Development Review Staff Report
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING:

OCTOBER 8, 2020

CITY COUNCIL PUBLIC HEARING:

November 2, 2020
CASE: Planned Development 375
ACRES: Approximately 1.9 acres
LOCATION: 1452 North Eastgate Avenue
EXISTING LAND USE: Undeveloped land
APPLICANT: Eastgate Office LLC
STAFF: Michael Sparlin, Senior Planner
417-864-1091
STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS:
Deny
PROPOSED MOTION: Move to approve as
submitted in the staff report. Required vote
is a majority of those present (5 members are
a quorum).

SUMMARY OF REQUEST:
Request to rezone approximately 1.9 acres of property generally located at 1452 North Eastgate Avenue from O-1,
Office District with Conditional Overlay District No. 128 to Planned Development No. 375.
FINDINGS FOR STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS:
1. The application is not consistent with the Growth Management and Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan
which designates this property as appropriate for low-density housing. The property was rezoned to O-1, Office
District with Conditional Overlay District No. 128 in 2017 as a buffer between the HC, Highway Commercial District
along U.S. 65 and the existing residential neighborhood to the east. The current O-1 zoning is more intense than
recommended by the Future Land Use Plan, however, it provides an appropriate step-down in zoning classifications
and intensity of uses between the HC and R-SF districts. The 2017 rezoning to Office was based in part on the
Office Land Use Guidelines of the Comprehensive Plan which encourage the use of locations, design and
landscaping of office uses to screen and buffer neighborhoods from lights, traffic noise and pollution and other
factors incompatible or conflicting with adjacent land uses. This application would further increase the intensity of
the subject property and would erode the transitional buffer between the HC and residential districts.
2. The proposed PD would allow several uses that could potentially have a detrimental impact to the adjacent
neighborhood and remove protections that are already in place with the current O-1, Office COD No. 128 zoning
district that was approved in 2017.
3. The proposed Planned Development would allow permitted uses that are considered to potentially have higher
environmental impacts in terms of noise, dust and odor which make them incompatible with the adjacent
neighborhood. Those permitted uses are automobile detailing services, general office use group with an “ancillary
storage area” and retail use group with limitations.
SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USES:
ZONING
LAND USE

NORTH

SOUTH

EAST

WEST

PD 229 Am.

O-1 COD 128

HC COD 127

HC COD 127

Springfield Underground

Undeveloped land,
stormwater detention

Residential uses

Car dealership
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GOOGLE AERIAL OF LANDMARKS, BUSINESSES, AND ATTRACTIONS:

GOOGLE MAPS STREET VIEW:
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GROWTH MANAGEMENT AND LAND USE PLAN:
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PROPERTY HISTORY:
In October 1982, City Council approved General Ordinance No. 3350 rezoning the subject property from R-1, OneFamily District to Planned Development No. 19. The subject property was a 15.6-acre portion of the larger 111.84-acre
Planned Development No. 19 which permitted “General Commercial” uses on this tract which included professional and
medical office uses, restaurants, retail sales, automotive service stations and service centers, and commercial
entertainment (movie theaters, bowling alleys, skating rinks and other similar activities). The adjacent residential homes
were built between 1985-1993.
In August 1997, City Council approved General Ordinance No. 4732 rezoning the subject property from Planned
Development No. 19 to Planned Development 19 Amendment 2. This PD permitted professional offices, research and
development facilities engaged in culinary and horticultural research and development, commercial nurseries and
greenhouses, restaurants, general retail sales, personal services and specialty retail such as bookstores, card shops,
jewelry shop, arts and craft shops and similar uses. (before the realignment of Eastgate Ave).
In May 2014, City Council approved General Ordinance No. 6119 (Z-07-2014 w/ COD No. 69) rezoning the subject
property from Planned Development 19 Amendment 2 to GR, General Retail District with Conditional Overlay District No.
69 (before the realignment of Eastgate Ave).
In July 2017, City Council approved General Ordinance No. 6382 rezoning the subject property from General Retail with
Conditional Overlay District No. 69 to O-1, Office District with Conditional Overlay District No. 128. The new alignment of
Eastgate Avenue was undergoing design and construction during this rezoning and effectively split the property into its
current configuration.
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION AUTHORITY:
Sec. 36-367. – Amendments
(7) Findings by the commission.
(a) Rezonings. If the application is for a reclassification of property to a different zoning district classification on the
zoning map, the report of the planning and zoning commission may consider:
1. Whether the proposed zoning district classification is consistent with the Springfield Comprehensive Plan;
2. Whether there are any changed or changing conditions in the area affected that make the proposed rezoning
necessary;
3. Whether the range of uses in the proposed zoning district classification are compatible with the uses
permitted on other property in the immediate vicinity;
4. Whether adequate utility and sewer and water facilities exist or can be provided to serve the uses that would
be permitted on the property if it were rezoned;
5. The impact the uses, which would be permitted if the property were rezoned, will have upon the volume of
vehicular and pedestrian traffic and traffic safety in the vicinity;
6. Whether the proposed rezoning would correct an error in the application of this article as applied to the
subject property;
7. Whether a reasonably viable economic use of the subject property will be precluded if the proposed rezoning
is denied; and
8. Information submitted at the public hearing.
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ZONING ORDINANCE OR CODE REQUIREMENTS:
CODE ITEM

REQUIREMENTS FOR PD 375

Use Limitations

1. All activities and permitted uses, except off-street
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

parking and loading facilities shall be conducted entirely
within a completely enclosed building.
No outdoor storage of equipment, products, materials,
or supplies, except refuse disposal areas, shall be
permitted.
All uses shall operate in accordance with the noise
standards contained in section 36-485, noise standards.
No on-site fabrication or similar services shall be
allowed.
No building shall be used for residential purposes.
No drive through services.
No use shall emit an odor that creates a nuisance as
determined by chapter 2A, article X, Springfield City
Code.

Maximum Structure Height

None, however, a thirty-degree bulk plane shall apply to the
east portion of the property

