
IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT AND OTHER APPLICABLE FEDERAL AND STATE LAWS, ALL PUBLIC HEARINGS AND MEETINGS 
HELD OR SPONSORED BY THE CITY OF BETTENDORF, IOWA, WILL BE ACCESSIBLE TO INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES.  PERSONS REQUIRING AUXILIARY 
AIDS AND SERVICES SHOULD CONTACT BETTENDORF CITY HALL AT (563) 344-4000 FIVE (5) DAYS PRIOR TO THE HEARING OR MEETING TO INFORM OF 
THEIR ANTICIPATED ATTENDANCE.   
 

NOTICE TO THE AUDIENCE:  Please remember that if you are interested in matters on the agenda that will have subsequent meetings, 
it is your responsibility to note their dates, times, and places.  No further letters or reminders will be sent.  Of course, if you have any 
questions about any given matter, do not hesitate to contact the Planning Department in the City Hall Annex, 4403 Devils Glen Road, 
Bettendorf, Iowa 52722 or phone (563) 344-4071. 

 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
CITY OF BETTENDORF 

OCTOBER 19, 2016 AT 5:30 PM 
CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

1609 STATE STREET 
 
1. Roll Call:   Bennett _____, Bert _____, Kappeler _____, Peters _____, Rafferty _____,  
 Stoltenberg _____, Wennlund _____ 
 
2. Approval of minutes of the meeting of September 21, 2016. 
 
3. Review of Commission procedures. 
 
Final Plat 
 
4. Case 16-096; Bettendorf Industrial Park 2nd Addition, submitted by Kevin Koellner. 
 
Final Plat/Site Development Plan 
 
5. Case 16-072; The Fountains 6th Addition, submitted by Russell Construction. 

(Deferred to meeting of November 16, 2016) 
 
6. Case 16-073; 3726 and 3728 Thunder Ridge Road, submitted by Russell 

Construction. (Deferred to meeting of November 16, 2016) 
 
Final Plat/Site Development Plan 
 
7. Case 16-082; Wyndham Town Center, submitted by AMF Real Estate, LLC. 
 
8. Case 16-083; Southeast corner of Middle Road and Crow Creek Road, submitted by 

AMF Real Estate, LLC. 
 
Final Plat/Site Development Plan 
 
9. Case 16-097; Crowne Pointe Twelfth Addition, submitted by Clyde Mayfield and 

Julie Martens. 
 
10. Case 16-098; North side of Middle Road between Towne Pointe Drive and 

Woodfield Drive, submitted by Clyde Mayfield and Julie Martens. 



IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT AND OTHER APPLICABLE FEDERAL AND STATE LAWS, ALL PUBLIC 
HEARINGS AND MEETINGS HELD OR SPONSORED BY THE CITY OF BETTENDORF, IOWA, WILL BE ACCESSIBLE TO INDIVIDUALS WITH 
DISABILITIES.  PERSONS REQUIRING AUXILIARY AIDS AND SERVICES SHOULD CONTACT BETTENDORF CITY HALL AT (563) 344-4000 
FIVE (5) DAYS PRIOR TO THE HEARING OR MEETING TO INFORM OF THEIR ANTICIPATED ATTENDANCE.  TEXT TELEPHONE (TTY) IS 
AVAILABLE AT (563) 344-4175.  IN ADDITION, PERSONS USING TEXT TELEPHONE HAVE THE OPTION OF CALLING VIA THE IOWA 
COMPASS VOICE/TTY BY DIALING (800) 735-2942. 
  

 
 
Final Plat/Site Development Plan 
 
11. Case 16-099; Interstate 74 Technology Park Fifth Addition, submitted by Tanglefoot 

Investors, LLC/Kevin Koellner. 
 
12. Case 16-100; Lot 1 of proposed Interstate 74 Technology Park Fifth Addition, 

submitted by Build to Suit, Inc. 
 
Other 
 
13. Case 16-101; Establishment of the Utica Ridge Overlay District (UROD). 
 
14. Commission Update. 
 



 
 

The following are minutes of the Bettendorf Planning and Zoning Commission and are a synopsis of the discussion 
that took place at this meeting and as such may not include the entirety of each statement made.  The minutes of 
each meeting do not become official until approved at the next meeting. 

 
MINUTES 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
SEPTEMBER 21, 2016 

5:30 P.M. 
 
The Planning and Zoning Commission meeting of September 21, 2016, was called to 
order by Wennlund at 5:30 p.m. in the City Hall Council Chambers, 1609 State Street. 
 
1. Roll Call 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT:  Bennett, Bert, Kappeler, Peters, Wennlund 
 
MEMBERS ABSENT:  Rafferty, Stoltenberg 
 
STAFF PRESENT:  Greg Beck, City Planner; Lisa Fuhrman, Secretary; Bill Connors, 

Community Development Director; Brian Fries, Assistant City 
Engineer; Jeff Reiter, Economic Development Director 

 
2. Approval of the minutes of the meeting of August 17, 2016. 
 

On motion by Kappeler, seconded by Bennett, that the minutes of the 
meeting of August 17, 2016 be approved as submitted. 
 

ALL AYES 
 

Motion carried. 
 
3. Review of Commission procedures. 
 
Land Use Amendment/Rezoning 
 
4. Case 16-080; Lot 2, Creek View Second Addition, Medium-density Residential to 

High-density Residential, submitted by Build to Suit, Inc. 
 
5. Case 16-081; Lot 2, Creek View Second Addition, R-3 Single- and Two-family 

Residence District to R-5 Multi-family Residence District, submitted by Build to 
Suit, Inc. 
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Beck reviewed the staff reports. He added that when the property was rezoned in 2006, 
the Commission imposed a condition that the surrounding properties would be 
protected by a 25-foot separation from the proposed development.   
 
Kappeler asked for clarification of the difference between a floodway and a flood plain.  
Beck explained that nothing is allowed to be built in a floodway nor is fill allowed to be 
placed there.  He added that the flood plain must be filled such that it is 2 feet above 
the base flood elevation for construction to occur and which requires approval of a 
flood zone development permit. Kappeler asked if this process is similar to what 
occurred at 2231 Kimberly Road.  Beck confirmed this.   
 
Gene Zager, 3548 Black Lion Circle, expressed concern about the location of the entry to 
the duplex units being placed directly opposite of Black Lion Circle.  He explained that 
due to the limited visibility because of the hill, motorists traveling south on Devils Glen 
Road oftentimes speed which causes a safety hazard.  Zager asked if a berm would be 
placed along Devils Glen Road similar to those placed in other developments in the 
area. 
 
Zager asked who the developer is. Kappeler stated that Build to Suit, Inc. is the applicant 
but not the builder.   
 
Connors explained that if the driveway is offset from Black Lion Circle, it would likely 
cause a turning movement problem.  He indicated that he would encourage the 
developer to install a berm on Devils Glen Road.  Wennlund commented that because 
the grade of the property is very low relative to street level, it would require a large 
amount of fill to make a functional berm.   
 
Steve Wilger, 3123 Field Sike Drive, stated that it does not appear as though there is 
enough space for the number of units indicated given the required 25-foot buffer plus 
the 25-foot required rear yard setback.  He stated that there would only be room for a 
30-foot wide unit which would not be compliant with code requirements.  Wilger stated 
that he believes that the code requires two entrances to a subdivision with that many 
units. He stated that when the neighbors agreed to allow the rezoning of the property 
several years ago, the plan called for a U-shaped entrance and greenspace in the flood 
plain area. Wilger stated that since he has lived in his home he has seen storm water rise 
halfway up the depth of that property. He stated that he does not believe that the city 
should be in favor of building more apartment units when there are already so many in 
the area. He stated that the apartment building would emit more light than Crow Creek 
Park at night. He stated that he is not opposed to the duplex units as long as they are 
code-compliant, adding that he is alarmed about the scope of the proposed high-
density zoning.  He expressed concern about the possibility that a hospital or medical 
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building would be allowed in the future if the rezoning is approved and the proposed 
concept is abandoned. He stated that in his opinion the proposed rezoning could be 
considered spot zoning, adding that it is not in the city’s best interest to build multi-
family housing even though it may be beneficial to the developer.  
 
Wennlund asked if the required 25-foot buffer is a separate distance in addition to the 
required 25-foot setback. Connors stated that it is not. He explained that no structures 
are allowed to be built in the buffer yard, adding that the concept plan is not necessarily 
to scale.   
 
Wennlund asked if Wilger understood the clarification that the required buffer and 
setback can overlap. Wilger stated that when the neighbors agreed to the R-3 zoning 
district, there was to have been a 25-foot buffer in addition to the 25-foot rear yard 
setback, a 3-foot high berm, and evergreen tree plantings along the property lines.  
Connors reiterated that the buffer zone can be a part of the lot and that no structures 
are allowed to be placed there. 
 
Wilger asked if the city is going to allow duplexes to be built with no back yard.  
Wennlund explained that the structures would have a 25-foot rear yard.  Wilger stated 
that this makes no sense to him. 
 
