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SUMMARY

The Wyoming Supreme Court held that Pedro/Aspen had standing to challenge Natrona County's
major land subdivision regulation because its contract-for-deed interest and parcel sales constituted a
sufficient tangible interest. The court further held that the county lacked statutory authority to require
approval for subdivisions involving parcels larger than thirty-five acres, reversed the district court's
judgment, and rejected the county's reliance on its authority to enact more restrictive subdivision

requirements.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Pedro/Aspen had standing under the Uniform Declaratory Judgments Act to challenge Chapter

IX of the Natrona County Zoning Resolution.

2. Whether Natrona County had statutory authority to require approval for the subdivision of land into

parcels larger than thirty-five acres.

HOLDINGS

1. Pedro/Aspen had standing because its equitable interest under the contract for deed and its active sales

of approximately forty-acre parcels constituted a sufficient tangible interest directly affected by the

regulation.

2. Natrona County lacked statutory authority to require county approval for subdivision of land into parcels
larger than thirty-five acres; Chapter IX therefore exceeded the county's statutory authority and was

invalid to that extent.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To conclude that a party who cannot comply with a regulation has no standing to challenge the legality of

the regulation is nonsensical.” (94 P.3d at 417, 9 13)

“Applying the plain meaning of the statute leads to the unavoidable conclusion that the legislature did not
give counties the authority to require county approval for subdivision of land into parcels greater than thirty-
five acres.” (94 P.3d at 419,  25)

“It is not the job of the courts to grant such powers specifically withheld by the legislative branch.” (94 P.3d
at 421, 9 30)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Pedro/Aspen acquired an equitable interest in Natrona County land through a contract for deed and began selling
individual approximately forty-acre parcels. Natrona County's zoning resolution required approval for major
land subdivisions involving three or more parcels between thirty-five and eighty acres, and the county sought to
enforce that requirement against Pedro/Aspen. Pedro/Aspen applied for approval while disputing the county's

authority, then sued for a declaration that the regulation was ultra vires and invalid.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Pedro/Aspen sought declaratory and injunctive relief challenging Chapter IX of the Natrona County Zoning
Resolution. The district court held that Pedro/Aspen lacked standing but addressed the merits and declined to
invalidate the regulation. After the parties stipulated to dismissal of additional claims and entry of judgment for

Natrona County on the regulation's validity, Pedro/Aspen timely appealed.



DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remanded for proceedings consistent with the opinion after reversal of the district court's standing determination

and judgment upholding Chapter IX.
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