
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
STATEMENT/PURPOSE   
 
The applicant is requesting approval of a Zoning Map Amendment from AR (Auto-Urban Residential) to UR 
(Urban Residential) for 632, 640, 650 S. Glenwood Street & 100 W. Snow King Avenue legally known as Lots 
1-7 Block 4, Karns Addition.  
 
APPLICABLE REGULATIONS 
 
Section 2.3.4: Urban Residential (UR) 
Section 2.3.6: Auto-Urban Residential – Town (AR-ToJ) 
Section 8.7.2: Zoning Map Amendment (findings) 

 
LOCATION 

 
The site is the eastern block of S. Glenwood, south of Snow King Ave. 

Property Size:  1.12 acres (Total) 
 0.16 acres (Lot 1, 100 W. Snow King Ave.) 
 0.32 acres (Lots 2-3, 632 S. Glenwood St.) 
 0.16 acres (Lot 4, 640 S. Glenwood St.) 
 0.48 acres (Lots 5-7, 650 S. Glenwood St.) 
Character District: 3: Town Residential Core (bordering District 2: Town Commercial Core) 
Subarea:  3.2: Core Residential (bordering Subarea 2.2: Snow King & S. Cache Corridor) 
Current Zone:  Auto-Urban Commercial (AR) 
Proposed Zone:  Urban Residential (UR) 
Overlay:  Office Overlay (OUP) 

 

TOWN OF JACKSON 
TOWN COUNCIL 
AGENDA DOCUMENTATION 

 
 
PREPARATION DATE:  SEPTEMBER 21, 2016 SUBMITTING DEPARTMENT:  PLANNING 
MEETING DATE:  OCTOBER 3, 2016 DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR:  TYLER SINCLAIR 

PRESENTER:  ALEX NORTON 
 
SUBJECT:   ITEM P16-075:  REQUEST FOR A ZONING MAP AMENDMENT FROM AR (AUTO-

URBAN RESIDENTIAL) TO UR (URBAN RESIDENTIAL) FOR 632, 640, 650 S. 
GLENWOOD STREET & 100 W. SNOW KING AVENUE LEGALLY KNOWN AS 
LOTS 1-7 BLOCK 4, KARNS ADDITION   

 
OWNER: JERROLD T. LUNDQUIST & MILLER VENTURES  
 
APPLICANT:   PIERSON LAND WORKS (SCOTT PIERSON) 
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BACKGROUND/ALTERNATIVES   

 
The site is currently vacant except for a house and ARU located on 640 S. Glenwood. To the north, across 
Snow King Ave., are the office building and multi-unit residential building developed by Roger Strout in 1997 
and 2007 respectively. To the east, across the alley, are two vacant lots, one single family home, and the Lift 
restaurant. To the south is the rear of the Aspen Shadow Townhomes accessed off of Aspen Dr., which 
represent a density similar to that allowed by the proposed UR zone. To the west, across Glenwood St., are lots 
developed with a single family home and one or two ARUs. There has been some recent redevelopment across 
Glenwood St. from the site, but the area is largely under-developed for its potential. 
 
The Office Overlay on the site indicates the long-standing intent that the site is an opportunity to blend the 
residential character to the west with the commercial character to the east. The 2012 Comprehensive Plan 
affirms that vision calling for 2-3 story multifamily development in such areas, with a density and intensity 
greater than that of the adjacent residential development, but in line with the adjacent commercial character. 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The applicant is seeking a rezone from AR to UR. The application does not include any proposed development 
or subdivision. Approval of the request would change the base zoning and any future development proposal 
would be reviewed under the standards of the UR zone. The application does not request that the Office Overlay 
be made available in the UR zone. 
 

STAFF ANALYSIS 
 

The applicant is not proposing any development at this time on the site, so there are no specific standards to 
apply. The table below compares the existing and proposed zones as well as the adjacent commercial zone in 
order to get a sense of the potential for achieving the neighborhood transition envisioned for the area. The table 
only briefly looks at the PUD options under each zone, because a PUD application would be separate and 
subsequent “rezone” request to be reviewed on its own merits for consistency with the desired future character 
of the neighborhood. A PUD approval is not by-right and therefore not assumed, however each landowner does 
have sufficient site area to apply for a PUD. 
 