Kappeler explained to Wilger that the only issues being considered by the Commission 
are the land use amendment and rezoning.  She stated most of the issues that he raised 
would be addressed at a later date during platting and site development plan phases.  
Wilger stated that until today, he had been under the impression that a much smaller 
portion of the property would be rezoned to R-5.  He added that the revised request 
does not conform to the concept plan. He expressed concern that the concept for the 
project would change.  
 
Bert commented that Devils Glen Road is only two lanes and asked if it would eventually 
be widened.  He expressed concern about the impact the increased density would have 
on the traffic in that area. Fries stated that the city has adequate right-of-way to widen 
the street as development occurs. 
 
Mike Toom, 3373 Field Sike Drive, stated that he believes that his property value would 
be reduced by the proposed development. He stated that it does not seem fair that this 
type of development would be allowed.  He explained that several years ago when Field 
Sike Drive was paved and a culvert installed, the water flow was changed to cross his 
property.  He indicated that when there is more than 1 inch of rain, storm water floods 
the area. Fries explained that all developers are required to meet the city’s storm water 
detention requirements during the site development plan stage.   
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Harold Wiatt, 3309 Field Sike Drive, stated that in 1990 the flood water reached Field 
Sike Drive and questioned the accuracy of the 100-year flood plain boundary indicated 
on the map. Connors stated that FEMA sets the flood boundaries.  Fries explained that 
because of the direction of grade change from north to south, the proposed 
development would have no impact on Wiatt’s property.   
 
Mark Lewis, 3013 Field Sike Drive, stated that no matter how deep the detention pond is 
built, there is no way to store the storm water from the area.  He questioned where the 
storm water would go when the valley floods.  He stated that after the area where the 
apartment buildings are to be built is filled, the water must go somewhere.  Lewis 
explained that the area where the apartments and detention pond are to be built is low-
lying all the way to Field Sike Drive.  
 
Fries reiterated that the developer will be required to submit a flood zone development 
permit and certify that enough storage capacity is provided for storm water above the 
flood elevation.  He added that the detention pond would be built above the flood plain 
level.  
 
Henry Stauffenberg, 3275 Field Sike Drive, stated that the detention pond across the 
street in the ValleyWynds subdivision does not work. He explained that it has never 
filled, adding that it is merely a place where weeds grow 4 feet high and that it becomes 
a mud hole where insects collect.  
 
Stauffenberg stated that he does not believe that apartment buildings should be 
allowed near residential developments. He stated that when the property to the north 
was developed, the developer said that the homes were to be built on large lots similar 
to those already existing in the neighborhood.  Stauffenberg explained that when the 
builders came, the houses were stacked up. He expressed concern that the development 
that has been proposed is not what will eventually be built. 
 
Lewis stated that his impression is that the entire property is zoned R-3 and asked if that 
is correct.  Connors confirmed this.  Lewis stated that the developer plans to rezone a 
large portion of the property to R-5 so that the apartment buildings can be built.  
Connors commented that the developer had submitted a new rezoning exhibit. Lewis 
stated that it appears as though the area proposed to be zoned R-5 encroaches into the 
area where duplexes are indicated on the concept plan.  Connors indicated that this is 
the case. Lewis questioned why the city would leave the door open to a larger area for 
R-5 when it doesn’t even conform to the submitted concept plan.  
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Kevin Koellner, the applicant, explained that he is working with the owner and buyer of 
the property in question. He stated that the developer wishes to leave open the 
opportunity to build an additional apartment building if the market demand is there.  
He stated that there would still be a buffer zone of duplex units between the apartments 
and the single-family homes as required by city code. 
 
Kappeler asked if there would be sufficient room for a separate street from Devils Glen 
Road for each zoning area and the same number of duplex units indicated on the 
concept plan according to the revised rezoning exhibit.  Koellner explained that even if 
the developer chooses to build another apartment building there will still be a buffer of 
duplex units. He indicated that if necessary, the developer would be willing to shift the 
entrance south. He stated that the duplex units are allowed in the R-5 district and could 
be shifted south in order to allow for the separate street.  
 
Kappeler asked if the entirety of the property has been zoned R-3 for 10 years. Beck 
confirmed this.  Kappeler commented that from the neighborhood’s perspective, the 
possibility of residential construction is not new.  
 
Wennlund asked for a description of what types of uses are allowed in the R-3 and R-5 
districts.  Beck explained that R-3 allows single- and two-family dwellings while R-5 is a 
multi-family residence district.  He added that such uses as a hospital could be allowed 
with a special use permit but that the topography is likely too difficult for anything other 
than a residential use.  Koellner stated that the developer would not object to restricting 
development to residential only.   
 
Bert asked if the property would eventually be required to be replatted in accordance 
with the eventual layout and distinct zoning classifications.  Koellner stated that the 
lender would likely require a replat.  
 
Wilger stated that when the property was rezoned 10 years ago, the 25-foot buffer yard 
and the additional 15 feet that was added to his rear yard was supposed to have been 
shown on a replat but that it never was completed. He indicated that he was told by 
Steve Van Dyke that the city would ensure that it was replatted, reiterating that it was 
never done. Connors stated that the County’s website does show the additional 
property added to the rear of Wilger’s lot with a separate parcel number.  Wilger 
reiterated that it was never replatted.  Wennlund commented that the city would not 
have been allowed to plat someone else’s property.   
 
Bert asked for clarification of the surrounding zoning district classifications.  Beck stated 
that the surrounding properties are zoned R-2, R-3, R-5, C-1, C-2, C-5, PR-3, A-1, and A-
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2. Wennlund commented that is seems very clear that the proposed classification would 
not constitute a spot zoning as had been indicated earlier by Wilger.  
 

On motion by Kappeler, seconded by Bennett, that the land use 
amendment for Lot 2, Creek View Addition, Medium-density Residential to 
High-density Residential, be approved subject to staff recommendations. 
(16-080) 

 
ALL AYES 

 
Motions carried.   
 

On motion by Kappeler, seconded by Bennett, that the rezoning of Lot 2, 
Creek View Addition, R-3 Single- and Two-family Residence District to R-5 
Multi-family Residence District, be approved subject to staff 
recommendations and according to the revised rezoning exhibit. (16-081) 

 
ALL AYES 

 
Motions carried.   
 
Wennlund commented that it might be helpful for the developer to hold a 
neighborhood meeting prior to the site development plan stage. 
 
Land Use Amendment/Rezoning 
 
6. Case 16-086; 804, 834, 872 Tanglefoot Lane, Office/Research Campus to 

Commercial, submitted by Thomas J. Pastrnak. 
 
7. Case 16-087; 804, 834, 872 Tanglefoot Lane, C-6 Office and Research Park District 

to C-3 General Business District, submitted by Thomas J. Pastrnak. 
 
Beck reviewed the staff reports.   
 

On motion by Bennett, seconded by Peters, that the land use amendment 
for 804, 834, and 872 Tanglefoot Lane, Office/Research Campus to 
Commercial, be approved subject to staff recommendations. (16-086) 

 
ALL AYES 

 
Motion carried.   
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On motion by Bennett, seconded by Peters, that the rezoning of 804, 834, 
and 872 Tanglefoot Lane, C-6 Office and Research Park District to C-3 
General Business District, be approved subject to staff recommendations. 
(16-086) 

 
ALL AYES 

 
Motion carried.   
 
Amended Final Plat 
 
8. Case 12-056; Villas at Glengevlin Second Addition (amended), submitted by 

Towne & Country Bettendorf, LLC. 
 
9. Case 14-010; Villas at Glengevlin Third Addition (amended), submitted by Towne 

& Country Bettendorf, LLC. 
 
10. Case 14-076; Villas at Glengevlin Fourth Addition (amended), submitted by 

Towne & Country Bettendorf, LLC. 
 
Beck reviewed the staff reports. 
 
Bennett asked if the elevation values were missing on the previous plats.  Beck explained 
that the low water entry values were inaccurate on the original plats.  Bert asked why the 
elevations figures were wrong. Mike Janecek, engineer representing the applicant, 
explained that there were some typographical errors on the plats in addition to design 
changes made by the developer which necessitated regrading of ditches in order to 
meet the required low water entry elevations. He added that these changes and 
corrections had been made to all three of the subdivisions at once. 
 
Wennlund asked if any of the changes had affected existing construction.  Janecek 
confirmed this, adding that when some of the existing buildings had been surveyed it 
was discovered that the required low water entry level was not met.  He indicated that 
the developer had regarded some of the ditches and rear yards so that the low water 
entry level conforms to the requirements and could be certified as such.   
 

On motion by Kappeler, seconded by Bert, that the amended final plat of 
Villas at Glengevlin Second Addition be recommended for approval 
subject to staff recommendations. 
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ALL AYES 
 

Motion carried.   
 

On motion by Kappeler, seconded by Bert, that the amended final plat of 
Villas at Glengevlin Third Addition be recommended for approval subject 
to staff recommendations. 
 

ALL AYES 
 

Motion carried.   
 

On motion by Kappeler, seconded by Bert, that the amended final plat of 
Villas at Glengevlin Fourth Addition be recommended for approval subject 
to staff recommendations. 
 

ALL AYES 
 

Motion carried.   
 