Minimum open space

Not less than 20 percent

Maximum impervious area

Shall not exceed 80 percent of total lot area

BULK PLANE

BUFFERYARD AND LANDSCAPING

A thirty-degree bulk plane shall apply to the east portion There shall be a fifty (50) foot bufferyard along the east
of the property
property line with the following plantings per 100 foot of
length: 3 canopy trees, 3 understory trees and 3 evergreen
trees. There is an existing masonry screen fence along the
east property line belonging to Cooper estates.
COMPATIBILITY WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:
The Growth Management and Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan designates this property as appropriate for
low-density housing. The Plan shows this area as an emerging Activity Center where light manufacturing, retail and office
development could emerge as a significant community activity center. The Plan recommends design of these land areas
should consider the proximity of the existing residential development south of Division Street. The Office Land Use
Guidelines of the Comprehensive Plan encourage the use of locations, design and landscaping of office uses to screen
and buffer neighborhoods from lights, traffic noise and pollution and other factors incompatible or conflicting with
adjacent land uses. The Plan recommends carefully planned, low volume office development to be used as transitions
and buffers between commercial and residential areas.
STAFF COMMENTS:
1) The applicant is proposing to rezone approximately 1.9 acres of property generally located at 1452 North Eastgate
Avenue from O-1, Office District with Conditional Overlay District No. 128 to Planned Development No. 375. At the
August 13, 2020 Planning and Zoning Commission, the applicant requested that this application be tabled to allow
revisions to be made to the proposed Planned Development.
2) Staff does not support the proposed Planned Development. The proposed PD which would allow several uses that
could potentially have detrimental impact to the adjacent neighborhood.
3) The Office Land Use Guidelines of the Comprehensive Plan encourage the use of locations, design and landscaping
of office uses to screen and buffer neighborhoods from lights, traffic noise and pollution and other factors
incompatible or conflicting with adjacent land uses. The Plan recommends carefully planned, low volume office
development to be used as transitions and buffers between commercial and residential areas. The current zoning is
consistent with this recommendation. The proposed PD does not adequately preserve the recommended transition
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between commercial and residential areas because it proposes uses that are not compatible with the adjacent
residential land uses.
4) The application is not consistent with the Growth Management and Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan
which designates this property as appropriate for low-density housing. The current O-1 zoning is more intense than
recommended by the Future Land Use Plan, however, it provides an appropriate step-down in zoning classifications
and intensity of uses between the HC and R-SF district. As noted in the first staff comment, the current O-1 zoning
meets the intent of the Office Land Use Guidelines contained in the Comprehensive Plan. This application would
further increase the intensity of the subject property and erode the transitional buffer between the HC and R-SF
districts
5) Staff cannot support the following proposed permitted uses of the PD with an explanation for each:
a)

The PD proposes “Automobile detailing services limited to washing, waxing and detailing cleaning of motorized
vehicles.” The Zoning Ordinance first allows this use by right in the HC, Highway Commercial District. This
district is a more intense commercial zoning district. This use is considered to have potentially higher
environmental impacts in terms of noise, dust and odor which makes them incompatible with office or retail
business districts and would be considered potentially detrimental to the adjacent neighborhood.

b) The PD proposes “General office use group with ancillary storage area.” The applicant does not provide
definitions or standards to define what materials would be stored which could lead to an interpretation and
enforcement issue, absent a definition by the Zoning Ordinance. The General Office Use Group, defined by the
Zoning Ordinance, may have accessory uses which may ‘include cafeterias, health facilities, parking or other
amenities primarily for the use of employees in the firm or building” but makes an exception that “contractors and
others who perform services off-site are included in the general office category if equipment and materials are
not stored on the site and fabrication, services, or similar work is not carried on at the site” (Sec. 36-310(5)).The
PD language does not propose limits of the size or square footage of the storage area.
c) The PD proposes “retail sales use group provided the sale of products is related to the principal use. Products
related to the principal use include products produced, distributed or sold on-site by the principal use.” This could
potentially be more intense than what the current O-1 District zoning would allow, which permits the retail sales
use group provided the use is located in an office building provided the total floor area of such uses does not
exceed ten percent of the gross floor area of all the office buildings on the same lot. Staff cannot recommend
approval of the PD so long as it does not include square foot limitations on retail similar to that required in the
O-1 zoning district. Staff also believes that the applicant may be anticipating uses that the PD does not permit
by right. The proposed permitted uses would not allow products “to be produced, distributed or sold on -site by
the principal use,” unless by an accessory use.
6) The PD proposes off-street parking standards that are less than required by the Zoning Ordinance for offices
uses. The PD proposes to provide one off-street parking space per 300 square feet of office use, while the
Zoning Ordinance sets parking standards based on the total building floor area. The table below shows
parking standards of the permitted uses in the proposed PD. All other permitted uses will meet current
parking standards.
Use
Business or professional
offices and public
administration buildings

Zoning Ordinance Parking
Requirement
1 space/350 sq. ft. of total
building area

Proposed PD 375

1 space/300 sq. ft. of office use area

7) The PD proposes a fifty (50) foot bufferyard along the east property line with the following plantings per
100 foot of length: 3 canopy trees, 3 understory trees and 3 evergreen trees. There is an existing
masonry fence along the east property line belonging to Cooper estates. The Zoning Ordinance would
normally require a bufferyard type F with a minimum of twenty (20) foot width and plantings of 3 canopy
trees, 3 understory trees, 4 evergreen trees and 20 shrubs per 100 linear feet.
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8) The proposed rezoning was reviewed by City departments and comments are contained in Attachment 1.
NEIGHORHOOD MEETING:
All neighborhood meetings have been cancelled due the Mayor’s Proclamation of Civil Emergency related to COVID-19.
Property owners were mailed a comment card to provide their comments. All comments that were received before the
first Planning and Zoning Commission hearing on August 13, 2020 are attached as Attachment 2. All comments received
after the first hearing are attached as Attachment 3.
PUBLIC NOTIFICATIONS:
The public notice was advertised in the Daily Events at least 15 days prior to the public hearing. The property was posted
by the applicant at least 10 days prior to the public hearing. Public notice letters were sent out at least 10 days prior to
the public hearing to all property owners within 185 feet.
Notices sent to property owners within 185 feet:

Mailed: 17

Returned: 0
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DEPARTMENT COMMENTS:
ATTACHMENT 1
DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING DEVELOPMENT SERVICES COMMENTS:
No comments.
CITY UTILITIES COMMENTS:
No issues with the proposed rezoning
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION COMMENTS:
No objection to rezoning. Tract has access to public sewer.
FIRE DEPARTMENT COMMENTS:
No issues with zoning.
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS TRAFFIC OPERATIONS DIVISION COMMENTS:
STREET CLASSIFICATION, RIGHT-OF-WAY, & JURISDICTION
City’s Transportation Plan classifies E. Division Street as a Primary Arterial roadway and N. Eastgate Avenue as a Collector
roadway. The standard right-of-way width for E. Division Street is 50-feet from the centerline N. Eastgate Avenue is 30feet from the centerline. It appears no additional right-of-way is needed along these roadways. A survey is recommended
to determine the exact amount of existing right-of-way. E. Division Street and N. Eastgate Avenue are both MoDOT
maintained streets.
TRAFFIC COUNTS & ON-STREET PARKING
The are no recent traffic counts on E. Division Street or N. Eastgate Avenue. On-street parking is not allowed along E.
Division Street or N. Eastgate Avenue.
DRIVEWAY ACCESS
Access to N. Eastgate Avenue is limited to the existing access already constructed. No access is allowed to E. Division
Street.
SIDEWALK
There is not existing sidewalk along the property frontage of E. Division Street and sidewalk is not required to be
constructed. Sidewalk already exists along the property frontage on N. Eastgate Avenue.
TRAILS, BUS STOPS, & ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
There are no Greenway Trails in the area surrounding the property pertaining to this zoning. There are no bus stops along
the property frontage on E. Division Street or N. Eastgate Avenue. The proposed development is in an area that provides
for multiple direct connections and provides for good connectivity in the area.
IMPROVEMENTS
None required. Improvements to N. Eastgate Avenue have already been made with the relocation of Eastgate.
SITE PLAN
Detailed site-specific comments.