 AR 

(existing & adjacent to W) 
UR 

(proposed) 
UC-2/CR-1(LO) 
(adjacent to E) 

FAR 0.35 0.45 0.65 (0.80) 
LSR 0.45 0.30 0.20/0.10 
Height 26’ (2 stories) 28’ (2 stories) 35’/46’ (3 stories) 
Setbacks (street/side/rear) 20’/10’/20’ 12’/5’/20’ 0-10’/0’/10-20’ 
Use (By-right or BUP) Detached Single Family 

ARU (x2) 
Office 

Detached Single Family 
Attached Single Family 

Apartment 

Attached Single Family 
Apartment  
Lodging 
Office 
Retail 

Service 
Restaurant/Bar 

Daycare/Education 
Density 1 Primary, 2 ARUs per lot n/a n/a 
PUD Option 0.40 FAR 

35’ height 
0.65 FAR 
35’ height 

n/a 
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Key Issues 

KEY ISSUE 1: Should the site be individually rezoned now, or comprehensively with the rest of Town? 

The proposed UR zone is the most appropriate tool in our current LDR toolbox to achieve the Comprehensive 
Plan vision for the site. The allowed building size and use blends the residential zoning to the west with the 
commercial zoning to the east. The issue is whether the Town might create an even better tool to achieve the 
Comprehensive Plan’s vision in the upcoming zoning updates scheduled to be complete in the next year, and 
whether it makes sense to rezone this site now, only to reevaluate its zoning again in the near future. 
 
One of the main tasks of the Town in its upcoming zoning update is locating areas for higher density zoning to 
encourage the creation of workforce housing. One of the key questions the Town will have to answer is whether 
that additional density is allowed as a base right or through a trade of additional floor area only for additional 
deed-restricted workforce housing. By granting this rezone now the Town’s future options in answering that 
question on this site will be less because a certain amount of additional base rights will already have been 
granted. However, the community and Council have consistently stated through the Comprehensive Plan, 
Housing Action Plan, and other direction that creating housing opportunities is a priority. While there may be a 
better tool available in the future, the proposed UR zone is the only zone that allows multifamily housing as a 
basic use, and the UR-PUD is the tool that has yielded many of the workforce housing projects that have been 
built in the recent past. If no housing is built under the proposed UR zoning the community can revaluate, but in 
the meantime the property owner will have the opportunity to propose the multifamily housing envisioned by 
the Comprehensive Plan and desired by the community. Staff finds that this opportunity to provide housing in 
the near term is more valuable than the benefits to the community of waiting to provide housing opportunities in 
a more comprehensive manner in the future. 
 

KEY ISSUE 2: How does the proposal affect the Office Overlay? 

The site is currently located in the Office Overlay, which is not currently an option in the UR zone. In order to 
remedy this contradiction either the LDRs need to be amended to add office as an allowed use in the UR – 
Office Overlay, or the Office Overlay needs to be removed from the site. Adding office use to the UR zone 
would require an LDR text amendment, which has not been proposed. Staff has discussed this issue with the 
applicant and recommends a condition of approval that the Office Overlay be removed from the site so that the 
Zoning Map does not indicate a use that is not allowed in the zone. 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION REVIEW 
 
On September 7, 2016, the Planning Commission recommend approval of the application to Town Council by a 
4-1 vote with Commissioner Falcey opposed. The Commission was generally comfortable with the proposal 
because of its consistency with the Comprehensive Plan and the potential it provides for a transition from the 
commercial/lodging character to the east to the residential character to the west. There was some concern over 
compatibility of a potential future PUD with the surrounding neighborhood, to which staff responded that a 
future PUD will be reviewed against its own findings for compatibility with character through a public hearing. 
 
