Case 047-22: Rezoning
Approximately 215 feet North of the intersection of N. Florida Ave. and E.
Newman Rd.-A request to remove from District C-1 (Neighborhood Commercial)
and include in District C-O (Non-retail Commercial) for future development.
Mr. Hamza Kamran, 2825 N. Highland Ave, Joplin, Missouri spoke as a representative of
Kamran Zafar on the rezoning. He stated they have requested to move from C-1 to C-O
simply because that zone requires a larger residential property. He stated that given the
square footage of that area, it is approximately 24,000 square feet. They cannot put
units and enough parking spaces in that lot. So, given some minimum requirements by
our architect a simple 24x36 foot unit in a duplex would result in an 864 square foot
unit with two parking spaces and following ADA compliance that is another 162 square
feet. So, a single unit and two lots will result in 1,188-square foot space. So, given one
duplex, that is already approximately 4700 square feet, and we want to build two units
there that fit within that space. Anything larger which is in C-O area will not fit in that
space.
Mr. Eastman asked if there were any questions from the board on Case 047-22.
There were none.
Mr. Eastman asked if anyone wanted to speak in favor of Case 047-22.
There were none.
Mr. Eastman asked if anyone wanted to speak in opposition of Case 047-22.
Larry Newton, 910 N. Florida, Joplin, Missouri. Mr. Newton stated he was not
necessarily in opposition of this rezoning. Mr. Newton asked if this property was north
of the convenience store and was it in the location of where Shamrock was going.
Mr. Eastman stated he did not know the answer and referred to Mr. Stanton.
Mr. Stanton stated he did not know the specifics of that development.
Mr. Newton asked if the location was on Florida.
Mr. Stanton replied, yes, north Florida.
Mr. Newton asked if it was in the flood plain.

Mr. Stanton stated there is a portion of that property in the flood plain but not the
entirety of it. Most of the north and west side along the edge are within the flood plain
but it still leaves a considerable buildable area outside of it.
Mr. Newton stated to go back to the original statement of the other lady. When all that
development was done our car lot flooded when the City redirected the drainage. We
have pictures after it was developed, and we had 3 feet of water in our car lot. So, they
had to come out and redirect the water again. So, then they directed it and it went
down to our house. So, again, Mr. Newton stated he was not opposed to it, but the
drainage situation is something he hoped the City considered. Because it was a
tremendous outcome from the last one. Then when they did the entry way into the car
lot, they made them so steep to redirect the water so each car that entered the car lot
bottomed out and ripped the bottom of the cars out. Those are some of my concerns.
Mr. Stanton stated just like the previous case any development that takes place the
property will go through our review process with Public Works and Engineering. There
are storm water requirements that must be followed for any building permit. They
would not be exempt from that by any means.
Mr. Newton stated the city came out and redid it three times because of the issues and
problems they were having. They could not get it corrected properly. That is just a
concern.
Mr. Eastman asked if there was anyone who wished to speak in opposition of Case
047-22.
Carolyn Corle, 3815 Northview Dr. Joplin, Missouri stated she was not necessarily in
opposition to the rezoning. But we own all the property around that where the
Goodman building is located. We own that building and the “L” shape around it. We
did sell that property to Shamrock. She stated she knew the City gave them so much
trouble because of the flooding. She stated that the City may need to look back on
that. They ended up having to sell it. It may be taken care of now but just heads up.
That was a huge issue just a few years ago and I know nothing has changed. They use
it to dump fill and it is right by Turkey Creek. That does need to be addressed.
Mr. Kimble asked Ms. Corle so he would have a better understanding of what she was
talking about. He asked could she please tell him in relation to the lot where her
property was previously or still is located.
Ms. Corle presented a map and approached the Board.

Ms. Corle stated that the first two, because they were in a flood plain, were sold to the
City of Joplin for $1.00, love, and affection. The other lots were the ones sold to
Shamrock. She stated Shamrock wanted to build there and literally could not because
of all the stuff that went into that. She could not quote what all that was and suggested
the City just look back and find it.
Mr. Kimble thanked Ms. Corle and asked Mr. Stanton a question. Mr. Kimble asked if
there had been work done at the Turkey Creek site. Mr. Kimble felt like he had seen
them reinforcing it with rock and cement. Filling in to help that flood plain situation. He
asked if there was anything official on that.
Mr. Stanton replied that he is not up to date on all the Public Works projects going on.
It is very likely that may be the case. We have routine maintenance on many of our
flood ways and adjacent areas.
Holly Roy, 5082 Kolkmeyer, Joplin, Missouri stated that property is in her family trust
the acreage that is “L” shape behind the fire station. She stated they sold to Shamrock
probably back in 2000. She does not know what came from all of that. She stated that
they sold some of the property close to Turkey Creek to the City so they would have
access into Turkey Creek. Okay, that fill that you see in there was done illegally. My
husband before he passed away put up a sign that said, do not dump because that
started right after the tornado. Somehow, someone was dumping their concrete and
other items in there. Of course, now it has grown up to where we really cannot do
anything with it without hiring a dozer to come in there and doze that mess out. Her
question was if this gentleman is wanting to put a duplex in there, is it on the east side
or is it on the west side of Florida.
Mr. Stanton stated the east side of Florida.
Ms. Roy stated that is our side then. We owned those lots until we sold them to
Shamrock. Some lots were sold to the City to give them access to work on the bridge.
That was some time ago, but her question is how far from that will go back because
there is not much space between Florida and where those people were dumping stuff
on her property.
Mr. Stanton stated that our City code has certain set back requirements that any
developer will have to meet. He did not recall the ones for C-O at this time but given
the size of this property any building will roughly be in the middle of the property.
Ms. Roy stated okay is it going to take up most of that property that he is talking about.

Mr. Stanton stated that would depend on the design of the structure.
Ms. Roy asked what if the dump stuff has been partially dumped on his lot. That is what
I am asking. That has been a horrible issue with our family. The dumping was never
agreed. When we built the Southwest Machine building to the east of there, we did
have lots of landfill brought in so we could get it up past the flood stage. I am thinking
that might still be in the flood stage or flood plain.
Mr. Stanton stated there is a small portion of the property that is. Any grading work or
dirt work will be the responsibility of the owner or developer at the time of construction.
Of course, it does need to meet all City regulations. You are permitted to build in the
100-year flood plain with a certain elevation. Again, that will be up to whatever plans
the developer chooses.
Ms. Roy reiterated her questions and concerns regarding the dump stuff. Is it set back
far enough? Who will be responsible for that? Will he be responsible for that? She
stated they have not had it surveyed so I do not know it could be part of what he is
talking about, and it might not be, and it might be us.
Mr. Stanton stated yes, the developer would be responsible for anything within their
property lines.
Ms. Roy asked we are talking duplex, right?
Mr. Stanton replied yes that is the proposed development.
Ms. Roy stated she has no opposition to that, and her only concern was that boundary
of the trust property.
Mr. Eastman asked if there was anyone else who wished to speak in opposition to Case
047-22.
MR. KIMBLE MOVED THAT CASE 047-22 BE FORWARDED TO THE CITY
COUNCIL WITH RECOMMENDATION FOR APPROVAL. MS. PHILLIPS
SECONDED THE MOTION. MOTION CARRIED. (6 IN FAVOR, 0 NAYS, 1
ABSENT)