Planning & Zoning Commission Page 8 of 78

Development Review Staff Report
TRAFFIC - TABLE 1: PLANNED DEVELOPMENT/CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT DETAILS
Street
Classification

Street Name

On-Street Parking

Existing Street
ROW from
Centerline

Required Street
ROW from
Centerline

(ft.) (Approx.)

(ft.)

Street 1

E. Division Street

Primary Arterial

No

70

50

Street 2

N. Eastgate
Avenue

Collector

No

30

50

AM Peak

PM Peak

Weekday

Weekend

65

84

456

Existing Trips Generated
*Proposed Trips Generated

19

19

120

Additional Trips Generated

-46

-65

-336

*Proposed Trips Generated is based on the highest, most intense use permitted in the proposed rezoning, Planned
Development, or Conditional Use Permit
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS STORMWATER ENGINEERING DIVISION COMMENTS:
The property is in the Pierson Creek drainage basin. The property is not located in a FEMA designated floodplain. Staff
is aware of flooding problems in the area. If the project increases the amount of impervious surfacing, detention is
required according to Chapter 96. A fee in lieu of on-site stormwater detention is not applicable as this site already has
regional detention and water quality provided as part of public improvement plans 2017PW0062.
Please note that development of the property will be subject to the following conditions at the time of development:
1. Post development peak run-off rates shall not exceed pre-development peak run-off rates for the 1, 10 and 100
year rain events. Any increase in impervious surfacing will require the development to meet current detention
and water quality requirements.
2. If disturbing 1 acre or greater, water quality will also have to be provided.
3. Drainage easements must be provided for this conveyance.
4. Please keep in mind that more detailed stormwater calculations will have to be submitted before any permits can
be approved.
5. A land disturbance permit will be required if disturbing 1 acre or greater.
Public Works Stormwater Division

Response

Drainage Basin

Pierson Creek

Is property located in Floodplain?

No

Is property located on a sinkhole?

No

Is property located in a stream buffer?

No

Is stormwater fee in lieu an option?

No

MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION:
No comments.
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EXHIBIT 1
Requirements and Standards Applicable
to Planned Development District No.
375

B. APPLICATION
Building or other permits may not be issued for development permitted by this planned development
nor can any changes be made to this property until the final development plan has been approved in
the manner described at the end of this exhibit.
All requirements of the Springfield Zoning Ordinance shall apply unless modified by the
requirements and standards that follow.

C. INTENT
The Developer needs to create a zoning district which allows for “flex” space units. A Flex Space is
a multiple purpose business where low density and low intensity uses which are not addressed well
in the zoning ordinance can exist. Many of these uses often end up having to go into more intense
zoning districts merely because our Zoning Ordinance does not address them well. This PD is
crafted to provide a significant buffer between the buildings and the residential area to the west as
well as requiring that no business functions can exist between the buildings and the residential
zoning.

D. DEFINITIONS
The definitions contained in the Zoning Ordinance shall apply to this ordinance. For purposes of this
ordinance, the following definitions shall also apply.

E. USES PERMITTED

1. Accessory uses, as permitted by section 36-450, accessory structures and uses
2. Automobile detailing services limited to washing, waxing and detailing cleaning of
motorized vehicles. Body work and painting is prohibited.
3. Fitness and personal training businesses
4. General office use group with or without an ancillary storage area
5. Coffee and donut shop with no drive thru facility
6. Internet sales of automobiles, and other motor vehicles with no on-site car display
7. Retail sales use group provided the sale of products is related to the principal use.
Products related to the principal use include products produced, distributed or sold onsite by the principal use.

F. USE LIMITATIONS
1. All activities and permitted uses, except off-street parking and loading facilities shall be
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

conducted entirely within a completely enclosed building.
No outdoor storage of equipment, products, materials, or supplies, except refuse disposal
areas, shall be permitted.
All uses shall operate in accordance with the noise standards contained in section 36-485,
noise standards.
No on-site fabrication or similar services shall be allowed.
No building shall be used for residential purposes.
No drive through services.
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7. No use shall emit an odor that creates a nuisance as determined by chapter 2A, article X,
Springfield City Code.

G. BULK, AREA AND HEIGHT REQUIREMENTS
Maximum height: A thirty-degree bulk plane shall apply to the east portion of the property
Building Setbacks
o Front Yard: Twenty-five feet along Eastgate and East Division
o Side Yard:. The side yard is the east side of the site and there shall be a 50’ building
setback off of the east property line.
o Rear yard: Ten feet on the south lot line

H. OPEN SPACE, LANDSCAPING & SCREENING
1. Minimum open space: Not less than 20 percent of the total lot area shall be devoted to open
space including required yards and bufferyards

2. Maximum impervious surface: The combined area occupied by all main and accessory
buildings or structures, parking, loading and other paved areas and any other surfaces which
reduce and prevent absorption of stormwater shall not exceed 80 percent of the total lot area.

3. The maximum floor area ratio shall not exceed 30%
4. There shall be a fifty (50) foot bufferyard along the east property line with the following
plantings per 100 foot of length: 3 canopy trees, 3 understory trees and 3 evergreen trees.
There is an existing masonry screen fence along the east property line belonging to Cooper
estates.

5. There shall be no openings on the east face of the buildings other than code required means
of egress. No business functions may occur in the bufferyard.

I.

EXTERIOR LIGHTING
The requirements and standards of Section 36-484 of the Springfield Zoning Ordinance, in effect
at the time of development shall apply.

J.

ACCESS TO PUBLIC THOROUGHFARES
Access to Eastgate is limited to the existing access already constructed on Eastgate. There shall be
no access to Division Street.

K. OFF-STREET PARKING
Provide one parking space per 300 square feet of office use area. For all other uses, the
requirements and standards of Section 36-455 of the Springfield Zoning Ordinance, in effect at the
time of development shall apply.

L. SIGNS
The requirements and standards of Section 36-454 of the Springfield Zoning Ordinance, in effect
at the time of development shall apply.

M. REQUIRED IMPROVEMENTS
None required.

N. MAINTENANCE OF COMMON AREAS AND FACILITIES
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The maintenance of common areas and facilities within the District shall remain the responsibility
of the existing property owners association meeting all legal requirements prescribed by the City
Attorney.

O. PHASING
No phasing is requested or necessary, all public improvements are existing.

P. FINAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
A final development plan, showing conformance with the requirements of this Exhibit, shall be
submitted to the Planning and Development Department and approved in the manner described
below prior to the issuance of any building permits or prior to the commencement of any of the
permitted uses or improvements permitted or required by this exhibit. Development of this District
shall be in accordance with the approved final development plan.

