MAPC Meeting January 13, 2026

1. Call to order

2. Roll Call

Present (7): Dennis Zolper, Jeff Steiling, Jim Little, Jimmy Cooper, Kevin Bailey, Lonnie
Roberts, Stephanie Nelson

Absent (2): Monroe Pointer, Paul Ford

3. Approval of minutes

MIN-26:003 MINUTES December 9%, 2025 MAPC

A motion was made by Jimmy Cooper, seconded by Dennis Zolper, that the minutes be
approved, the motion was PASSED with the following vote:

Aye (7): Dennis Zolper, Jeff Steiling, Jim Little, Jimmy Cooper, Kevin Bailey,
Lonnie Roberts, Stephanie Nelson

Nay (0)
Absent (2): Monroe Pointer, Paul Ford

4. Preliminary Subdivisions

PP-26-02 Preliminary Subdivision: Orchard Phase 3

The Applicant Mark Morris is requesting Preliminary Subdivision
approval of The Orchard Phase 3, 13.6 Acres

Lonnie Roberts (Chair): Do we have the applicant for this item?

Mark Morris (Proponent): Good evening, my name is Mark Morris, and I'm seeking Preliminary
Subdivision approval for 43 lots, this is for the third phase of the Orchard.

Lonnie Roberts: Okay, city planner do you have any staff comments to add to this?



Derrel Smith (City Planner): Yes sir, we reviewed it and it does meet all the requirements for lot
size, it meets the requirements for the single-family zone that it's in, so we would recommend
approval.

Lonnie Roberts: Do the commissioners have any questions? Anyone ready with a motion?
Dennis Zolper (Commission): Zolper, move to accept the application.

Lonnie Roberts: I have a motion, do I hear a second?

Jim Little (Commission): Little, second.

A motion was made by Dennis Zolper, seconded by Jim Little, that the matter be approved,
and the motion was PASSED with the following vote:

Aye (6): Dennis Zolper, Jeff Steiling, Jim Little Jimmy Cooper, Kevin Bailey,
Stephanie Nelson

Nay (0):
Absent (2): Monroe Pointer, Paul Ford

5. Final Subdivisions

PP-26-01 Preliminary Subdivision: Twins Oaks Reserve

The applicant Carlos Wood is requesting approval for the Twin Oaks
Reserve Commercial Subdivision, 17.23 Acres

Lonnie Roberts (Chair): Do we have the proponent for this item?

Brandon Wood (Proponent): I'm Brandon Wood, the engineering surveyor for the project,
representing the owner. And we're just requesting final approval for Twin Oaks Reserve.

Lonnie Roberts: Okay, City Planner do you have staff comments for this one?

Derrel Smith (City Planner): Yes sir we do, we have reviewed it also and it meets all the
requirements, for everything except the sidewalk on the north side is completed except for some
minor stuff, but we have a bond for everything, so we would recommend approval.

Lonnie Roberts: Okay, commissioners have questions for this one or comments? Anyone ready
with a motion?



Dennis Zolper (Commission): Zolper, move to approve the application.
Lonnie Roberts: Do I hear a second?
Jimmy Cooper: Cooper, second.

A motion was made by Dennis Zolper, seconded by Jimmy Cooper, that the matter be
approved, and the motion was PASSED with the following vote:

Aye (6): Dennis Zolper, Jeff Steiling, Jim Little Jimmy Cooper, Kevin Bailey,
Stephanie Nelson

Nay (0):
Absent (2): Monroe Pointer, Paul Ford

6. Conditional Use

7. Rezonings

RZ-26-01 Rezoning: 1306 Charles Dr

The Applicant Weston Wagner is requesting a rezoning of the property
1306 Charles Dr from R-1 Single Family to RS-7 Single Family
Residential

Lonnie Roberts (Chair): Do we have the applicant for this rezoning?

Weston Wagner (Proponent): Weston Wagner, and [ own 1306 Charles Drive, [ am requesting a
rezoning from a R-1 to a RS-7 it is staying residential and I am trying to build two single family
homes on this lot. The reason I'm trying to go from R-1 to RS-7 is because my front width is
about 104 to 105 foot, which puts me at about a 52 frontage and in R-1, I would need a 60 foot
frontage. RS-7 would give me a 50 foot frontage which would allow me to put two homes on
this. I have emailed Carol about it and there is a new bill that came out, it's house bill 1503
which allows a secondary and adu on any residential property. So, I can take a property as is, as a
R-1 lot and build two structures on it, which would be one house of whatever size I went with.
And the other house could be up to 1,000 Sq Ft. So I could build two houses on it right now, one
would just be limited square footage and the other one could be any size. But [ would like them
both to be similar in size roughly around the 1500 sq foot mark.

Lonnie Roberts: Okay, city planner do you have any staff comments to add to this one?

Derrel Smith (City Planner): Yes sir, we have reviewed it and it does meet all 6 of the approval
criteria, so we would recommend approval with the following conditions, that the proposed site



shall follow all requirements of the city engineer, all requirements of the current stormwater
drainage design manual, and floodplain regulations regarding any new construction. A final site
plan, subject to all ordinance requirements shall be submitted, reviewed, and approved by the
planning department prior to any redevelopment of the property. Any change of use shall be
subject to the planning department approval in the future. And the site shall comply with all
requirements of the overlay district.