Final Plat/Site Development Plan 
 
11. Case 16-072; The Fountains 6th Addition, submitted by Russell Construction.  
 
12. Case 16-073; 3726 and 3728 Thunder Ridge Road, submitted Russell 

Construction.  
 
Beck reviewed the staff reports. 
 
Bennett asked for clarification of the internal traffic pattern. Beck explained that 
motorists will enter from Hopewell Avenue using the driveway, travel east and then 
south around the new building, and then west to the driveway exiting at Thunder Ridge 
Road.  He indicated that previously motorists used the driveway from Hopewell Avenue 
and traveled directly south to the driveway connecting to Thunder Ridge Road.  He 
added that because the construction of a bridge connecting the proposed and existing 
building will not allow traffic to pass under it. 
 
Bennett asked how wide the proposed access driveway is.  Beck explained that it is 
approximately 27 feet wide, adding that it meets the Fire Department’s standards. 
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Kappeler asked if the traffic entering the site from Thunder Ridge Road would be 
affected.  Beck stated that he does not believe that is the case as only the northern 
traffic pattern is changing.   
 
Wennlund asked how Building C would be accessed if the driveway in front of it is 
closed.  Rick Ockerlund, representing the applicant, explained that there is a connecting 
link between Building C and the new building.  He indicated that a resident would walk 
through the new building, across the connecting link, and into Building C.  Wennlund 
asked what the distance is from Building C to a location where a resident could be 
picked up.  Ockerlund stated that there is an entrance to Building D at the southeast 
corner which leads to a common area which has access to the connecting link.  He 
added that the width of the bridge is 60 feet long and 12 feet wide. 
 
Kappeler asked if the bridge is at ground level.  Ockerlund confirmed this.  
 
Wennlund asked if the parking is adequate to accommodate a new building, especially 
during special events when many visitors are on the site.   Ockerlund explained that The 
Fountains does not allow special events and parties such as weddings in their facilities.  
Wennlund commented that this must be a new policy. 
 
Bennett asked if the only way emergency service personnel could reach Building C is to 
park in front of Building D, walk through Building D, walk across the bridge, and enter 
Building C. Ockerlund stated that even though the main entrance in the center of 
Building C will no longer be accessible after the bridge is connected to it, emergency 
personnel would still be able to walk through the Grand Lodge building to the south 
and use the connecting link to access Building C.  
 
Bert asked if there is a place where an ambulance can park directly in front of Building C 
if need be so that emergency personnel do not have to use the tunnel.  Ockerlund 
stated that Building C is for independent living, adding that the residents don’t require 
much care.  Bert acknowledged Ockerlund’s point, and asked again where an ambulance 
could pull up to access Building C.  Connors stated that there are egress points and stair 
towers at both the northeast and southeast corners of the building.  Kappeler asked if 
those access points are for resident pickup or only for emergency use.  Connors stated 
that technically they could be used for both purposes. 
 
Donna Metzger, 5512 Cavan Crossing, stated that emergency vehicles are required at 
The Fountains on almost a daily basis.  She stated that the complicated means one must 
use to access Building C doesn’t seem very expedient especially in an emergency 
situation.  She explained that a special event was held at The Fountains the previous 
Sunday, adding that the parking lot was so congested it would have been unlikely that 
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an emergency vehicle could have reached Building C at all. She expressed concern about 
the existing parking problem’s being exacerbated by the proposed construction.   
 
Wennlund explained that because the number of parking spaces proposed to be 
provided is code-compliant, the Commission cannot require more.  Metzger asked if the 
Code takes into account special events and the additional spaces required for them and 
questioned when the Code was written.  She suggested that perhaps the Code should 
be updated to better reflect current needs. Connors explained that there is no 
requirement for specific spaces to be allotted for infrequent events at a facility such as a 
school or gymnasium. He added that the Zoning Regulations were written in the early 
1970s and are currently being updated.  Metzger commented that staff’s assertion that 
the parking spaces meet the code requirement is tantamount to a blow-off in her 
opinion. Wennlund commented that even if from a practical standpoint it appears as 
though the parking spaces may not seem adequate, the Commission has no other 
option but to use the current regulations as their guide. He added that even though the 
Zoning Regulations are being updated, the possibility exists that the requirements will 
remain the same with regard to parking spaces. 
 
Dick Whistler, resident of The Fountains, stated that the two entrances referenced earlier 
at the northeast and southeast corners of Building C are only accessible with a key.  He 
expressed concern about the difficulty emergency personnel may experience because of 
the additional keyed entrances that will be required.  He explained that many of the 
residents use canes and/or wheelchairs, adding that the entrances referenced earlier 
have steps which would make access very difficult for them. Wennlund commented that 
the additional distance that must be traversed because of the proposed reconfiguration 
will pose a challenge for many who have difficulty walking.   
 
Grant Lemen, 3660 Thunder Ridge Road, asked if there is a height limitation for the 
proposed building and questioned how many stories the building would be.  Connors 
stated that he does not recall whether there was a height limitation.  Lemen stated that 
the other buildings in the development are three stories, adding that the proposed 
building appears to be four stories. Connors stated that counting a level as a story is 
determined by how much of it is exposed.  He added that if 50 percent of the 
foundation is below grade, it is considered to be a basement.  
 
Kappeler asked if the proposed building has four stories of living units with an 
additional level of parking below.  Wennlund commented that it appears as though 
there are four stories of apartments plus a garage level.  Ockerlund stated that the 
building as proposed meets all of the city’s height requirements and is code compliant. 
He added that there are four stories of apartments plus a level of underground parking.   
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Bennett asked for clarification of the purpose for the bridge.  Ockerlund stated that 
there is a storm sewer and water easement between Building C and the proposed 
Building D and that no ground level construction can occur there because of them.  He 
stated that the easements are public.  Connors explained that the bridge could not be 
built at grade level because the city must be able to access the sewer if necessary. 
Connors stated that it had been his impression that the bridge would come in at the 
second level and asked for confirmation of that. Ockerlund stated that the bridge would 
be built approximately 2 ½ feet above ground level in order to leave an interstitial space 
below the bridge.  He stated that the area between the two buildings would be grassy.  
He indicated that because of the easement, the bridge cannot be built at ground level.  
 
Wennlund asked how high the bridge base would be above ground level.  Ockerlund 
stated that it would be 2 ½ feet above ground level.  Bennett asked if the bridge would 
be covered.  Ockerlund explained that it would be enclosed and would have heat and 
lights.  Bennett commented that it seems as though the structure would be better 
described as a tunnel.   
 
Wennlund asked if 2 ½ feet would be enough space in order to access the sewer if 
necessary.  Fries stated that he had also been under the impression that the bridge was 
to come from the second level of the building.  He indicated that there is a sanitary 
sewer and a storm sewer running through the area. Connors stated that if in fact the 
bridge is to be built only 2 ½ feet above grade level, he has a problem with that.  Fries 
concurred.  Ockerlund stated that there is enough room to access the sewer to do 
repairs if necessary.  Fries stated that the sanitary sewer would be deeper than a typical 
storm sewer at approximately 8 feet deep.  Wennlund asked who had determined that 2 
½ feet of clearance is enough space to do sewer repairs if necessary.  Ockerlund stated 
that the bridge is 12 feet wide, adding that a contractor could just dig it out and make 
the repairs.  Wennlund asked again for clarification of how a contractor could make a 
repair in the center of the 12-foot span with only 2 ½ feet of clearance.  Ockerlund 
stated that if a sanitary sewer is required, a contractor would have to remove most of 
the run to get to it.   
 
Kappeler commented that her consideration of the site plan and staff’s recommendation 
was based on the understanding that the bridge was to be located at the second level of 
the building.  She suggested that the case be deferred until such time as further staff 
review and discussion can take place.  Wennlund concurred. 
 
Wennlund explained that the Commission does not feel as though a positive 
recommendation could be given and asked if the applicant would prefer that the case 
be deferred so as not to require a supermajority vote at the City Council level.  
Ockerlund stated that if the bridge is placed at the second level, it would hinder travel 
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from building to building and emergency personnel access.  Connors stated that Code 
requires a grade level door which could be used by residents if necessary.  Ockerlund 
stated that the bridge is the connecting link for the convenience of the residents.   
 
Ockerlund stated that the case could be deferred, adding that when the design was 
originally submitted it was approved at staff level.  He indicated that it has not changed.  
Fries reiterated that staff’s impression was that the bridge was to be at the second level.  
He requested that Ockerlund show where on the plans an elevation of the bridge is 
indicated.  Ockerlund stated that nothing has changed since the original submittal.  Fries 
stated that he does not believe that the clearance proposed is enough to provide access 
to the sewer.  Ockerlund stated that from an engineering and construction standpoint, 
there is enough clearance. Connors stated that staff would meet again with the 
developer to resolve these issues. 
 
Jack Johnson, 5659 Cavan Crossing, expressed concern about whether the storm and 
sanitary sewers are sized adequately to accommodate the proposed developments in 
the area.  He indicated that he feels that the proposed construction in the area would 
likely negatively impact the residents further downstream.  
 