1. A final development plan shall only be approved if it is in substantial conformance with
Exhibits 1 and 2 as defined by Subsection 36-405 (9) (c) of the Springfield Zoning
Ordinance.
The final development plan shall be submitted to the Planning and Development Department
for the Administrative Review Committee review and final action, either as a whole or in
phases. The Administrative Review Committee is hereby authorized, at its discretion, to
approve minor adjustments and modifications to the site plan. Such authority shall not,
however, be construed to permit:

A. Any uses within the District other than those specifically prescribed by the ordinance.
B. Any increase in the intensity of use permitted within the District.
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50' Landscaped
Bufferyard
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Example of Building Design

Example of Building Design
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

John Swanson
Zoning@springfieldmo.gov
cooperestates@att.net
1452 North Eastgate
Friday, August 7, 2020 2:35:12 PM

**CAUTION** This email originated from outside the organization.  Do not open
attachments or click links from sources you do not know and trust.
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------To whom it may concern.
I live in Cooper Estates next to the above property. I am opposed to this change. WE
have a nice quiet community and the addition would cause a lot of tragic and noise to
our peaceful neighborhood.
John Swanson
3612 East Cromwell Court
Springfield, Mo. 65802
Cell 417-880-6622
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Randi Heard
Zoning@springfieldmo.gov
PLN 2020-00127 , 1452 N. Eastgate
Sunday, August 9, 2020 8:28:42 AM

**CAUTION** This email originated from outside the organization.  Do not open
attachments or click links from sources you do not know and trust.
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------As a resident of Cooper Estates, I am opposed to re-zoning of the above property from O-1 to a PD. This
community has already been compromised by the addition of the car-lot and we are trying desperately to maintain
the culture and value of this unique neighborhood. To add a possible car repair shop, upholstery shop, plumbing
storage building would put the nail in our coffin so to speak.
Please reconsider the rezoning of this property.
Randi Heard
3706 E. Dartmoor Ct.
Cooper Estates
Springfield, MO. 65802
719-505-6088
randim1948@gmail.com
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Carroll, Beth
Zoning@springfieldmo.gov
PLN2020 - 00127 Proposed Plan 1452 North Eastgate Project
Friday, August 7, 2020 5:06:15 PM

**CAUTION** This email originated from outside the organization.  Do not open
attachments or click links from sources you do not know and trust.
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------I am writing in response to a notice I received of possible rezoning to an area
immediately west of the Cooper Estates neighborhood. I would like to speak in
opposition of the proposed change. Cooper Estates has always been viewed as a
safe, gated community in spite of being located in north Springfield, within eyeshot
of a major highway and multiple existing large businesses (with plans for more). This
small parcel of land is too close in proximity to construct and maintain a business
without being overly invasive to the residents of Cooper Estates. Not to mention
adding to the already heavy traffic off of Division and Eastgate. Cooper Estates
brings beauty and stability to our city, and is the front edge of beautiful single family
home developments to the east and south east. Please preserve what is left of the
integrity in the immediate areas surrounding our neighborhood. Thank you for your
consideration.
Beth Wannenmacher Carroll
3739 E Cromwell Ln
Springfield, MO 65802
417-849-4556
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Casey Chasteen
Zoning@springfieldmo.gov
cooperestates@att.net
PLN2020-00127- 1452 N. Eastgate: Comments to Proposed Zoning Changes
Friday, August 7, 2020 11:46:22 AM

**CAUTION** This email originated from outside the organization.  Do not open
attachments or click links from sources you do not know and trust.
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Mr. Hosmer:
Good morning, I am a resident of Cooper Estates and own property within 500 feet of the
proposed zoning change at 1452 N. Eastgate (PLN2020-00127). I wanted to submit my
comments to the Commission via email for its consideration regarding this zoning change.
I am opposed to the change of zoning from an O-1 Office District to a PD allowing for flex
space office units. The "Flex Offices" zoning, as opposed to the current O-1 Office zoning,
would allow for the potential development of business spaces with uses that are undesirable
for a commercial property so close to a residential neighborhood. Businesses that may
produce additional undesirable odors, loud noises and cause additional traffic outside of
common business hours then business allowable under an O-1 Office District.
In addition, several years ago this same applicant applied for a change of zoning for a property
adjacent to 1452 N. Eastgate, meeting with Cooper Estates homeowners and communicating
with our property owners association in doing so. This change of zoning eventually resulted
in the development of the car dealership adjacent to 1452 N. Eastgate. At that time, we were
assured by the Applicant that this 1452 N. Eastgate property would not be developed into
anything other than the office spaces allowed by the O-1 Office Zoning. Now, contrary to that
assurance, Applicant is asking for a change of zoning that would potentially allow for uses
undesirable to our neighborhood.
Approval of this zoning change by the Commission would be detrimental to the interests of
residential property owners nearby. As a community we (Cooper Estates property owners)
have been cooperative regarding Applicant's need to be able to use and develop its property.
However, we were assured in connection with previous zoning changes that Applicant can
enjoy reasonable and adequate use of Applicant's property without further change of zoning.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Casey Chasteen
1401 N. Cooper Blvd., Springfield MO 65802
417-496-5868
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Ron Reynolds
Zoning@springfieldmo.gov
cooperestates@att.net
Rezoning of 1452 N Eastgate, Spfd, MO
Friday, August 7, 2020 2:56:02 PM

**CAUTION** This email originated from outside the organization.  Do not open
attachments or click links from sources you do not know and trust.
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Mr. Hosmer,
I would like to respectfully request that you reconsider the change of rezoning the property at
1452 N Eastgate from O-1 (Office District) to PD (Flex Offices).  I am a resident of Cooper
Estates subdivision and my cul de sac (East Sherwood Court) backs directly up to the fence
which sits adjacent to the property that you are looking to rezone. I am very concerned about
the amount of noise and traffic associated with this change. Before the Audi dealership went
in, we were assured that multi-use companies would never be permitted in this plot of land,
only offices. Now we find out that the change in zoning could possibly include an automobile
body shop, a fitness facility, an automobile accessory/glass shop, upholstery shop, etc. I
would ask that you deny Geoffrey Butler’s request to rezone this piece of property and keep it
as we were told in the earlier meeting.
Sincerely,
Mrs. Ron (Cindy) Reynolds
3637 E Sherwood Court
Springfield, MO. 65802
417-619-3534
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPad
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

ann dowell
Zoning@springfieldmo.gov
Rezoning request
Friday, August 7, 2020 7:32:45 PM

**CAUTION** This email originated from outside the organization.  Do not open
attachments or click links from sources you do not know and trust.
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

I am a resident of Cooper Estates. I am opposed to the rezoning of this
property from 0-1 to PD.
I recall that we were assured that this portion of land adjacent to the
Cooper boundary would be developed as office use only..............I
considered the word 'assured' to mean: guaranteed, certain, secure,
declared earnestly, something is true.............SO I thought that decision
could be trusted as true. Evidently the word 'assured' does not have the
same meaning to you as it does
to me. I respect truth in both words and actions.
I am opposed to the rezoning of this property from 0-1 to PD.
Faye Ann Dowell, Tr
3628 E Sherwood Ct.
Springfield, MO 65802
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Karla V
Zoning@springfieldmo.gov
cooperestates@att.net
Zoning - 1452 North Eastgate
Friday, August 7, 2020 2:02:24 PM

**CAUTION** This email originated from outside the organization.  Do not open
attachments or click links from sources you do not know and trust.
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Date: August 7, 2020
Phone: 320-760-1479
Resident: Karla Vipond
Address: 1391 N Cooper Blvd Springfield, MO 65802
Project Address: 1452 N Eastgate Springfield, MO 65802
Comment:
Please DENY proposed zoning change from current O-1 to PD.
I am new to this community, but my communication with residents of this subdivision say that
a compromise was reached with this parcel and to be zoned for only O-1 a few years ago.
This was agreed upon when previous zoning permissions were obtained for other properties
abutting Cooper Estates. This parcel is extremely close to housing. Air, noise and sight
pollution could be devastating to the value of the homes and their enjoyment of it.
Thank You,
Karla Vipond
-KARLA VIPOND