STAFF FINDINGS 

 
Pursuant to Section 8.7.2.C the advisability of amending the Official Zoning Map is a matter committed to the 
legislative discretion of the Town Council and is not controlled by any one factor. In deciding to adopt or deny 
a proposed zoning map amendment the Town Council shall consider factors including, but not limited to, the 
extent to which the proposed amendment: 

1. Is consistent with the purposes and organization of the LDRs; 
Complies as Conditioned. The application improves implementation of the Comprehensive Plan as found 
below, which is the primary purpose of the LDRs. The application proposes an existing zone, consistent 

4



with the organization of the LDRs. However, the site is currently located in the Office Overlay, which is not 
currently allowed in the UR zone. In order for this application to be consistent with the current organization 
of the LDRs, approval must be conditioned, as recommended, that the Office Overlay be removed from the 
site so that the Zoning Map does not show an inoperative overlay. 

2. Improves implementation of the desired future character defined in the Illustration of Our Vision chapter of 
the Comprehensive Plan; 
Complies. The site of this application is on the border of Subarea 3.2 and Subarea 2.2. In such a case staff 
would typically review the desired future character for each subarea; however, Subarea 3.2 specifically 
addresses how such sites should blend the adjacent commercial and residential character so only Subarea 3.2 
is analyzed below. 

Subarea 3.2. Core Residential Character Defining Features: 

This residential, TRANSITIONAL Subarea is currently made up of a variety of single family and multifamily 
residential types, with some existing larger residential developments and non-conforming commercial uses. 
Redevelopment, revitalization and reinvestment are highly desired in this subarea. Due to its central 
location in the core of Town near employment and Complete Neighborhood amenities, the future character 
of this subarea will include some increased density and larger buildings than in East Jackson (Subarea 3.1). 

In addition, to the development pattern described for East Jackson (Subarea 3.1), multifamily residential 
uses will be encouraged in order to replace existing commercial uses and to blend the borders of the Town 
Commercial Core (District 2) with the Town Residential Core (District 3). Multifamily structures will be 
predominantly found on larger residential lots and along mixed use corridors. The size and scale of 
multifamily structures will be predominantly two stories with three stories considered in specific cases with 
proper design. The density and intensity found in areas containing multifamily structures may be greater 
than what is generally allowable in other areas. For these larger structures, the dominant building mass 
should be located near the street and be broken into multiple smaller buildings when possible. Parking 
should be minimized and screened from view as much as possible. In areas where office uses currently exist, 
consideration should be given to allow a mix of office and residential uses. Future mixed use office 
development should be of the same bulk, scale and intensity of the residential uses. 

Complies. The UR zone better implements the vision for this area than the current AR zone. The UR zone 
allows an intensity of development that blends the residential character to the west with the commercial 
character to the east. The UR is the only zone currently in the Town LDRs that allows multifamily 
development as a Basic Use, and the AR does not allow the type of multifamily development envisioned for 
the site by the Comprehensive Plan. The proposal is for an entire block rather than individual lots creating a 
consistent transition for the entire block south of Snow King Ave. And, the site can handle the increased 
density proposed due to its alley access. 

Character District 3 Policy Objectives 

4.1.b: Emphasize a variety of housing types, including deed-restricted housing.  

Complies. The application allows for a greater variety of housing types in the Character District by 
allowing multifamily development as a Basic Use. 

4.3.a: Preserve and enhance stable subareas.  

N/A. This policy objective is not applicable in this Transitional subarea. 

4.3.b: Create and develop transitional subareas.  

Complies. As discussed above the application removes barriers to the type of development envisioned for 
the site. 5



4.4.d: Enhance natural features in the built environment.  

N/A. This policy objective is not applicable to this site, which is not on Flat Creek, Cache Creek, Karns 
Meadow, or in a hillside area. 

5.2.d: Encourage deed-restricted rental units.  

Complies. The greater density proposed will include more deed-restricted units, and the allowance of 
apartments as a basic use encourages rental units. However, because this application is not an actual 
development proposal, staff cannot evaluate at this time whether there are additional deed-restricted rental 
opportunities to be explored. 