On motion by Kappeler, seconded by Bennett, that the final plat of The 
Fountains 6th Addition be deferred until such time as further discussions 
are held in order to resolve the issues noted. 
 

ALL AYES 
 

Motion carried.   
 

On motion by Kappeler, seconded by Bennett, that the site development 
plan for 3726 and 3728 Thunder Ridge Road be deferred until such time as 
further discussions are held in order to resolve the issues noted 
 

ALL AYES 
 

Motion carried.   
 
Final Plat/Site Development Plan 
 
13. Case 16-077; City Hall First Addition, submitted by Jason Holdorf/Missman, Inc.  
 
14. Case 16-078; 1609 State Street, submitted Downing Architects.  
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Beck reviewed the staff reports. 
 
Kappeler asked for clarification of how the traffic will flow when all of the road 
construction is complete.  Beck explained that City Hall will be accessed from 16th Street, 
adding that a sidewalk will eventually be installed along the new southeasterly access 
from Grant Street which ends at George Thuenen Drive. Beck stated that the pavement 
will end in front of City Hall and will be blocked from the new access.  He added that a 
new access point to City Hall will be added from the southeasterly access. Beck stated 
that the pavement will be removed under the I-74 bridge.  
 
Kappeler asked how fire truck apparatus would gain access to the street.  Beck explained 
that fire trucks would exit from the garage bay to 16th Street.  Connors added that the 
plan to still have a traffic signal there, but in a slightly different location.  
 

On motion by Bert, seconded by Peters, that the final plat of City Hall First 
Addition be approved subject to staff recommendations. 
 

ALL AYES 
 

Motion carried.   
 

On motion by Bert, seconded by Peters, that the site development plan for 
1609 State Street be approved subject to staff recommendations. 
 

ALL AYES 
 

Motion carried.   
 
Final Plat 
 
15. Case 16-079; Crowne Pointe Eleventh Addition, submitted by Heartland Builders 

of the Quad Cities. 
 
Beck reviewed the staff report. 
 
Wennlund asked what the original intent for Outlot B had been.  Beck stated that he is 
unsure of the original intent, adding that the area currently serves as a greenspace. 
Carey Nowack, the applicant, explained that not all of the outlots will be used for 
garages.  He explained that the homeowner’s association approached him with a 
request that ownership of Outlot C which contains the irrigation main be transferred to 
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them.  He stated that he sold it to them for $1 with the understanding that they would 
replat it accordingly and maintain the property.   
 
He added that at one time he had anticipated further development to the east but that 
it had proven to be cost-prohibitive.  He added that he plans to retain ownership of 
Outlot A to provide room for an access to that property in case it ever is available for 
sale at a more reasonable price. He indicated that the condominium units have only 2-
car garages and that many of the residents have indicated a desire for a third stall.  He 
stated that he anticipates building 4 storage garages with a 28-foot depth on Outlot B 
to be made available to the residents. He stated that if in the future the garages are 
built, that outlot would then be turned over to the association as well. 
 
Wennlund asked if the property in question is deep enough to provide access.  Nowack 
stated that there are 15 ½ acres available for development to the east and that the 
outlot would merely be used to gain access to the property.  
 

On motion by Bennett, seconded by Kappeler, that the final plat of Crowne 
Pointe Eleventh Addition be recommended for approval subject to staff 
recommendations. 
 

ALL AYES 
 

Motion carried.   
 
Site Development Plan 
 
16. Case 16-084; 3048 Victoria Street, submitted by Natural Health Improvement 

Center. 
 
Beck reviewed the staff report. 
 
Dr. Tara Pratt, the applicant, asked for clarification of how many trees would be required 
to be placed on the property in order for her to be compliant with the landscape 
ordinance.  Beck explained that 8 trees would be required as a buffer between the 
proposed building and the residential area to the east, 2 trees would be required in the 
vehicular use area, and 6 trees would be required along the street frontage. 
 
Pratt stated that the number of trees required would block the view of the office from 
the street.  Beck explained that the required trees are allowed to be placed anywhere on 
the property as long as the total number of trees required is met.  
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Kappeler commented that there are trees planted along the street in front of the office 
building next door and asked if this is the case all along Victoria Street.  Beck explained 
that each development must comply with the landscape ordinance, reiterating that there 
are already trees planted at the rear of some of the properties on Victoria Street.  He 
added that if it is not possible to plant all of the required trees in the required yard 
areas, they can be spaced throughout the site.   
 
Bert stated that he understands why trees would be required along the rear of the 
property to buffer the use from the residential areas, but asked why trees are required 
along the street.  Beck explained that according to the landscape ordinance trees are 
required to be placed in the streetscape area and the vehicular use areas.  He stated that 
compliance with the landscape plan is evaluated for every proposed site development 
plan.  
 
Connors commented that during the neighborhood meeting some of the neighbors had 
indicated that they do not wish for trees to be placed on the west side of the property 
as they don’t want leaves in their pools. He stated that typically residents wish for 
heavier landscaping to be installed, adding that this is not the case for this 
neighborhood. He indicated that staff would work with the developer and property 
owners to ensure compliance with the landscape ordinance while attempting to be 
flexible with the location of the trees.  
 
Pratt expressed concern about her ability to place 16 trees on a 1-acre lot.  She stated 
that once the building is constructed and the parking areas paved, there won’t be a lot 
of greenspace available.  Peters asked if the trees could be a small caliper.  Pratt stated 
that she had been told that the trees must be 3 inches in diameter.  She stated that she 
had not planned on spending $20,000 on trees in an area where she had planned to 
plant only some bushes and hostas.  Pratt explained that she treats many elderly 
patients who could slip on leaves in the parking lot if it is wet.  She expressed concern 
that trees could fall onto her building in a high wind if they are placed close to it. 
Wennlund stated that the development must be compliant with the landscape 
ordinance. Connors reiterated that staff would meet with the developer in order to 
ensure compliance while providing some flexibility for location of trees.  
 
Steve Brethauer, 2317 Southview Drive, stated that he sees no need for so many trees to 
be placed on the site.  He indicated that he would prefer to have a privacy fence similar 
to the one on the adjacent lot instead of trees and which would be cheaper than 
landscaping. He indicated that he has spoken with Dr. Chip Irwin who owns the adjacent 
property and had indicated that he had been required to place a privacy fence on his 
rear property line.  Brethauer asked why a privacy fence is not to be installed as a part of 
this development. Connors stated that he cannot recall if a neighborhood meeting was 
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held when the dentist’s office was built, adding that oftentimes a compromise can be 
reached at that time.  Wennlund asked if there is any code requirement for a fence.  
Connors stated that there is no such requirement. 
 
Pratt asked what the purpose of the privacy fence would be and if it would be allowed 
to be chain link. She questioned whether the fence would have to surround the entire 
property.  Wennlund explained that because there is no code requirement for a fence, 
the Commission cannot negotiate to reduce the number of trees required.   
 
Brethauer asked why Dr. Irwin had been required to place a privacy fence on the rear 
property line.  Beck stated that a developer has the option to install an opaque privacy 
fence in order to reduce the depth of the required yard.  
 
Susan Brethauer, 2317 Southview Drive, stated that Dr. Irwin had told her today that the 
city required that the fence be installed.  She commented that if 8 trees are required to 
be placed in the rear yard they could interfere with the electrical power lines along the 
property line. She stated that further up the street there are trees that have had to be 
trimmed very severely so as not to touch the power lines.  She stated that she would 
prefer not to have 8 trees along her property line.  
 
Wennlund stated that it appears as though there is enough space to plant trees while 
keeping them away from the power lines.  
 

On motion by Bert, seconded by Bennett, that the site development plan 
for 3048 Victoria Street be recommended for approval subject to staff 
recommendations with the understanding that staff will work to reach a 
code-compliant resolution with regard to the landscaping design and the 
concerns of the neighbors. 
 

ALL AYES 
 

Motion carried.   
 
17. Case 16-089; 879 – 40th Avenue, submitted by 40th Avenue Investors, LLC. 
 
Beck reviewed the staff report. 
 
Wennlund asked what type of use would be located in the building.   Beck stated that 
there would be contractor condos located there.   
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Wennlund asked where the trash enclosure is located.  Koellner explained that the 
dumpster would be placed behind the proposed building at the southwest corner and 
would be screened.   
 
Kappeler asked how the existing building would affect truck loading access to the new 
building.  Connors stated that the trucks would enter from 40th Avenue, travel around 
Building 2, enter the loading bay, and back up into the drive.  
 

On motion by Bennett, seconded by Kappeler, that the site development 
plan for 879 – 40th Avenue be recommended for approval subject to staff 
recommendations. 
 

ALL AYES 
 

Motion carried.   
 
Kappeler commented that Koellner’s development is a nice addition to that area and fits 
well with the character of the neighborhood.  Koellner stated that the landscaping will 
be installed before winter which will further improve the appearance of the 
development.  He added that given the market demand he has experienced, this type of 
use was needed in the area. 
 
Other 
 
18. Commission update. 
 
Connors stated that staff had had discussions with Dale Grunwald regarding the concept 
plan he had submitted from property near I-80 and Middle Road after the Commission 
presentation at which many good suggestions were made for revisions.  He commented 
that not much progress has been made since that meeting.  Wennlund commented that 
the plan that was presented to the Commission at the last meeting was not much 
different from what has been presented several times in the past.  
 