1391 N Cooper Blvd Springfield, MO 65802 (c) 320-760-1479
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Jim Austin
Zoning@springfieldmo.gov
cooperestates@att.net
PLN2020-00127 1452 N. Eastgate
Tuesday, August 11, 2020 3:34:19 PM

**CAUTION** This email originated from outside the organization. Do not open attachments or click links from
sources you do not know and trust.
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------August 11,2020
Delores M. Austin
3645 E. Sherwood Ct., Springfield, MO 65802
Project Address: 1452 N. Eastgate, Springfield, MO
I am a Cooper Estate Resident at the above address.   I DO NOT APPROVE OF CHANGING THE CURRENT O-1
Office District to a PD zone. WHY? Cooper Estates is an established lovely area with trees, shrubs and wellmaintained homes......it is being taken over by businesses and is becoming a residential area "in the middle of the
business world" and approaching a "closed-in" atmosphere.     Furniture Row, the recently added car dealership,
Menard's.....soon-to-be COSTCO.. and now rezoning for more businesses, even though the applicant has said it
would be office spaces.   My vote is to leave the area in question to be rezoned to just do that.....LEAVE IT
ALONE.   Cooper Estates does not need added traffic, added noise, added lights, and in general, added buildings
that would further "close in" a residential area.   Thanks to ALL who are involved in this decision for allowing the
residents to share their concerns.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Judith Self
Zoning@springfieldmo.gov
Zoning Request. PLN 2020-00127, 1452 N. Eastgate
Wednesday, August 12, 2020 10:16:43 PM

**CAUTION** This email originated from outside the organization. Do not open attachments or click links from
sources you do not know and trust.
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Mr. Hosmer,
We are residents of Cooper Estates and are writing to express our opposition to the proposed re-zoning of property
near the corner of East Division and North Eastgate. We understood that after the re-zoning for the auto dealership,
that land adjacent to Cooper Estates would be zoned for office use only. We are not in favor of a change in zoning,
specifically this zoning request to allow a cluster of multi-use companies, which could create additional traffic,
additional noise, additional lighting and other conditions not compatible to our residential neighborhood. We urge
you to deny this re-zoning request.
Larry & Judith Self
1328 N. Fenchurch Lane
Springfield, MO. 65802
Sent from my iPad
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BryanD. Fisher
Partner
Neale

&

Newman

Email: bfisher@nnlaw.com

Main: 417.882.9090

Established 1903

September 2, 2020
Mr. Geoffrey H. Butler
BRP Architects
319 N. Main Ave #200
Springfield, MO 65806
Re:

Via email & regular mail

Application for Planned Development 375
1452 North Eastgate Avenue, Eastgate Office, LLC
Our Client: Cooper Estates Property Owners Association
Our File No.: 19289.02

Dear Geoff:

I am in receipt of your email dated August 21, 2020, which enclosed a revised Exhibit 1 to
Application for Planned Development 375. I am also in receipt of your correspondencesent to
certain homeowners within the Cooper Estates subdivision, which also included the Amended
Application. That correspondence was dated August 25, 2020. As I mentioned to you by email
yesterday, I reviewed the Amended Application with the Property Owners Associationearlier this
week. While the Property Owners Association appreciates the work your office performed in
amending this Application, the Cooper Estates Property Owners Association, and the more than
240 homeowners whichit represents, cannot support the proposed rezoning, as amended, for the
reasons | will detail in this correspondence.
Asoutlined in my prior correspondence to the City in opposition to the original application for
Planned Development375, the subject property was rezoned a mere three years ago. As you know,
at that time, property located directly west of the current subject property was rezoned so that an
automobile dealership could be constructed. Asa part of that rezoning, the current property was
rezoned from General Retail to Office-1 with a conditional overlay. The purpose of rezoning the
current property from General Retail to Office-1 was to provide a buffer between the automobile
dealership and the homeslocated in the Cooper Estates subdivision, which are located directly east
of the subject property in Application for Planned Development 375. That rezoning wasalso in
keeping with the Comprehensive Plan because it moved the property from a more intense use
(General Retail) to a less intense use (Office-1).
As you mayrecall, and as was enclosed in myprior correspondenceto the City, an email wassent
to the then-president of the Cooper Estates Property Owners Association highlighting that this
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rezoning would benefit homeowners in Cooper Estates. That argument was one of the bases for
garnering the support of homeowners in CooperEstates and the Property Owners Association for
the rezoning three years ago. But now,the proposed Application seeks to do the exact opposite of
the rezoning done three years ago. It seeks to move the subject property from a less intense use
(Office-1) to a more intense use (Planned Development). The Cooper Estates Property Owners
Association thus strongly objects to the proposed rezoning.
Although, the Cooper Estates Property Owners Association appreciates the amendments madeto
the original application, the proposed permitted usesstill present many of the sameissues present
in the original application. Those primary issues are increased traffic, noise, and light pollution.
As youaptly noted in your email three years ago to then-president of the Cooper Estates Property
Owners Association, an office complex was beneficial as an appropriate buffer between the
automobile dealership and the Cooper Estates subdivision because office complexesare primarily
Mondaythrough Friday businesses with general hours around 8:00 to 5:00. But almost each and
every proposed use in the Amended Application are businesses that would operate with
significantly moretraffic than a general office complex and with far greater hours and daysof the
week.
For example, the Amended Application still allows automobile detailing services, fitness and
personal training businesses, and coffee and donut shops. It also allows all accessory uses
permitted by Section 36-450 of the Springfield City Code, which includes restaurants, drug stores,
gift shops, cocktail lounges, automobile service and repair, and the storage of boats, boat trailers,
campingtrailers, small house trailers, and recreational vehicles. See (Land Development Code,
City of Springfield, Missouri Section 36-450(3)(b)). While this list of uses is not exhaustive, each
and every one of them is a use that would be permitted under the Amended Application and each
and every one of them is a use that far exceeds the normal intensity of use for an office complex.
Each of these uses thus presents a harm to the homeowners located directly east of the subject
property becausetheir homeswill suffer the damage, annoyance, and nuisance ofincreased traffic,
noise, and light pollution.
Additionally, as noted in myprior correspondence and in my comments before the Planning and
Zoning Commission, the Springfield City Code requires that a plan development be consistent
with the comprehensive plan. See (Springfield, Missouri City Code of Ordinances [the “Code”]
Section 36-405). I have yet to see any report or proposal, of any kind, that explains how the
proposed rezoning meets the requirements of Section 36-405. As you know,the Comprehensive
Plan designates the subject property as appropriate for low-density housing. As explained by the
City Staff Report, and also the City staff during the initial Planning and Zoning meeting, the
purpose ofthis anticipated use is the protection of the existing Cooper Estates subdivision and the
homeslocated therein. The proposed Application thus seeks to undothis protection and buffer
transition. The Cooper Estates Property Owners Association and the homeownerslocated within
the Cooper Estates subdivision thus cannot support the Amended Application for rezoning because
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the proposed rezoning would cause likely harm to the homeowners located directly east of the
subject property.
Although, the Cooper Estate Property Owners Association appreciates the effort made in amending
the proposed Application, for all the reasons set forth above, the proposed rezoningis inconsistent
with the character of the subject property and its peculiar suitability for the particular uses
contained in the Amended Application. The very real harm that homeownersdirectly located east
of the subject property would suffer if the permitted uses in the Amended Application were
allowed, is not a harm that the Cooper Estates Property Owners Association nor the homeowners
located in the Cooper Estates subdivision can allow to occur without objection. The Cooper
Estates Property Owners Association thus respectfully submits this objection to the Amended
Application to your office with a copy to the City of Springfield for use by the Citystaff.
Weanticipate that many homeowners will email their objections to the Amended Application as
they did before. We have requested that those homeowners also copy you per your August 25,
2020 correspondence so that you will be aware of them in advance of the Planning and Zoning
meeting scheduled for September 10, 2020. I will be attending that meeting on behalf of the
Property Owners Association along with two other representatives to voice these objections.
I appreciate your timeand attention to this matter. Please direct all correspondence regardingthis
matter to ouroffice.
Mybest,

