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May 7, 2026 
 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL ONLY 
 
Mr. Chuck Beatty 
Amador County Planning Department 
810 Court Street 
Jackson, California 95642 
CBeatty@amadorcounty.gov 
 
Re: Use Permit Amendment Application for UP-19;6-3 Kirkland Ranch 
 Disqualification of Commissioner Poore 
 
Dear Mr. Beatty: 
 
Our office represents Mr. Laurent Bentitou.  Mr. Bentitou is the owner of the real 
property commonly known as 11300 Courier Road, which is contiguous with the 
Kirkland Ranch.  The purpose of this letter is to make a formal request that 
Commissioner Jerry Poore recuse himself with respect to any future hearing 
concerning the subject use permit amendment application. 
 
As you know, the April 14, 2026 planning commission hearing began with a legal 
quorum, as three commissioners were in attendance.  Before the commission 
addressed any matters on the agenda, Commissioner Poore read aloud portions of a 
letter authored by my client that he maintained were offensive.  Commissioner 
Poore then likened Mr. Bentitou’s stated intent to pursue relief through the courts, 
should the commission act beyond its lawful authority in this proceeding, to a child’s 
temper tantrum.  Commissioner Poore’s comments appeared to stem from personal 
animosity toward Mr. Bentitou rather than from the merits of the application or the 
substance of Mr. Bentitou’s objections to the same.   
 
Commissioner Poore then announced that, because a single dissenting vote would 
result in the denial of the Kirkland Ranch use permit amendment, he would remove 
himself from the meeting until at least four members were present, which he 
subsequently did.  By stating that a single no-vote could defeat the application and 
then leaving until an additional member could be present, Commissioner Poore 
demonstrated apparent prior knowledge of the anticipated vote count. 
 



By his actions, Commissioner Poore has demonstrated a clear personal bias against 
Mr. Bentitou.  Furthermore, his procedural maneuvering to secure approval for the 
Kirkland Ranch use permit amendment violates his duty to remain a neutral and 
impartial decision-maker.  Commissioner Poore’s active involvement in vote 
counting and procedural impropriety creates a significant risk to the legal validity of 
the commission’s final determination.  To preserve the integrity of these 
proceedings, his immediate recusal is necessary.  
 
The issuance of a conditional use permit is a quasi-judicial administrative action 
during which the parties concerned are entitled to what amounts to a fair trial.  
(Petrovich Development Co., LLC v. City of Sacramento (2020) 48 Cal.App.5th 963, 
972.)  In their quasi-judicial role, planning commissioners must remain impartial by 
avoiding prejudment of facts and even the appearance of bias for or against any 
party.  The aggrieved party need not demonstrate actual bias; the mere probability 
of bias on the part of a municipal decision-maker is enough to overturn a decision. 
(Id. at p. 973.)  It is clear that Commissioner Poore has not complied with this 
rigorous legal standard. 
 
Commissioner Poore’s comments and actions on April 14 appear to have been 
driven by personal animosity toward Mr. Bentitou, mosts likely stemming from Mr. 
Bentitou’s stated intent to pursue legal redress should the planning commission 
overstep its authority.  Whether or not Mr. Bentitou were to seek relief in court is 
unrelated to the merits of the subject application and appears to have been 
addressed by Commissioner Poore only because of this emotional response to the 
same.  Such an expression of personal animosity constitutes a conflict of interest, i.e., 
it is clear evidence that Commissioner Poore is not a “a disinterested, unbiased 
decisionmaker.”  (Clark v. City of Hermosa Beach (1996) 48 Cal.App.4th 1152, 1173.) 
 
Furthermore, a planning commissioner who champions a project, orchestrates its 
approval, and counts votes prior to the final hearing violates his duty to be an 
unbiased decision-maker.  (Petrovich Development Co., LLC, supra, 48 Cal.App.5th at 
pp. 974-975.)  This bias includes engaging in procedural maneuvers designed to 
further that goal, such as breaking a quorum by walking out of a meeting.  (See id. at 
p. 975 [making of motion to overturn prior decision evidence of bias]; Nasha v. City 
of Los Angeles (2004) 125 Cal.App.4th 470, 484 [engaging in advocacy related to 
project disqualifies planning commissioner].)  This is particularly true when the 
expressed intent of breaking the quorum was to allow for the procurement of the 
additional positive vote necessary for approval. 
 
In light of the foregoing, Commissioner Poore’s actions have created a procedurally 
prejudicial environment, both personally for Mr. Bentitou and for this public 
proceeding in general.  Consequently, we respectfully request that Commissioner 
Poore cease all further prejudicial conduct and immediately recuse himself from all 
future deliberations or public hearings regarding the Kirkland Ranch use permit 
amendment application. 
 



Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Thomas M. Swett, Esq. 
 
 