5.3.b: Preserve existing workforce housing stock.  

N/A. This policy objective is not applicable at this time because no development is being proposed. While 
the site contains only two units, this objective will be relevant at the time the site is developed. 

7.1.c: Increase the capacity for use of alternative transportation modes.  

N/A. This policy objective is not applicable to this application. Any improvements to alternative 
transportation mode capacity will be evaluated at the time development is proposed on the site. 

3. Is necessary to address changing conditions or a public necessity; and 
Complies. Housing has been identified in the Comprehensive Plan and Housing Action Plan as a public 
necessity. The proposed UR zone allows for the type of housing that is envisioned by the Comprehensive 
Plan on this site. While additional solutions may be available in the future, the proposed UR zone is the best 
tool available to provide more housing opportunities right now, and this is the right location. 

4. Is consistent with the other adopted Town Ordinances. 
Complies. The proposed UR zoning is consistent with other Town Ordinances. The public comment related 
to the cul-de-sac has been resolved. The cul-de-sac is an easement to the public (granted in 1977), so it will 
not be removed if there is a development of the site. It is now accurately represented in the GIS as an 
easement, it had been previously depicted in error as a right-of-way, which caused the confusion. 

STAKEHOLDER ANALYSIS 
 
Departmental Reviews 
 
This application was sent to the following departments for their review. All submitted reviews are attached. 

• Building 
• Fire 
• Legal  
• Parks and Recreation 
• Pathways  
• Police  
• Public Works 
• START 
• Housing Department 

Public Comment 
 
The applicant mailed and posted notice of a neighborhood meeting held June 6 at the Lift Restaurant. Staff 
noticed the Planning Commission hearing in the August 17 News and Guide and mailed notice to the 
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neighborhood on August 16. Staff noticed this hearing in the September 14 News and Guide. Notice of this 
hearing has been posted on the site since September 12. The 3 comments that have been received are attached. 
 
ATTACHMENTS   
 
Applicant Submittal  
Departmental Reviews 
Public Comment 
 
FISCAL IMPACT   
 
None. 
 
STAFF IMPACT   
 
Staff time to review this application was typical for a zoning map amendment. 
 
LEGAL REVIEW   
 
Complete. 
 
RECOMMENDATION   
 
Staff and the Planning Commission recommend APPROVAL of P16-075, a Zoning Map Amendment from AR 
(Auto-Urban Residential) to UR (Urban Residential) for 632, 640, 650 S. Glenwood Street & 100 W. Snow 
King Avenue, subject to the to the following condition, based on the findings of Section 8.7.2.C, stated above.  
 

1. The Office Overlay shall be removed from the site concurrently with the rezone of the site. 
 
SUGGESTED MOTION 
 
I move to APPROVE P16-075, a Zoning Map Amendment from AR (Auto-Urban Residential) to UR (Urban 
Residential) for 632, 640, 650 S. Glenwood Street & 100 W. Snow King Avenue, being able to make the 
findings for a Zoning Map Amendment as recommended by staff that the application 1) is consistent with the 
purposes and organization of the LDRs; 2) improves implementation of the desired future character defined in 
the Illustration of Our Vision chapter of the Comprehensive Plan; 3) is necessary to address changing conditions 
or a public necessity; and 4) is consistent with the other adopted Town Ordinances, subject to the following 
condition: 
 

1. The Office Overlay shall be removed from the site concurrently with the rezone of the site. 
 

7



8



9



10



11



12



13



14



15



16



17



18



19



20



Snow King Avenue

M
ill
w
ar
d 
St
.

(PROPOSED) 
UR-ZONING
.45 FAR
28’ Height

AR-ZONING
.35 FAR
26’ Height

UC2-LO ZONING
.80 FAR
35’ Height

Development Intensity/Density Transition

21



Snow King Avenue

M
ill
w
ar
d 
St
.