n

D. Fishe

BDF/blg
eC:

Bob Hosmer(via e-mail)
CooperEstates Property Owners Association c/o Greg McKinney (via e-mail)
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Emily Blankenship
Zoning@springfieldmo.gov
1452 North Eastgate
Saturday, August 15, 2020 5:44:06 PM

**CAUTION** This email originated from outside the organization. Do not open attachments or click links from
sources you do not know and trust.
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

I would like to formally vote NO on the north Eastgate Proposal and ask that you uphold the 2017 agreement.
Cooper Estates Resident
Emily Blankenship
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

karenrotton@cebridge.net
Zoning@springfieldmo.gov
butler@brpae.com
Fwd: PD375 1452 N Eastgate
Thursday, September 3, 2020 5:41:29 PM
PD375 1452 N Eastgate.msg

**CAUTION** This email originated from outside the organization. Do not open attachments or click links from
sources you do not know and trust.
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ruth Donadio
Zoning@springfieldmo.gov
Fwd: Pd375 1452 N. Eastgate
Tuesday, September 1, 2020 8:00:55 PM

**CAUTION** This email originated from outside the organization. Do not open
attachments or click links from sources you do not know and trust.
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:
From: Ruth Donadio <donadio@sbcglobal.net>
Date: September 1, 2020 at 7:57:02 PM CDT
To: butler@brae.com
Cc: zoning@soringfueldmo.gov
Subject: Pd375 1452 N. Eastgate

Sent from my iPhone
I live in Cooper Estates subdivision. I am writing this email to protest against the
rezoning of the land in question. I did review the material that you sent to our
board of directors. However, I prefer this property to remain as it is… No
rezoning.
Ruth Donadio
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Keith Abercrombie
Zoning@springfieldmo.gov
Greg McKinney; Kim Richards; Frank Gardner
Fwd: Reference: PD 375, 1452 N Eastgate
Thursday, September 3, 2020 8:54:18 AM

**CAUTION** This email originated from outside the organization. Do not open
attachments or click links from sources you do not know and trust.
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Keith Abercrombie
417-838-0258

Begin forwarded message:
From: Keith Abercrombie <keithabercrombie329@gmail.com>
Date: September 3, 2020 at 8:43:04 AM CDT
To: Geoffrey Butler <Geoffrey@brparc.com>
Subject: Re: Reference: PD 375, 1452 N Eastgate
Geoffrey - I appreciate your quick response to my email opposing your re-zoning
efforts for this property. I don’t doubt that the project you propose is not actually
owned by the Napleton group however the description of the allowable businesses
you describe in your proposal clearly indicates your project is centered on
allowing ancillary industries pertaining to the automotive industry.
When re-zoning was requested in 2014, the Zoning Commission saw logic in
allowing “professional offices” on this tract and Cooper Estates residents agreed
with their findings provided development adhered with restrictions proposed at
that time. So why the need for re-zoning now? I believe we all see the reason
behind this re-zoning request...that being a developer want to lease these spaces to
support departments of Napleton. In fact you articulate those businesses in your
proposal!
This latest proposal does not adhere to our agreed to zoning for profession offices.
While one could argue that “internet auto sales offices” might fit in the current
zoning restrictions, allowing auto detail shops, light auto body repair certainly
does not. Obviously, re-zoning allows for an awfully slippery slope which Cooper
Estates residents would be constantly fighting to keep the integrity of a quiet
residential neighborhood.
I remain vehemently opposed to this re-zoning request in an effort to maintain the
serenity and aesthetics of our beautiful neighborhood.
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Keith Abercrombie
417-838-0258

On Sep 2, 2020, at 3:47 PM, Geoffrey Butler
<Geoffrey@brparc.com> wrote:
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Stillwell, Tina C
butler@brpae.com; Zoning@springfieldmo.gov; admin@cooperestates.com
Stillwell, Mark R; tinastillwell@missouristate.edu
Letter from Mark and Tina Stillwell Opposing Rezoning for PD 375 1452 N. Eastgate, Springfield, Mo.
Friday, September 4, 2020 10:23:38 AM

**CAUTION** This email originated from outside the organization. Do not open
attachments or click links from sources you do not know and trust.
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------September 4, 2020
Mr. Geoffrey H. Butler, Architect and Partner, BRP Architects
Mr. Randall Doennig, Chair, and Members, Springfield, Mo. Planning and Zoning Commission
Good morning. As residents of Cooper Estates for more than 25 years, we appreciate the
opportunity to respond to the proposal to change the zoning for Planned Development 375
1452 N. Eastgate. We are opposed to changing the zoning from O-1 to multi-use strip mall.
The current O-1 zoning is consistent with the agreement the Cooper Estates Property Owners
Association has had since 2017 with the original developer. A change in property ownership
does not justify a change in zoning. It is not relevant. The intensity of the current O-1 zoning is
designed to fit the intensity of the use of PD 375 1452 N. Eastgate. The changes Mr. Butler
made to the original document do not meet the Cooper Estates POA agreement.
A zoning change would be detrimental to the quality of life for the 242 property owners/more
than 375 residents of Cooper Estates. It would bring increased traffic, lights, noise, trash and
stormwater runoff close to our neighborhood. Having warehouses within 50 feet of Cooper
Estates would decrease the value of our homes.
Thank you to the members of the Springfield Planning and Zoning Commission for voting no
on this rezoning request on September 10. We appreciate the work you do for the City of
Springfield.
Best regards,
Mark and Tina Stillwell
3660 East Sheffield Way
Springfield, MO 65802
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From:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Christina Lashmet
Zoning@springfieldmo.gov
PD 375 1452 N Eastgate
Sunday, September 6, 2020 12:25:48 PM