Connors stated that subsequent to the last Planning and Zoning Commission meeting 
the preliminary plat of Bettendorf Industrial Park 2nd Addition, the preliminary and final 
plats of Sunset West, the amended final plats of The Settlement at Pigeon Creek Eighth 
Addition, Everest Summit 2nd Addition, and Spencer Hollow 2nd Addition, the site 
development plan for the I-80 eastbound rest area, and the site development plan for 
3255 Fields Drive were approved. 
 
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at approximately 7:30 p.m. 
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These minutes approved         
 
          
   Gregory W. Beck, City Planner 



COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
City Hall Annex   4403 Devils Glen Road, Bettendorf, Iowa 52722  (563) 344-4071 

 
October 19, 2016 
 
Staff Report 
 
Case No. 16-096 
Subdivision Name: Bettendorf Industrial Park 2nd Addition – Final  Plat  
Location:  Southeast of the Crow Creek and Valley Drive and north of US 67 
Applicant:  Kevin Koellner 
Current Land Use Designation: General Industrial  
 
Background Information and Facts 
Kevin Koellner has submitted the final plat of Bettendorf Industrial Park 2nd Addition (see 
Aerial Photo and Preliminary Plat, Attachments A and B). The site is located south of Valley 
Drive and north of the intersection of 62nd Avenue Court and US 67.  This area has been 
filled to raise the lots 2 feet above the 100 year flood plain and currently has a floodplain 
development permit to fill the site. The western portion of the proposed preliminary plat  
was previously platted as Lot 2, Keefe’s Addition (Keefe’s Plat, Attachment C). The 
preliminary plat contains 14 lots. The subdivision concept is established to incorporate 
industrial sites (see Final Plat Attachment D). 
 
Land Use 
The land use designation for the site is Office/transitional (north 20%) and General Industrial 
(south 80%). The land use designations of the surrounding properties are Traditional 
Residential (northeast), Agricultural Estate, and General Industrial (east, south, and west).  
Industrial processes and buildings containing those uses are permitted on this parcel due to 
the I-2, General Industrial zoning classification. 
   
Utilities 
Utilities for the site will come along Valley Drive and US 67.  Sanitary sewer is available from 
the north side of US 67.  Water also comes from the north side of US 67.  Electrical power is 
available along the south side of Valley Drive. The developer will provide all utility 
connections to the site.  A natural gas main exists along the south side of Valley Drive.  
 
Thoroughfare Plan/Access 
Access to the site is anticipated from US 67 up the right-of-way. No direct access onto 
Valley Drive from an adjoining lot will be permitted.  An adjoining access to Bear Tooth 
Court may occur at a future date. A 31-foot wide street with paving depth required for 
industrial streets. Right-of way width is 52 feet.  Outlot C is intended to act as a holding area 
for the potential extension of 62nd Street Court to Lot 11, Fields Development First Addition. 



 

No paving of Outlot C or replatting as right-of-way may occur until proof of purchase has 
been demonstrated for Lot 11, Fields Development First Addition.  
 
Storm Water Detention 
Storm water detention will be required for the site.  Outlot B contains the detention area as 
shown for the subdivision. Storm water calculations are awaiting the approval of the City 
Engineer.  All drainageways shall be removed of debris and reconstructed to facilitate water 
flow on the west and east boundaries.  The storm water detention basin is to be created as 
an outlot separate from a wetland on the west side shown as Outlot A.   
 
Recommended Action 
Staff recommends the Planning and Zoning Commission support approval of the final plat 
subject to the following conditions: 
 
1. Approval of the final plat does not waive any applicable city, state, or federal 

requirements.  
2. Any development of this site will require City Council approval of a final plat and site 

development plan. 
3. All storm water calculations and detention basin designs shall be approved by the City 

Engineer prior to City Council approval of any final plat.  
4. Fire hydrant locations shall be determined by the Fire Department prior to approval of 

any site development plan. 
5. Prior to the City Council consideration of any site development plan for the subdivision, 

proof that all of Bettendorf Industrial Park 2nd Addition has been removed from the 100 
year flood plain must be furnished to the City. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Greg Beck 
City Planner 
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
City Hall Annex   4403 Devils Glen Road, Bettendorf, Iowa 52722  (563) 344-4100 

 
October 19, 2016 
 
Staff Report 
 
Case No. 16-082 
Location:  Wyndham Town Center – Final Plat 
Applicant:  AMF Real Estate 
Zoning Classification: C-1, Local Shopping District 
Land Use Designation:  Commercial 
 
Background Information and Facts 
AMF Real Estate has submitted a final plat for a site located at the southeast intersection 
of Crow Creek Road and Middle Road (see Aerial Photo, Preliminary Plat and Final Plat; 
Attachments A, B, and C).  The site is the last unplatted lot in the Wyndham West 
subdivisions (see Site Photo, Attachment D).  The applicant plans to construct restaurant, 
retail, and office space on the lot (see Site Plan, Attachment E). The landscape plan shows 
the required number of trees along the boundary perimeter except for three trees 
required abutting the residential property to the southwest (see Landscape Plan, 
Attachment E).  Arborvitae shall be used on a berm to screen Wyndham Drive from the 
development. The four buildings will contain restaurants, retail, and office uses (see 
Elevations, Attachment F).    
 
Land Use 
The land use designation for the site is Commercial.  The property is zoned C-1, Local  
Shopping District.  A restaurant, retail space, and office space  are  permitted uses in this 
zoning district.         
 
Utilities 
Utilities are available to the site with electrical service to the north, sanitary sewer to the 
south, and water to the east and north. Utility connections will be the developer’s 
responsibility.   
 
Thoroughfare Plan/Access 
One entry to the site comes from Wyndham Drive.  A 4-foot wide sidewalk will be 
installed along Wyndham Drive. The total number of parking spaces provided is 154; the 
required number is 153.  An agreement on shared parking and access will be required to 
be recorded as part of the site plan process prior to City Council consideration of the 



 

project. The petitioner received a special use permit for two drive-up windows from the 
Board of Adjustment.  
 
Storm Water Detention 
Storm water detention will be located offsite with an infiltration pond located on the east 
side of the development to slowly release the water.  Calculations verifying storm water 
capacity require City Engineer prior approval prior to City Council approval  of the project. 
 
Recommended Action 
Staff recommends the Planning and Zoning Commission support approval of the final 
plat subject to the conditions listed below:    
 
1. Approval of the final plat does not waive any applicable city, state, or federal 

provisions as required by law.  
 
2. An agreement on shared parking and access will be required to be recorded as part 

of the platting process prior to City Council consideration of the project. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Greg Beck 
City Planner 



COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
City Hall Annex   4403 Devils Glen Road, Bettendorf, Iowa 52722  (563) 344-4100 

 
October 19, 2016 
 
Staff Report 
 
Case No. 16-083 
Location: Southeast corner of Crow Creek Road and Middle Road Intersection - Site Development 
Plan 
Applicant:  AMF Real Estate, LLC 
Zoning Classification: C-1, Local Shopping District 
Land Use Designation:  Commercial 
 
Background Information and Facts 
AMF Real Estate has submitted a site development plan for a site located at the southeast 
intersection of Crow Creek Road and Middle Road (Lot 1, Wyndham Town  Center) (see Aerial 
Photo,  Preliminary Plat, and Final Plat; Attachments A, B, and C).  This site is the last unplatted lot 
in the Wyndham West subdivisions (see Site Photo, Attachment D).  The applicant plans to 
construct restaurant, retail, and office space on the lot (see Site Plan, Attachment E). The 
landscape plan shows the required number of trees along the boundary perimeter except for 
three trees required abutting the residential property to the southwest (see Landscape Plan, 
Attachment E).  Arborvitae shall be used on a berm to screen Wyndham Drive from the 
development. The four buildings will contain restaurants, retail, and office uses (see Elevations, 
Attachment F).  
 
Land Use 
The land use designation for the site is Commercial.  The property is zoned C-1, Local  Shopping 
District.  A restaurant, retail space, and office space  are  permitted uses in this zoning district.     
 
Utilities 
Utilities are available to the site with electrical service to the north, sanitary sewer to the south, 
and water to the east and north. Utility connections will be the developer’s responsibility.   
 
Thoroughfare Plan/Access 
One entry to the site comes from Wyndham Drive.  A 4-foot wide sidewalk will be installed along 
Wyndham Drive. The total number of parking spaces provided is 154; the required number is 153.  
An agreement on shared parking and access will be required to be recorded as part of the site 
plan process prior to City Council consideration of the project. The petitioner received a special 
use permit for two drive-up windows from the Board of Adjustment.  
 
 
 
 



 

Storm Water Detention 
Storm water detention will be located offsite with an infiltration pond located on the east side of 
the development to slowly release part of the development.  Calculations verifying storm water 
capacity require City Engineer prior approval to City Council approval  of the project. 
 
Recommended Action 
Staff recommends the Planning and Zoning Commission support approval of the site 
development plan subject to the conditions listed below:    
 
1. Approval of the site development plan does not waive any applicable city, state, or federal 

provisions as required by law.  
 