Lonnie Roberts: Alright, and with this rezoning request is there anyone here with public
comments for the rezoning request at 1306 Charles Dr? Hearing none, I'll open up for
commissioner comments or questions, for the city staff or applicant.

Dennis Zolper (Commission): Zolper move that we accept the rezoning request with the
conditions.

Jim Little (Commission): Little, second.

A motion was made by Dennis Zolper, seconded by Jim Little, that the matter be approved,
and the motion was PASSED with the following vote:

Aye (6): Dennis Zolper, Jeff Steiling, Jim Little, Jimmy Cooper, Kevin Bailey,
Stephanie Nelson

Nay (0):

Absent (2): Monroe Pointer, Paul Ford

RZ-26-02 Rezoning: 2620 Alexander Dr

The Applicant Dustin White is requesting a rezoning of the property 2620
Alexander Dr from R-1 Single Family to C-3 General Commercial District

Lonnie Roberts (Chair): Do we have the proponent for this item?

Dustin White (Proponent): Thank you, Mr. Chairman I am Dustin White. I'm here on behalf of
the property owner to speak and support this rezoning request. This rezoning request aligns with
the city's adopted long term land use plan. And the direction that the city has already established
for this area. There is no specific use being proposed at this time, this request is strictly about
zoning alignment. Any future development would still go through the city's normal site plan
review and so forth.

Lonnie Roberts: Okay, city planner do you have staff comments on this one?
Derrel Smith (City Planner): Yes sir, we have reviewed it and it does meet all 6 of the approval
criteria, so we would recommend approval with the following conditions, that the proposed site



shall follow all requirements of the city engineer, all requirements of the current stormwater
drainage design manual, and floodplain regulations regarding any new construction. A final site
plan, subject to all ordinance requirements shall be submitted, reviewed, and approved by the
planning department prior to any redevelopment of the property. Any change of use shall be
subject to the planning department approval in the future. And the site shall comply with all
requirements of the overlay district.

Lonnie Roberts: Okay, now with this rezoning request is there anyone here with public
comments? If you would come up and state your name for the record.

Sheryl Rogers (Public): My name is Sheryl Rogers, I live at 2815 Wood Street, which on the
corner right down from the proposed rezoning property is. I don't know if I'm opposed to it, this
says it's in use with the projected land use for the city of Jonesboro, that may be I don’t know.
But the concern that I would raise and maybe other people would raise who live close to or
adjacent to that property and the neighborhood would be the use. So, this is for general
commercial use and we have been down this road before with some property across the street
from us several years ago. And that property was submitted with a limited use overlay. That was
rejected by the city council and it remained residential property. So, at this point in time, I am
speaking for at least the neighbors that I have talked to and who might have a concern with this,
is the general commercial property. Also I was looking for today, the city plan for projected use
with open spaces and the appearance of people driving, this is a high intensity area because it's
right next to I-55, but from people driving through the area and impression they have in the area.
So, we would be concerned about what would go there, the type of business that would go there
and the appearance of it. Not only for the city but for our neighborhood as well. The commercial
property that is already there, looks very nice. And I think that we would be concerned with any
projected use as far as what would go there. And how it would impact both the residential area
and the appearance of that area. Those are my comments, thank you.

Lonnie Roberts: Thank you for your comments. Is there anyone else who would like to add to
those comments? Okay, I'll open up for any commissioners questions.

Dennis Zolper (Commission): Wouldn't it be good to tell the lady that we consider uses in
rezoning. Is that something we can take into consideration?

Carol Duncan (City Attorney): You can't ask what the use is going to be, now you could consider
a limited use overlay if that was something that was proposed. At that point you can eliminate
certain uses, but if you just have a general commercial or C-3, you can't ask what the intent is to
use the property for. That's where the LUO that she was referencing comes in.

Derrel Smith: The property is in the overlay district though, so there is some design standards for
commercial properties in the overlay district. It would have to be 80 percent brick, masonry, or
stone. It'd have additional landscaping requirements, smaller signage requirements. There will be



lighting limitations because it does bump up to the residential area, so that's already in our codes
that we can control that.

Dennis Zolper: I think that's good.
Unable to transcribe

Derrel Smith: There's a minimum of 25 feet from commercial to residential.

Lonnie Roberts: Any other questions commissioners? Any other concerns?

Jeff Steiling (Commission): Mr. White, would your owner consider leaving a wooded bufter, like
a 30 foot buffer between the property and the residential properties that butt it?

Dustin White: As opposed to the 25 foot?

Jeff Steiling: Yeah, 25 to 30 foot is what I was thinking, and would they consider submitting a
limited use overlay that might be more appeasing to the neighbors?

Dustin White: I can't speak for them, I think that they're reasonable folks but ultimately the
zoning aligns with what the city's long term use plan is and we're really just trying to get in
alignment with that.