**CAUTION** This email originated from outside the organization. Do not open attachments or click links from
sources you do not know and trust.
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Mr. Butler,
My email concerns zoning for PD 375 1452 N Eastgate. I’m a resident of Cooper Estates at 1412 N Cooper Blvd
which is close by to this proposed development. My family does not agree with the proposal. When we moved into
the neighborhood three years ago, we were told the land was zoned for offices. With the land being so close to the
neighborhood, the plan provided will bring extra noise and traffic very near the neighborhood.
We believe the Commission should keep their promise provided to the neighborhood and maintain the land zoned
for offices which is much more fitting to be directly beside our neighborhood.
Sincerely,
Sean and Christina Lashmet
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Christina Lashmet
butler@brae.com
Zoning@springfieldmo.gov; Sean Lashmet
PD 375 1452 N Eastgate
Sunday, September 6, 2020 10:01:54 AM

**CAUTION** This email originated from outside the organization. Do not open attachments or click links from
sources you do not know and trust.
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Mr. Butler,
My email concerns zoning for PD 375 1452 N Eastgate. I’m a resident of Cooper Estates at 1412 N Cooper Blvd
which is close by to this proposed development. My family does not agree with the proposal. When we moved into
the neighborhood three years ago, we were told the land was zoned for offices. With the land being so close to the
neighborhood, the plan provided will bring extra noise and traffic very near the neighborhood.
We believe the Commission should keep their promise provided to the neighborhood and maintain the land zoned
for offices which is much more fitting to be directly beside our neighborhood.
Sincerely,
Sean and Christina Lashmet
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Bobbi Richerson
butler@brpae.com; Zoning@springfieldmo.gov
admin@cooperestatespoa.com
PD 375 1452 N Eastgate
Wednesday, September 2, 2020 1:15:33 PM

**CAUTION** This email originated from outside the organization. Do not open
attachments or click links from sources you do not know and trust.
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

As Cooper Estates residents we are still opposed to the proposed zoning
changes. We are concerned about increased traffic on Eastgate and increased
traffic turning between Eastgate and Division. There is still potential for noise
and bright lights in the evening. Multi-use strip mall construction could lower
property values in all of Cooper Estates.
Mike & Bobbi Richerson
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jean Grabeel
butler@bprae.com; Zoning@springfieldmo.gov
PD 375 1452 N Eastgate
Monday, September 7, 2020 11:32:03 AM

**CAUTION** This email originated from outside the organization. Do not open
attachments or click links from sources you do not know and trust.
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------I am a resident of Cooper Estates and am writing to voice concerns regarding the
proposed re-zoning changes on N Eastgate. These changes would certainly impact
the safety of entry and exiting our neighborhood due to the increased traffic flow. The
road is not wide enough to accommodate the increased amount of traffic flow if the
strip mall is added.
I also understand that this is a change from the original agreement.
I am certainly not against progress, but would certainly like to maintain the security
and quality of our neighborhood.
Thank you for listening to our property owners.
Jean
Grabeel

Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Andrea McKinney
Zoning@springfieldmo.gov; butler@brpae.com
PD 375 1452 N Eastgate
Wednesday, September 2, 2020 4:15:56 PM

**CAUTION** This email originated from outside the organization. Do not open
attachments or click links from sources you do not know and trust.
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Hello,
I have been a resident of Cooper Estates for the last 3.5 years and have enjoyed the
quality of life this neighborhood offers.
We find ourselves surrounded by new developments including senior living, a new
Costco, Menard's, and a new car dealership.
Our neighbors want to preserve the residential and family aspects of Cooper Estates
and hope you will give consideration to our needs and not allow PD 375 to be
rezoned to a multi-use strip mall.
We have already experienced the negative impact of the bright lighting from the
Volkswagen dealership and we hope you will consider our request which would limit
additional industrial / commercial lighting, noise, traffic, trash, etc. Thank you.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Orvil Brewer
Zoning@springfieldmo.gov
PD 375 1452 N Eastgate
Wednesday, September 2, 2020 9:14:00 AM

**CAUTION** This email originated from outside the organization. Do not open
attachments or click links from sources you do not know and trust.
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Mr.Hosmer,
As a resident of Cooper Estates, I am submitting my request to deny rezoning request for PD
375 1452 N Eastgate.
As a resident of this neighborhood, I feel it would be against our best interest to have this plot
rezoned from O-1. The recommended changes that BRP Architects made to the original
zoning exhibit are still not acceptable!
If rezoning occurs, any business that is built on the proposed site will be our neighbors, it is
not in our best interest or theirs to have a contentious relationship. If the location is what the
“proposed business” is interested in, then build on the site that sits directly behind Napleton
Auto, not the site that directly backs up to our neighborhood.
Cooper Estates is a lovely place to live, why would we want a “business” in our backyard?
Thank you for your time,
OT and Sharon Brewer
3649 E Cromwell Lane
Springfield,Mo. 65802
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPad
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Patricia Anderson
butler@brpae.com; Zoning@springfieldmo.gov
PD 375 1452 N Eastgate
Monday, September 7, 2020 8:49:37 AM

**CAUTION** This email originated from outside the organization. Do not open
attachments or click links from sources you do not know and trust.
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

September 7, 2020
To:
Mr. Geoffrey H. Butler, Architect and Partner, BPR Architects
Mr. Randall Doennig, Chair, and Members, Springfield Mo. Planning and Zoning Commission
From:
Patricia Anderson
1309 N Fenchurch Lane
I have been privileged to live in Cooper Estates for over 27 years. As a longtime resident I have seen
many changes both in and around our wonderful subdivision. Some good, some not so good. I
consider the change to the original 0-1 zoning proposal as a ‘not so good change’ for the many
property owners of Cooper Estates. A change to the property ownership should not change the
previous zoning agreement. These recent changes Mr. Butler made to the original agreement do not
meet the Cooper Estates POA agreement.
Cooper Estates POA would have an increase in traffic, lights, signs, noise, stormwater runoff, and
trash areas to mention a few 50 feet from our beautiful subdivision. Having a multi-use strip mall
warehouse of that design would certainly add to a decrease in our home values.
I do appreciate the members of the Springfield Planning and Zoning Commission for tabling this
request until their September meeting.
Best regards,
Patricia Anderson

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

michelleholder1211@gmail.com
Zoning@springfieldmo.gov
PD 375 1452 N. Eastgate
Tuesday, September 1, 2020 9:15:41 PM

**CAUTION** This email originated from outside the organization. Do not open attachments or click links from
sources you do not know and trust.
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Dear Mr. Butler,
I realize you have respectably made changes to the original request that you
will submit at the September meeting of Cooper Estates POA.
As you can imagine, the changes still concern our families here in the Cooper Estates gated
community. We have come to this area for the quite, safe and
protected feel of our neighborhood. These changes do make us feel protected. Why? Because it brings more public
traffic very close to our families.
Please reconsider.
These changes do not meet the POA agreement.
Laurene Zimmer
Michelle Holder
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Bernie and Pam Burrier
butler@brae.com
Zoning@springfieldmo.gov
PD 375 1452
Tuesday, September 1, 2020 3:13:15 PM

**CAUTION** This email originated from outside the organization. Do not open attachments or click links from
sources you do not know and trust.
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