(PROPOSED) 
UR-ZONING
.45 FAR
28’ Height

AR-ZONING
.35 FAR
26’ Height

UC2-LO ZONING
.80 FAR
35’ Height

Development Intensity/Density Transition

22



Town of Jackson

Project Plan Review History

1Page8/31/2016

Project Number P16-075

Lundquist/Miller Amendment

632 S GLENWOOD STREET JACKSON WY 83001

MILLER VENTURES LP

Project Name

Type

Subtype

Applied

Approved

Closed

Expired

Status 

7/6/2016 JC

OwnerApplicant Pierson Land Works, LLC

Site Address City State Zip

Parcel No

KARNS  2ND

Subdivision

22411633138003

General Plan

STAFF REVIEWStatus

ZONING MAP AMENDMENT

Type of Review

Contact

Dates

Sent Received

Status

Due Remarks

Notes

Building

Steve Haines

7/6/2016 7/25/20167/27/2016APPROVED

Fire

None

7/6/2016 7/27/2016

Legal

A Cohen-Davis

7/6/2016 7/28/20167/27/2016APPROVED

Parks and Rec

None

7/6/2016 7/27/2016

Pathways

Brian Schilling

7/6/2016 7/13/2016

Pathways has no comments on this application.

Brian Schilling

7/27/2016APPROVED

Planning

Tyler Sinclair

7/6/2016 7/27/2016

Police

None

7/6/2016 7/19/2016

No concerns.

Todd Smith

7/27/2016APPROVED

Jeanne CarruthReport By:

Project Reviews
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Type of Review

Contact

Dates

Sent Received

Status

Due Remarks

Notes

Public Works

Jeremy Parker

7/6/2016 7/15/2016

(7/15/2016 1:55 PM JP)

Plan Review Comments - SUFFICIENT

P16-075

Zoning Map Amendment

Pierson Landworks, LLC (Christen Holt)

Owners: Miller Ventures & Longitude Ventures

100 West Snow King Ave., 632, 640, 650 South Glenwood Street

July 15, 2016

Jeremy Parker, 733-3079 x1412

Please be advised that infrastructure improvements necessary to meet the capacity demands and requirements for the proposed 

development shall be the responsibility of the developer. The Town of Jackson is not responsible for upsizing or extending of potable 

water, sanitary sewer, or storm drainage to meet development needs so long as the existing utility systems are within a reasonable 

distance of the subject property.

7/27/2016APPROVED W/CONDITION

START

Janice Sowder

7/6/2016 7/27/2016

TC Housing Authority

None

7/6/2016 8/1/20167/27/2016APPROVED W/CONDITION

Jeanne CarruthReport By:

Project Reviews
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Type of Review

Contact

Dates

Sent Received

Status

Due Remarks

Notes

MEMORANDUM

 

To: Paul Anthony

Principle Planner, Town of Jackson Planning and Building 

From: Valerie Adams

Housing Specialist, Teton County Housing Authority

Re: Zoning Map Amendment (P16-075) 

632, 640, 650 S. Glenwood Street & 100 W. Snow King Ave. 

Date: August 1, 2016

The applicant is submitting a request for a Zoning Map Amendment for 632, 640, 650 S. Glenwood Street & 100 W. Snow King Avenue 

legally known as Lots 1-7 Block 4, Karns Addition. Jackson Teton County Affordable Housing Department (Housing Department) 

staff’s review is based on Division 7.4 of the Town of Jackson Land Development Regulations (LDRs). 

TOWN OF JACKSON LAND DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS REVIEW

AFFORDABLE HOUSING MITIGATION PLAN (DIVISION 7.4.):  The applicant has indicated they would like to change the zoning 

of these properties from Auto-Urban Residential to Urban Residential. Zoning changes do not generate a housing requirement. Since no 

new developments are being proposed at this time, there will be no housing requirements for this application.

Urban Residential zoning would allow for a higher density development, which could translate to more workforce housing in the 

community. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this application. Please contact me with any questions.