Lonnie Roberts: So, Jeff about the barrier, are you saying leave it untouched or, is that something
that we can stipulate on a rezoning request?

Jeff Steiling: Yeah, I'm thinking leave it wooded as it is now, a buffer between and maybe it's the
25 foot that's already a requirement but.

Lonnie Roberts: So, can we make that a stipulation?
Derrel Smith: Yes.
Jeff Steiling: Can we stipulate a limited use overlay or do they have to propose that?

Derrel Smith: Unless you're prepared to table it and go back through, I don't think you can make
them, that's not what they requested, so I don’t think you can make them do that.

Lonnie Roberts: I mean, he's asking for a general C-3, we can't force him to change it, at this
time.

Jeff Steiling: Would you be interested in tabling it and coming back with a limited use overlay?

Dustin White: I don't think so at this time. We don't have a specific use in mind.



Jeff Steiling: I guess that would be more eliminating potential uses, not necessarily choosing a
use, but eliminating uses that might make these neighbors feel more at ease.

Dustin White: We're not interested in tabling it for now.

Lonnie Roberts: So, are we making the 25 foot untouched barrier?

Derrel Smith: Along, the residential property.

Lonnie Roberts: Along the residential property, yes. Is that agreeable to you Dustin?
Dustin White: Yeah, sounds good.

Lonnie Roberts: So, add that as a stipulation? Okay. Any other questions from the
commissioners? Anyone ready to make a motion?

Dennis Zolper: Make a motion to approve the rezoning with the stipulations.
Lonnie Roberts: I have a motion on the floor, do I hear a second?
Jimmy Cooper: Cooper, second.

A motion was made by Dennis Zolper, seconded by Jimmy Cooper, that the matter be
approved, and the motion was PASSED with the following vote:

Aye (5): Dennis Zolper, Jim Little, Jimmy Cooper, Kevin Bailey, Lonnie Roberts
Nay (2): Jeff Steiling, Stephanie Nelson

Absent (2): Monroe Pointer, Paul Ford

8. Miscellaneous Items

COM-26:001 Sidewalk in Lieu of: 2210 Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd

The applicant John Easley is requesting a Sidewalk in Lieu of Fee to
the property at 2210 MLK Jr. Blvd

Lonnie Roberts (Chair): Proponent for this item?



John Easley (Proponent): John Easley, ARdot is doing the widening on MLK Jr Blvd, therefore
the project already has a job number, so were asking for a in lieu of based on ARdot's price for
this project.

Lonnie Roberts: Hold on for a second, we're trying to find that letter from the state. Your ARdot
letter. Alright, city planner do you have comments on this?

Derrel Smith (City Planner): Yes sir, we do. As you noticed on this, it's not the normal price that
we've seen passed, but it is the price that we've accepted along MLK since they're actually
building this right now. And the price of $68.78 per square yard is what it cost ARdot to build
that project. So, that's the reason, normally right now, I think it's close to a 100 per square yard
but we used their actual bid prices on this one. And we've done that with the last two multi-
families that were put along MLK Jr. Drive. We accepted that because that's the actual numbers
we have.

Lonnie Roberts: So, the fee total would be $4,816.43?

Derrel Smith: Yes, sir.

Lonnie Roberts: Okay, I'll open up for commissioners questions or comments. Or a motion.
Kevin Bailey (Commission): I make a motion that we approve the in lieu of.

Lonnie Roberts: Do I hear a second?

Jim Little (Commission): Little, second.

A motion was made by Kevin Bailey, seconded by Jim Little, that the matter be approved,
and the motion was PASSED with the following vote:

Aye (6): Dennis Zolper, Jeff Steiling, Jim Little, Jimmy Cooper, Kevin Bailey,
Stephanie Nelson

Nay (0):
Absent (2): Monroe Pointer, Paul Ford

9. Staff Comments

Lonnie Roberts (Chair): Any other comments?

Derrel Smith (City Planner): Just one, I think most of you know we're in the process of doing a
Comprehensive Land Use Plan and Master Street Plan update that, we've hired a consultant to do



for us. I've emailed y'all with the emails I have, I know I need to get Mr. Cooper's cause it's
going to the city email, but I know that's not the one you read. But I sent y'all a letter that
contains a QR Code and a link to the website, it's a questionnaire for the committee that was
originally looking at this, we would like y'all's input too, we need this input pretty quick. It's just
a survey that everybody's doing and if you can fill it out and get it back to the consultants, we'd
appreciate it. There will also on February 12 be a hearing for this comprehensive land use plan
and master street plan, right now we're looking over at Earl Bell, and it will probably be from 5
to 7ish if anyone wants to drop by and see the results of the surveys and see some of the
preliminary work that has been done. Then the last of February, first of March there will be a
session it will be at the old Y, and it will be an all week affair, and there will be more information
there. So, we'll be sending out more information about this as we go, but right now we're still
trying to get everything together and gather information, to complete the surveys, and ask the
questions that the public will want to see. So, if y'all can do that and get it back to us, we'd
appreciate it.

10. Adjournment
Meeting was adjourned.