To all the above,
Please do not approve the changes as ALL PARTIES agreed on the original format so the car dealership could be
built.
It is because Mr.Butler has a better offer?
Please deny the change and lets live up to the original agreement.
It was agreed to then, lets keep it!!
It goes without saying the change would cause more traffic,noise etc!!
Bernie Burrier
Cooper Estates
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Bernie and Pam Burrier
butler@brpae.com
Zoning@springfieldmo.gov
PD 375 1452
Wednesday, September 2, 2020 12:45:40 PM

**CAUTION** This email originated from outside the organization. Do not open attachments or click links from
sources you do not know and trust.
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

To all the above,
Please do not approve the changes as ALL PARTIES agreed on the original format so the car dealership could be
built.
It is because Mr.Butler has a better offer?
Please deny the change and lets live up to the original agreement.
It was agreed to then, lets keep it!!
It goes without saying the change would cause more traffic,noise etc!!
Bernie Burrier
Cooper Estates
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Theola Phillips
Zoning@springfieldmo.gov
cooperestates@att.net
Project Location 1452
Wednesday, August 19, 2020 11:45:42 AM

**CAUTION** This email originated from outside the organization. Do not open attachments or click links from
sources you do not know and trust.
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Attn: Bob Hosmer, AICP Planning Manager

RE: Proposed Planned Development 1452 N Eastgate.

Please record my vote as a NO to the proposed development.

Theola J Phillips
3619 E Cromwell Ct
Springfield, MO. 65802
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Geoffrey Butler
Keith Abercrombie
Hosmer, Bob; Sparlin, Michael
RE: Reference: PD 375, 1452 N Eastgate
Wednesday, September 2, 2020 3:47:48 PM

**CAUTION** This email originated from outside the organization. Do not open
attachments or click links from sources you do not know and trust.
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Keith,
Thanks so much for responding. As I mentioned at the Hearing, this zoning
application has nothing to do with Napleton. They sold the property to another
party and this developer is seeing a market for this type of limited business use
which is not clearly defined in the zoning ordinance. Napleton does not need
this property or they would not have sold it.
But to the point of the zoning we propose. This PD has been crafted to allow
only businesses which have no foot traffic like retail uses. The uses allowed
actually have less car traffic than straight office uses.
What this proposes is to create a large buffer with no cars, parking, trash
dumpsters etc between the building and the residential neighborhood. The
only opening on the east side of the building would be code required fire exits
(the code requires two means of egress for each space and they have to be
remote). While the height of the buildings are the same for the current zoning
and this rezoning, the current zoning would allow a two story office building
with the second floor windows looking down into the back yards of the
neighborhood. Current zoning would also allow a parking lot and trash
dumpster to be in the back of the building.
So, while I appreciate your concerns, we feel that we have addressed the
concerns of the neighborhood and this proposal actually is better than what
could be built there.
Geoffrey H. Butler, AIA
Architect & Founding Partner
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BRP Architects
M: 417.848.6000

From: Keith Abercrombie <keithabercrombie329@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 02, 2020 2:43 PM
To: Geoffrey Butler <Geoffrey@brparc.com>
Subject: Fwd: Reference: PD 375, 1452 N Eastgate
From: Keith Abercrombie <keithabercrombie329@gmail.com>
Date: September 2, 2020 at 2:16:09 PM CDT
To: zoning@springfieldmo.gov
Cc: butler@bprae.com
Subject: Reference: PD 375, 1452 N Eastgate

To Whom It May Concern,
The initial proposal for this re-zoning was tabled at the last meeting due to Mr Butler’s
“surprise” to learn of opposition to the proposal.
No one, particularly the Zoning Board, should be surprised that residents in one of
Springfields nicest neighborhood developments would oppose having an adjacent
property re-zoned to allow a commercial/light industrial development!
The revised proposal by Mr Butler states that “it is important to note that Napleton is
not the ones developing this property” however descriptions he provides of acceptable
businesses include, if not centers on, automotive enterprises. Does Mr Butler believe
the Zoning Board and property owners adjacent to this property are naïve enough to
believe these cosmetic changes to his proposal make a difference to our objection?
As a property owner effected by this updated proposal, I vehemently oppose re-zoning!
It would be inappropriate to allow commercial/light industrial businesses to locate
adjacent to such a beautiful, well established neighborhood like Cooper Estates.
If Napleton Automotive Group needs more space to operate the kind of ancillary,
support services Mr Butler describes in his proposal, why don’t they construct those on
their current property footprint? Or perhaps on the property they own on the front
left of their dealership? I presume they don’t want an unsightly business development
along their front egress so they are asking the board to change the current zoning next
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to our neighborhood because they would prefer to hide these businesses behind their
dealership...never mind that they are adjacent to our beautiful residential
neighborhood.
Please reject this proposal!
Keith Abercrombie
417-838-0258
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Keith Abercrombie
Zoning@springfieldmo.gov
butler@bprae.com
Reference: PD 375, 1452 N Eastgate
Wednesday, September 2, 2020 2:16:14 PM

**CAUTION** This email originated from outside the organization. Do not open
attachments or click links from sources you do not know and trust.
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------To Whom It May Concern,
The initial proposal for this re-zoning was tabled at the last meeting due to Mr Butler’s
“surprise” to learn of opposition to the proposal.
No one, particularly the Zoning Board, should be surprised that residents in one of
Springfields nicest neighborhood developments would oppose having an adjacent property rezoned to allow a commercial/light industrial development!
The revised proposal by Mr Butler states that “it is important to note that Napleton is not the
ones developing this property” however descriptions he provides of acceptable businesses
include, if not centers on, automotive enterprises. Does Mr Butler believe the Zoning Board
and property owners adjacent to this property are naïve enough to believe these cosmetic
changes to his proposal make a difference to our objection?
As a property owner effected by this updated proposal, I vehemently oppose re-zoning!
It would be inappropriate to allow commercial/light industrial businesses to locate adjacent to
such a beautiful, well established neighborhood like Cooper Estates.
If Napleton Automotive Group needs more space to operate the kind of ancillary, support
services Mr Butler describes in his proposal, why don’t they construct those on their current
property footprint? Or perhaps on the property they own on the front left of their
dealership? I presume they don’t want an unsightly business development along their front
egress so they are asking the board to change the current zoning next to our neighborhood
because they would prefer to hide these businesses behind their dealership...never mind that
they are adjacent to our beautiful residential neighborhood.
Please reject this proposal!
Keith Abercrombie
417-838-0258
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Dale Fagerland
butler@brae.com
Zoning@springfieldmo.gov; CooperEstates@att.net
rezoning PD 375 1452 N Eastgate
Wednesday, September 9, 2020 12:22:14 PM

**CAUTION** This email originated from outside the organization. Do not open
attachments or click links from sources you do not know and trust.
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Dear Mr. Jeff Butler,
I live a few feet from the wall in the northwest corner of Cooper Estates, and I,
along with my fellow property owners, am strongly opposed to the rezoning
of PD 375 1452 N. Eastgate. A mixed-use strip mall would greatly increase
noise, traffic, lights and trash. Because the property in question is in close proximity
to residents, we agreed to the original O-1 zoning. Please honor the original
agreement and keep the O-1 status.
Cordially,
Dale & Judith FAGERLAND
3638 E CROMWELL CT
SPRINGFIELD, MO 65802
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