2. All landscaping shall be installed and maintained according to the approved landscape plan 
submitted and approved as part of the site development plan.  If all plantings cannot be 
installed by the time the certificate of occupancy is requested, then a bond shall be posted 
equal to 150% of the cost of materials and labor for completion of the planting. All 
landscaping will be planted outside of utility easement areas. 

 
3. All storm water detention on site will be privately owned and maintained.  

 
4. All detention designs and calculations must be approved by the City Engineer, prior to City 

Council consideration of the project. 
 

5. All on-site utilities and driveway area to be privately owned and maintained. 
 

6. An agreement on shared parking, access, storm water detention and dumpster provisions 
shall be recorded as part of the platting materials on file in the Scott County Recorder’s 
Office.  

 
7. An agreement on shared parking and access will be required to be recorded as part of the 

site plan process prior to City Council consideration of the project. 
 

8. Show recreation trail as per Parks Department design prior to City Council consideration of 
the site development plan. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Greg Beck 
City Planner 
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

City Hall Annex   4403 Devils Glen Road, Bettendorf, Iowa 52722  (563) 344-4055 
 
 
October 19, 2016 
 
Staff Report 
 
Case No. 16-097 
Subdivision Name:  Crowne Pointe Twelfth Addition - Final Plat 
Location:  West of Middle Road, south of Woodfield Drive, and north of Lindquist Ford  
Applicant:  Clyde Mayfield and Julie Martens 
Land Use Designation: Commercial 
 
Background Information and Facts 
Clyde Mayfield and Julie Martens are proposing a replat of Lot 2, Crowne Pointe Ninth 
Addition (see Aerial Photo, Attachment A.) The site is located west of Middle Road and 
south of Woodfield Drive (Site Photo, Attachment B).  Lot 2 will be replatted to delineate 
any easements and boundaries on the property as a two-lot subdivision to be known as 
Crowne Pointe Twelfth Addition (see Crowne Pointe Ninth Addition and Crowne Pointe 
Twelfth Addition, Attachments C and D).  The site development plan shows the layout of 
the future Greatest Grains location (see Site Development Plan, Attachment E). The 
landscape plan shows how the site complies with ordinance requirements (see 
Landscape Plan, Attachment F).  The building is intended to look generally as shown on 
the elevation with the potential to move the other tenants area to the northwest side of 
the building (see Elevation, Attachment G).  
 
Land Use 
Land use is Commercial. The zoning of C-2, Community Shopping District would permit 
a retail grocery store on this lot. 
 
Utilities 
Utilities are already available to the area.  The developer will have the responsibility to 
connect to the utilities. 
 
Thoroughfare Plan/Pedestrian Access 
Access will come from Middle Road by way of a shared access.  A service drive from 
Woodfield Drive would permit trucks to enter bringing inventory to the store.  
 



 

Storm Water Detention 
Storm water detention is accommodated on-site with the detention basin.  
 
Staff Recommendation 
Staff recommends approval of the replat with the following conditions: 
 
1. Any agreements and platting documentation must be completed prior to the 

issuance of a building permit. 
2. All obligations imposed on Lot 2, Crowne Pointe Ninth Addition will carry over to 

this parcel and be so noted as part of the replatting documentation recorded at the 
Scott County Courthouse. 

3. This approval does not waive any other state, federal, or local government provisions 
as required by law. 

4. The access from Woodfield Drive to Lot 1, Crowne Pointe Twelfth Addition is limited 
to use for service vehicles and is not intended for customer traffic.  
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Greg Beck 
City Planner 
 



 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

City Hall Annex   4403 Devils Glen Road, Bettendorf, Iowa 52722  (563) 344-4055 
 
October 19, 2016 
 
Staff Report 
 
Case No. 16-098 
Subdivision Name:  Lot 1, Crowne Pointe Twelfth Addition – Site Development Plan 
Location:  West of Middle Road, south of Woodfield Drive, and north of Lindquist Ford  
Applicant:  Clyde Mayfield and Julie Martens 
Land Use Designation: Commercial 
 
Background Information and Facts 
Clyde Mayfield and Julie Martens are proposing a site development plan for Lot 1, 
Crowne Pointe Twelfth Addition (see Aerial Photo, Attachment A.) The site is located 
west of Middle Road and south of Woodfield Drive ( Site Photo, Attachment B).  Lot 2 of 
Crowne Pointe Ninth Addition is being replatted to delineate any easements and 
boundaries on the property as a two-lot subdivision to be known as Crowne Pointe 
Twelfth Addition (see Crowne Pointe Ninth Addition and Crowne Pointe Twelfth 
Addition, Attachments C and D).  The site development plan shows the layout of the 
future Greatest Grains location (see Site Development Plan, Attachment E). The 
landscape plan shows how the site complies with ordinance requirements (see 
Landscape Plan, Attachment F).  The elevation shown is intended to look generally as 
shown, with the potential to move the other tenants area to the northwest side of the 
building (see Elevation, Attachment G).  
 
Land Use 
Land use is Commercial. The zoning of C-2, Community Shopping District would permit 
a retail grocery store on this lot. 
 
Utilities 
Utilities are already available to the area.  The developer will have the responsibility to 
connect to the utilities. 
 
Thoroughfare Plan/Pedestrian Access 
Access will come from Middle Road by way of a shared access.  A service drive from 
Woodfield Drive would permit trucks to enter bringing inventory to the store.  
 



 

Storm Water Detention 
Storm water detention is accommodated on-site with the detention basin.  
 
Staff Recommendation 
Staff recommends approval of the site development plan subject to the following 
conditions: 
 
1. Any agreements and platting documentation must be completed prior to the 

issuance of a building permit. 
2. All obligations imposed on Lot 2, Crowne Pointe Ninth Addition will carry over to 

this parcel and be so noted as part of the replatting documentation recorded at the 
Scott County Courthouse. 

3. This approval does not waive any other state, federal, or local government provisions 
as required by law. 

4. The  access from Woodfield Drive to Lot 1, Crowne Pointe Twelfth Addition is limited 
to use for service vehicles and is not intended for customer traffic.  

5. A 6-foot wide recreational trail shall be required to be placed along Middle Road.  
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Greg Beck 
City Planner 
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

City Hall Annex   4403 Devils Glen Road, Bettendorf, Iowa 52722  (563) 344-4071 
 
October 19, 2016 
 
Case No. 16-099 
Location: Interstate 74 Technology Park Fifth Addition – Final Plat  
Applicant:  Build to Suit, Inc. 
Current Land Use Designation: Office Research Campus to Commercial 
 
Background Information and Facts 
The proposed final plat is for one of the largest infill areas left in the City and is located 
south of 40th Avenue and west of Utica Ridge Road (see Aerial Photo, Attachment A).  The 
proposed plat shows the overall layout of the Interstate 74 Technology Park Fifth 
Aaddition as parts of the previous four subdivisions and unplatted ground northwest of 
40th Avenue (see Final Plats, Attachments B, C, D, and E).  A previous site  development 
plan anticipated development of a four building complex on Lots 1 and 2 of I-74 
Technology Park Second Addition (see Previous Site Development Plan, Attachment C).  
The current proposal is for one building and an addition to an existing structure (see 
Grading and Site Plan, Attachments F, G, and H). The proposed structures will face 40th 
Avenue (see Elevations, Attachment G). The site is currently developed with semi-
industrial uses and office uses nearby, with more similar style buildings proposed (see 
Site Photo, Attachment I).   
 
Land Use 
The land use designation for the site is Office/Research Campus.  It is zoned C-6, Office 
and Research Park District. The applicant is in the process of obtaining a land use 
amendment to Commercial and a rezoning to C-3, General Business District which allows 
uses for the proposed type of business which is similar to Terracon, with a lesser setback 
off of 40th Avenue.   
 
Utilities 
The site has access to sanitary sewer from 40th Avenue.  Water will come from along 40th 
Avenue.  All utility connections will be the developer’s responsibility.  
 
Thoroughfare Plan/Access 
Roadway connections will be through 40th Avenue from Utica Ridge Road. Cross 
easements will be in place to permit traffic to access all portions of Lot 1 and 2. 
 
 



 

Storm Water Detention 
Storm water detention is intended to be addressed through the use of three basins within 
the subdivision.   
 
