’t exploit and develop it to 
the Maximum.  I am happy that it is a dog park and it is an asset to the City. There used to be a huge 
wintering heard of Elk that lived there on the Warm Springs Course.  I believe the Elk now winter  on the 
sunny slopes of the south facing canyon . We do see more  of the wintering Elk and Deer in our yards 
during heavy winters  eating and foraging for food.  We have also seen a large increase of Mountain Lions 
and Bear activity over the past few years ,   especially with people who put their garbage out the night 
before. Calling F& G to take them away because they become a nuisance  get in our garbage or kill a pet 
is not the right thing to do when we are living in their space. 
We are very fortunate to live and experience a wonderful place to raise our children in nature. More 
people and more housing doesn’t necessarily mean it will be better for everyone , especially not for 
wildlife. 
As Joani Mitchell’s song “Big Yellow Taxi”  plays in my mind… That You Don’t Know what You’ve Got Till 
It’s Gone, They Paved Paradise Put Up A Parking Lot . 

 
 
Big Yellow Taxi 
Joni Mitchell 

They paved paradise, put up a parking lot  
With a pink hotel, a boutique, and a swingin' hot spot 
 
Don't it always seem to go  
That you don't know what you've got 'til it's gone  
They paved paradise, put up a parking lot  
(Ooh, bop-bop-bop-bop, ooh, bop-bop-bop-bop) 
 
They took all the trees put 'em in a tree museum  
And they charged the people a dollar an' a half just to see 'em 
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Don't it always seem to go  
That you don't know what you've got 'til it's gone  
They paved paradise, put up a parking lot  
(Ooh, bop-bop-bop-bop, ooh, bop-bop-bop-bop) 
 
Hey farmer, farmer put away that DDT now  
Give me spots on my apples, but leave me the birds and the bees  
Please 
 
Don't it always seem to go  
That you don't know what you've got 'til it's gone  
They paved paradise, put up a parking lot  
(Ooh, bop-bop-bop-bop, ooh, bop-bop-bop-bop) 
 
Late last night I heard the screen door slam  
And a big yellow taxi took away my old man 
 
Don't it always seem to go  
That you don't know what you've got 'til it's gone  
They paved paradise, put up a parking lot (ooh, bop-bop-bop-bop) 
 
I said don't it always seem to go  
That you don't know what you've got 'til it's gone  
They paved paradise, put up a parking lot (ooh, bop-bop-bop-bop)  
They paved paradise, put up a parking lot (ooh, bop-bop-bop-bop)  
They paved paradise  
Put up a parking lot 
 
  
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
Pat Higgins 
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