Jeanne CarruthReport By:

Project Reviews
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Alex Norton

From: Jim Brungardt <jbrungardt@3creekranchhoa.com>
Sent: Friday, August 19, 2016 8:55 AM
To: Alex Norton
Cc: 'Jim Brungardt'
Subject: Lundquist/Miller property on South Glenwood/Cache

Alex,  
Corie that lives down the street said you are the lead on the proposed zoning request in our neighborhood.  Below are 
my comments on this request.  Please include my comments in the packet you give to the Planning Department and 
Commissioners.  Thanks. 
 
Alex NORTON AND JACKSON PLANNING COMMISSION 
I am writing to voice serious concerns about the proposed zoning change to the Lundquist/Miller property on South 
Glenwood/Cache.  I live directly across from this property.  The proposal as it stands does not come with any plan for the 
future other than increased use.  Without a plan it is impossible to know how this property may be developed and as a 
concerned neighbor I have no idea on how this zoning change may affect the neighborhood.  It seems to me the request 
is only an attempt to increase the value of this property for future sale.  The Master Plan (at least this neighborhood’s 
portion of it) has not yet been finalized or approved and I feel it might make more sense to wait on these types of zoning 
changes until that happens.  Thank you for your time. 
 
 
Jim Brungardt 
Fishing Coordinator 
3 Creek Ranch 
307/200‐6007 
 
Buy your WY fishing license online 
https://wgfd.wyo.gov/elso/ELSOWelcome2.aspx 
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Alex Norton

From: Jerry Douville <jerry@newwestbc.com>
Sent: Friday, August 19, 2016 2:07 PM
To: Alex Norton; Tyler Sinclair
Subject: proposed zoning change to the Lundquist/Miller property on South Glenwood/Cache

Alex / Tylor  
 
 This is Jerry Douville I live at 663 South Glenwood and will be out of town during the review meeting for the 
proposed zoning change to the Lundquist/Miller property on South Glenwood/Cache. My concern is that after 
our neighborhood meeting with Lundgqust and Pierson we learned that they own the east portion of the cul-de-
sac and intend to reclaim it for their site. As the last wide paved driveway on the road i’m very concerned that 
my driveway will become the default turnaround when the road narrows down to a dead end. And with any 
increase in traffic & parked cars an up zone could lead to it would only get worse than current zoning. Loosing 
both the current zoning limits and the cul-de-sac would totally change the character of this street. If the city 
intends to give an up zone to Lundquest or a future developer ( I hope you would wait to see a proposed plan) 
an up zone which is understandable considering the current housing  shortage, it would be in the interest of the 
city to negotiate & maintain the cul-de-sac as part of an up zone approval.  
 
thank you for your time. 
 

 
Jerry Douville 
new west building company 
C: 307.413.1493 
  
jerry@newwestbc.com 
newwestbc.com  
 
 
265 West Broadway 
Jackson, Wyoming 83001 
 
PO Box 13308 
Jackson, Wyoming 83002 
 
Facebook I Houzz 
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Alex Norton

From: Corie <crybak@wyoming.com>
Sent: Saturday, August 27, 2016 9:35 PM
To: Alex Norton
Subject: Item P16-075

Alex & The Town of Jackson Planning Commission: 
 
As a neighboring property owner, I have received notice of the above‐referenced planning item, and met with Alex 
Norton to review the request.  It was disappointing to find that the application is for an upzone under current 
regulations from AR to UR.   There is no proposal for how the land might be utilized, no development plan for neighbors 
to review, no way to envision the impact it might have on existing residential properties.  Therefore I respectfully 
request that you deny this request.  Many hours and much sweat and tears have gone into developing a comprehensive 
plan that ‐ while taking much longer than anticipated ‐ is getting closer and closer to completion.  Spot re‐zoning at this 
point in time can derail the long range vision for the area.  Over the last few years many individual properties on South 
Glenwood have been upgraded, redeveloped and improved, and the block is developing a community feel.  Allowing the 
requested upzone, without a plan, could seriously and negatively impact our little neighborhood.  Please leave the 
zoning as it is, and allow the comprehensive long range plan to have a chance at success. 
 
Sincerely, 
Corie Rybak 
 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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