Staff Recommendation 
Staff recommends approval of the final plat with the following conditions: 
 
1. Approval of the final plat does not waive any applicable local, state, or federal  

provisions as required by law. 
2. All storm sewer will be privately owned and maintained.  
3. Storm water calculations shall be approved by the City Engineer prior to the issuance 

of building permits. 
4. Final plat approval is to be considered by City Council after the rezoning of the I-74 

Technology Park to C-3, General Business District. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Greg Beck 
City Planner 
 



 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

City Hall Annex   4403 Devils Glen Road, Bettendorf, Iowa 52722  (563) 344-4071 
 
October 19, 2016 
 
Case No. 16-100 
Location: Lot 1, Interstate 74 Technology Park Fifth Addition – Site Development Plan  
Applicant:  Build to Suit, Inc. 
Current Land Use Designation: Office Research Campus to Commercial 
 
Background Information and Facts 
The proposed site development plan is for one of the largest infill areas left in the City 
and is located south of 40th Avenue and west of Utica Ridge Road (see Aerial Photo, 
Attachment A).  The proposed plat shows the overall layout of the I-74 Technology Park 
Fifth Addition as parts of the previous four additions and unplatted ground northwest of 
40th Avenue (see Final Plats, Attachments B, C, D, and E).  A previous site  development 
plan anticipated development of a four building complex on Lots 1 and 2 of I-74 
Technology Park Second Addition (see Previous Site Development Plan, Attachment C).  
The current proposal is for one building and an addition to an existing structure (see 
Grading and Site Plan, Attachments F, G, and H). The proposed structures will face 40th 
Avenue (see Elevations, Attachment G). The site is currently developed with semi-
industrial uses and office uses nearby, with more similar style buildings proposed (see 
Site Photo, Attachment I).  The tree count is met with landscape layout as shown (see 
Landscape Plan, Attachment J). 
 
Land Use 
The land use designation for the site is Office/Research Campus.  It is zoned C-6, Office 
and Research Park District. The applicant is in the process of obtaining a land use 
amendment to Commercial and a rezoning to C-3, General Business District which allows 
uses for the proposed type of business which is similar to Terracon, with a lesser setback 
off of 40th Avenue.   
 
Utilities 
The site has access to sanitary sewer from 40th Avenue.  Water will come from along 40th 
Avenue.  All utility connections will be the developer’s responsibility.  
 
Thoroughfare Plan/Access 
Roadway connections will be through 40th Avenue from Utica Ridge Road. Cross 
easements will be in place to permit traffic to access all portions of Lot 1 and 2. 
 



 

Storm Water Detention 
Storm water detention is intended to be addressed through the use of three basins within 
the subdivision.   
 
Staff Recommendation 
Staff recommends approval of the site development plan with the following conditions: 
 
1. Approval of the site development plan does not waive any applicable local, state, or 

federal provisions as required by law. 
2. All storm sewer will be privately owned and maintained.  
3. Storm water calculations shall be approved by the City Engineer prior to the issuance 

of building permits. 
4. Site development plan approval is to be considered by City Council after the rezoning 

of the I-74 Technology Park to  C-3, General Business District. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Greg Beck 
City Planner 
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

City Hall Annex   4403 Devils Glen Road, Bettendorf, Iowa 52722  (563) 344-4100 
 
October 19, 2016 
 
Staff Report 
 
Case No. 16-101 
Ordinance Change:  Chapter 12 Title 11 (Sections 11-12-1 through 11-12-6 
currently Middle Road Corridor Overlay District)  will be  replaced in the Zoning 
Ordinance to be defined as the Utica Ridge Overlay District (UROD). 
Applicant:  City of Bettendorf 
 
Background Information and Facts 
The City of Bettendorf is requesting creation of an overlay district to be known as 
the Utica Ridge Overlay District (UROD).  The boundaries of the area encompass 
the area west of Utica Ridge Road, south of Crow Creek Road, north of Spruce Hills 
Drive, and east of Interstate 74 and is mainly zoned C-6, Office and Research Park 
District (see Aerial Photo, Attachment A). The ordinance is to establish the 
boundaries, intent of the code application, use regulations, design committee 
review, performance standards, and violations.  This section of code will replace 
the MRCOD (Middle Road Corridor Overlay District) currently in place in the code.  
 
Staff Recommendation 
Staff recommends approval of the ordinance changes with the following condition: 
 
1. This approval does not waive any other State, Federal, or Local government 

provisions as required by law. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Greg Beck 
City Planner 
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ORDINANCE             -16 
 

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND THE MUNICIPAL CODE OF THE CITY OF 
BETTENDORF, IOWA, BY REPEALING CHAPTER 12 OF THE ZONING 

ORDINANCE, “I-80 AND MIDDLE ROAD CORRIDOR OVERLAY DISTRICT”  
AND ADOPTING A NEW CHAPTER 12 “UTICA RIDGE OVERLAY 

DISTRICT,” FOR THE PURPOSE OF ESTABLISHING AN OVERLAY 
DISTRICT NEAR THE INTERSECTION OF UTICA RIDGE ROAD AND 

SPRUCE HILLS DRIVE 
 

 
WHEREAS, the Utica Ridge Road corridor, between Spruce Hills Drive and Tanglefoot Lane is a highly 
visible entrance to the City of Bettendorf; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council desires to establish design criteria that will enhance the visual appearance 
and vibrancy of this important corridor within the City of Bettendorf; and 
 
WHEREAS, this overlay district shall replace the I-80 Middle Road Corridor Overlay District (MRCOD).  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ENACTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BETTENDORF, 
IOWA: 
 
SECTION ONE.   Chapter 12 of Title 11 (Zoning Ordinance) is hereby deleted in its entirety, and the 
following substituted therefore: 
 
 “Chapter 12 UTICA RIDGE OVERLAY DISTRICT (UROD) 

 
11-12-1: INTENT: 
11-12-2: APPLICABILITY: 
11-12-3: USE REGULATIONS: 
11-12-4: DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE: 
11-12-5: PERFORMANCE STANDARDS: 
11-12-6: MUNICIPAL INFRACTION: 
 

11-12-1: INTENT:  
 
This district is intended to establish a physically attractive pattern of development in the city and to 
protect these areas from the negative effects of incompatible development while preserving and 
expanding the tax base of the city.  
 
11-12-2: APPLICABILITY: 
  
This district shall be described as follows: 
 

http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/getBookData.php?chapter_id=89832#s1005769
http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/getBookData.php?chapter_id=89832#s1005770
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West of the centerline of Utica Ridge Road, south of the centerline of Tanglefoot Lane, and extending to 
the Department of Transportation (I-74) right-of-way on the west and south border. 
 
11-12-3: USE REGULATIONS:  
 
This chapter shall not apply to single-family detached homes or single-family subdivisions.  
 
11-12-4: DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE:  
 
Prior to the issuance of a building permit for the construction of a building or structure for any property 
within the UTICOD, the plans shall be reviewed and approved by a design review committee whose 
membership shall consist of the city planning and zoning commission (hereinafter referred to as the 
commission) established as herein provided, to ensure that the building or structure complies with the 
performance standards and guidelines established herein. 
 
A. Exceptions: 

1. Single-family dwellings and accessory structures thereto are not subject to review. 

2. The review of public utility structures (except for public utility buildings which are subject to 
architectural review) shall be limited to requirements for berming and landscaping. Requirements may be 
extensive and shall include a mix of plant materials having year round effectiveness. 
 
B. Authority: 

1. As part of the review of a final site plan, the commission shall review the materials referenced in 
subsection C1 of this section and make recommendations to the city council relative to the compliance of 
the application with the criteria set forth in section 11-12-5 of this chapter. 

2. For other construction subject to the provisions of this chapter but not subject to final site plan 
approval, the commission shall review the materials referenced in subsection C1 of this section and 
approve, conditionally approve, continue, or deny any application, basing its decisions on the criteria set 
forth in section 11-12-5 of this chapter. 
 
C. Procedure: In the interests of neighborhood harmony and courtesy, prior to filing the materials 
required, developers are encouraged to schedule a meeting with adjacent property owners and neighbors. 

1. Prior to the preparation of final architectural drawings and prior to the issuance of any building permit 
for any proposal, the applicant shall submit the following information and materials: 

a. The completed application form; 

b. A dimensioned site plan, including the locations of any proposed or existing buildings on the subject 
parcel and on surrounding parcels, if the buildings are within one hundred feet (100') to the subject parcel; 

c. A verifiable legal description or a land survey where deemed necessary by the planning official; 

d. A map showing the existing topography of the subject parcel and the topography of other properties at 
two foot (2') contour intervals, extending one hundred feet (100') from the subject parcel; 

http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/getBookData.php?ft=3&find=11-12-5
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e. A preliminary grading plan showing before and after grades at two foot (2') contour intervals; 

f. A landscape plan in conformance with chapter 10, article C of this title; 

g. Elevation drawings, in color and drawn to scale, of the front, sides, rear, and roof lines of all proposed 
buildings or structures, illustrating the appearance and treatment of required screening elements for roof 
mounted equipment. A second set of elevations (not colored) shall be submitted on eight and one-half 
inch by eleven inch (81/2" x 11") paper; 

h. Samples of each type of exterior building materials, including the color; 

i. Samples of the materials, including the color, along with scaled, accurately colored elevations, of any 
proposed sign and/or sign package. 

2. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the planning official shall determine that the submitted plans 
for the building permit are in substantial conformance with those approved as part of the final site plan, as 
stated in subsection B1 of this section or by the commission, as stated in subsection B2 of this section, 
and that the time period for approvals has not expired. The stamping of the plans and the signature of the 
planning official, and the date of the signature shall indicate that the plans are in conformance. 

3. Prior to any external change described below, including, but not limited to, a remodeling or elevation 
alteration which includes changes in materials or colors, the property owner or his or her designated 
representative shall present the change for review to the planning official. The planning official may 
approve a change to the color scheme of an existing building, a building addition or structure, or a revised 
landscape plan based upon the following criteria: 

a. Building Addition Or Structure: The addition of an accessory structure shall not substantially alter the 
appearance of the site as viewed from off the site or be visually incompatible with the existing building or 
structure when the modification consists of: 

(1) An addition to an existing building or accessory structure of one thousand (1,000) square feet or less; 
or 

(2) If the increase in the area of coverage does not exceed fifteen percent (15%), does not increase the 
number of stories, or propose substantial changes to the building materials. 

b. Landscaping: 

(1) The quantity, density, and quality of the plant material is increased and upgraded; and 

(2) The changes reflect a substantial improvement of the plan. 
 
Exterior changes not meeting the criteria of subsections C3a and C3b of this section shall be reviewed 
pursuant to the provisions of subsection B of this section. 

4. Any conditions prescribed through the approval of the final site plan or by the commission shall be 
considered an integral part of the construction plans. The conditions shall be noted on all plans as may be 
required by applicable city departments. 

5. Any building, structure, or sign which has been approved, constructed, or installed in accordance with 
the approval of a final site plan or of the commission may be removed. However, it shall not be modified, 

http://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/getBookData.php?ft=8&find=10-C


altered, or changed in any manner without additional review by the planning official, who shall decide 
whether the proposed change shall need to be reviewed by the design review committee. 

6. Initiating construction or development prior to the issuance of building permits or noncompliance with 
approved plans and conditions shall be grounds for either stopping work on the project or denial of a 
certificate of occupancy. 

7. Upon completion, prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy, the property owner or general 
contractor shall certify in writing that, to the best of his or her knowledge, the building, structure, and site 
detail have been completed in accordance with the approved design and applicable codes. 

8. Lack of maintenance of any portion of an approved project approved through the approval of a final 
site plan or by the commission shall constitute a violation of this code. 
 
D. Additional Provisions: 

1. Petitions brought before the commission shall be considered in a timely manner. Unless the applicant 
requests the commission to table the application, it shall not be tabled for more than three (3) consecutive 
meetings (approximately 90 days). After that time, the commission shall make a recommendation to the 
city council. 

2. In conjunction with its review of proposals pursuant to subsection B2 of this section: 

a. The commission shall not continue any application more than three (3) regularly scheduled consecutive 
meetings unless the applicant requests additional continuances. If the continuances are based on the 
petitioner's failure to provide required information, the commission may make a decision on the 
information available or it may return the petition to the party submitting it for future resubmission. 

b. Approvals by the commission shall be valid for a period of one year from the date of approval by the 
commission or the city council. If no building permit has been issued pursuant to the development of the 
approved project within one year of approval, the approval shall expire. 

c. In the event that an application is denied by the commission, the commission shall reserve the right to 
refuse to consider the same proposal, as determined by the planning official, for a period of one year. An 
applicant desiring to reapply for consideration of the same proposal less than one year from the date 
appearing on the previous application shall submit a letter requesting the commission to reconsider its 
denial. Any request for reconsideration must be based on new grounds not covered in the previous 
application. If the reconsideration is approved, the applicant may then reapply for the request, filing a new 
application with all attachments and paying the applicable fee. 
 
An applicant may appeal the determination of the planning official that the proposal intended to be 
submitted is the same proposal by submitting a letter to the commission. The planning official shall 
present the basis of his or her determination and shall comment on the information presented by the 
appellant. The commission shall uphold or reverse the determination of the planning official. 
 
E. Appeal: 

1. The applicant for design review or the planning official may appeal any decision of the commission to 
the city council by filing written notice of appeal and any applicable appeal fee with the city clerk within 



ten (10) working days of the date of the commission decision. Notice of such appeal and the date for its 
consideration by the city council shall be published once, not less than seven (7) days prior to the council 
meeting at which such appeal is to be heard. 

2. The city clerk shall set the date for hearing the appeal within forty (40) days of the appeal being filed. 

3. The city council shall base its decision to affirm, modify, or reverse the decision of the commission on 
the information and materials previously submitted to the commission, the minutes of the commission and 
such additional evidence as the parties or public wish the council to consider. 
 
F. Violations And Penalties: It shall be unlawful to construct, erect, install, alter, change, maintain, or 
permit the construction, erection, installation, alteration, change, maintenance of any building, structure, 
sign, wall, or landscaping, or use or permit the use of any lot or other land contrary to, or in violation of, 
any of the provisions of this chapter.  

 
11-12-5: PERFORMANCE STANDARDS:  
 
All uses and buildings permitted within the UTICOD shall comply in total with the following 
performance standards: 
 
A. Architectural Standards: Buildings within the UTICOD shall be constructed of quality materials that 
have strength and permanence. "Permanence" means that buildings will age without deteriorating, given a 
minimum level of maintenance. The development shall recognize the strength and permanency of stone, 
brick, concrete, steel, and glass as opposed to the frailty of light gauge sheet metal and constant 
maintenance of wood veneer. The following tables show the ratios and types of materials permitted in the 
Utica Ridge Road overlay district: 

Exterior Building 
Materials 

(Commercial/ 
Residential)    

 
Front    

 
Rear    

 
Sides    

Brick    Permitted    Permitted    Permitted    

EIFS (exterior insulation and 
finish system)    

Permitted  
50% maximum    

Permitted 
50% maximum    

Permitted 
50% maximum    

Glass    Permitted limit 25% 
outward viewing 
windows    

Permitted limit 25% 
outward viewing 
windows    

Permitted 
limit 25% outward 
viewing windows    

Split-faced block (if 
appearance is like brick or 
stone)    

Permitted 
25% maximum    

Permitted 
50% maximum    

Permitted 
50% maximum    

Steel    Permitted Permitted Permitted 



25% maximum    25% maximum    25% maximum    

Stone    Permitted    Permitted    Permitted    

Stucco    Permitted 
50% maximum    

Permitted 
50% maximum    

Permitted 
50% maximum    

 
Note: Materials listed in this table need to be tinted so that they do not fade or require painting. Above a 
two-story building: Builder may use more than 50 percent of EIFS, split-faced block, or glass as long as 
appearance of these materials resembles the materials used on the first 2 floors. For every 100 feet of 
building frontage, a portion of the building must be recessed or protruding 4 feet from the previous 
building frontage. At least 2 different colors or textures must be used for the building's surface. All 
HVAC on any building shall be screened from view. 

Exterior Building 
Materials 

(Industrial/ 
Warehouse)    

 
Front    

 
Rear    

 
Sides    

Brick    Permitted    Permitted    Permitted    

EIFS    Permitted 
50% maximum    

Permitted 
50% maximum    

Permitted 
50% maximum    

Glass    Permitted 
limit 25% outward 
viewing windows    

Permitted 
limit 25% outward 
viewing windows    

Permitted 
limit 25% outward 
viewing windows    

Split-faced block, precast concrete 
(if appearance is like brick or stone) 
   

Permitted 
25% maximum    

Permitted 
50% maximum    

Permitted 
50% maximum    

Steel    Permitted 
25% maximum    

Permitted 
50% maximum    

Permitted 
50% maximum    

Stone    Permitted    Permitted    Permitted    

Stucco    Permitted 
50% maximum    

Permitted 
50% maximum    

Permitted 
50% maximum    

 
Note: Materials listed in this table need to be tinted so that they do not fade or require painting. At least 2 
different colors or textures must be used for the building's surface. Above a two-story building: Builder 
may use more than 50 percent of EIFS, split-faced block or glass as long as appearance of these materials 
resembles the materials used on the first 2 floors. All HVAC on any building shall be screened from view. 
For every 100 feet of the front portion of the building, the exterior must be recessed or protruding 4 feet 
from the previous building frontage. 
 



The planning and zoning commission may consider other ratios for exterior materials if the commission 
determines that the intent of section 11-12-1 of this chapter is met.” 
 
11-12-6: MUNICIPAL INFRACTION:  
 
Any person, firm, partnership, or corporation, whether acting alone or in concert with any other, who 
violates this chapter shall be guilty of a municipal infraction and shall be penalized as set forth in section 
1-4-2 of this code.” 
 
 
SECTION TWO.   Full Force and Effect 
 
This ordinance shall be in full force and effect from the date of passage and publication as required by 
law. 
 
SECTION THREE.   Repealer 
 
This ordinance shall be construed to repeal any prior ordinance inconsistent herewith. 
 
SECTION FOUR.   Severability of Provisions 
 
If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase or portion of this ordinance be held invalid or 
unconstitutional by any court of competent jurisdiction, such portion shall be deemed a separate, distinct 
and independent provision, and such holding shall not affect the validity of the remaining portion hereof. 
 
SECTION FIVE.   Penalty 
 
Penalty for violation of this ordinance shall not be more than a $625 fine, or thirty days incarceration.  
Each day of violation shall constitute a separate offense.  
 
 
 
 
PASSED, APPROVED, and ADOPTED this          day of                                  , 2016. 
 
 
 
 

__________________________ 
Robert Gallagher, Mayor 

 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_______________________ 
Decker P. Ploehn, City Clerk 
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