
 
 

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 
MAY 24, 2017 

5:30 P.M. 
 
The Planning and Zoning Commission meeting of May 24, 2017, was called to order by 
Wennlund at 5:30 p.m. in the Second Floor Conference Room, City Hall Annex, 4403 
Devils Glen Road. 
 
1. Roll Call 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT:  *Bert, Kappeler, Ormsby, Peters, Rafferty, Stoltenberg, 

Wennlund 
 
MEMBERS ABSENT:  None 
 
STAFF PRESENT:  Greg Beck, City Planner; Lisa Fuhrman, Secretary; Bill Connors, 

Community Development Director; Kristine Stone, City 
Attorney; **Decker Ploehn, City Administrator 

 
2. Overview of project process and ordinance creation 
 
Connors stated that several years ago the city began updating the components of the 
Comprehensive Plan which include the 2013 Transportation Plan, 2013 Trail and Corridor 
Study, Premiering Bettendorf Comprehensive Plan, Downtown Master Plan, and now the 
Zoning Ordinance.  
 
Connors explained that the new Zoning Ordinance is considered to be a hybrid 
ordinance which is a mixture of the current Euclidean zoning and also form-based 
zoning.  He commented that because the new ordinance has not yet been adopted, the 
city has not been able to take advantage of the form-based zoning when reviewing new 
developments.  He indicated that the development character areas (DCA) will be applied 
to undeveloped areas only. 
  
3. New Code vs old Code  
 
Connors stated that many of the textual elements of the old code have been replaced 
with easier to read tables.  He reviewed the different levels of the DCAs and their 
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corresponding zoning classification.  He indicated that the Urban-Low Intensity (U-LI), 
Urban-Medium Intensity (U-MI), and the Urban-High Intensity (U-HI) will have the 
broadest range of uses. Connors stated that the C-4 (Automotive) and C-5 (Office) 
districts have been removed and that the permitted uses in those districts were 
incorporated into other classifications. He commented that there are very few properties 
in the city which are currently zoned C-4.  Beck explained that the zoning map would 
need to be revised to reflect the removal of the C-4 and C-5 zoning districts.   
 
Rafferty asked if the city would actually change the zoning classification for existing 
properties zoned C-4 or C-5.  Stone explained that it would be required as the 
classifications will no longer technically exist. Wennlund asked if that would occur 
automatically.  Stone stated that there are two methods by which the remapping could 
occur.  She suggested that for the properties that are already developed, the zoning 
classification be remapped now.  She indicated that for future growth areas, the 
Commission and owner could address it as projects come forward.  She stated that the 
zoning map as revised would have to be published and notice given.  
 
Rafferty commented that there are many areas in the downtown area where adjacent 
properties are zoned differently.  He asked if any thought had been given to rezoning 
the entire downtown area so that there is some uniformity with regard to zoning 
classifications. He commented that currently there is no continuity in the downtown, 
adding that this might preclude property owners from making rezoning requests based 
on what a property down the block is currently zoned. Stone explained that the risk of 
rezoning to U-MI or U-LI is that the development character areas allow a mixture of uses 
including residential, commercial, and industrial. She commented that adjacent property 
owners may have different ideas as to how they want their property to develop.  
 
**Ploehn arrived. 
 
Rafferty asked how the city could control development in the future.  Connors stated 
that the requirements of the DCAs would clarify how those decisions will be made.  He 
stated that the current method of Euclidean zoning is very strict.  He explained that 
recently a realtor sold a property in the downtown which is zoned C-5 to a veterinarian 
who treats cats only.  Connors stated that the property is currently being rezoned to C-3 
because a vet clinic is not allowed in the C-5 district. He indicated that vet clinics are 
only allowed in the more intense commercial districts because there are typically dogs 
which are kenneled outside and that there may be noise and odors generated by them.   
He stated that this is not the case with cats.  Connors explained that the restrictions 
imposed by Euclidean zoning could not easily facilitate the allowance of the cat clinic, 
adding that if the property were zoned U-MI, a decision could have been made based 
on whether that particular use fits the area.   
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Rafferty questioned how the city could prevent a property owner from utilizing a 
property for an undesirable use in a DCA. Wennlund commented that the current 
ordinance is overly objective but that the DCA method seems very subjective.  Rafferty 
stated that he is hopeful that the Commission can use the subjectivity of the DCA 
method to structure developments in a positive way.  Ormsby commented that the 
ordinance does seem to provide ways of determining whether or not a use would be 
compliant with the Code.  She indicated that she does not feel that the form-based 
zoning method is as constrained as it may appear to be at first glance.  Connors stated 
that the ordinance imposes further restrictions in the downtown overlay district.   
 
*Bert arrived.   
 
Connors explained that Chapter 1 of the new zoning ordinance has not changed.  He 
stated that Chapter 2 defines the use types and classifications of uses.  He commented 
that staff and the committee spent a great deal of time defining new residential use 
types.  Stone stated that the old residential use types were not at all intuitive.  Connors 
stated that new residential use types have been added that more accurately reflect the 
new types of housing that are now present in Bettendorf. Wennlund asked if it would be 
possible to prevent new mobile home parks locating in the city by rezoning such that 
they would not be allowed with the existing ones being grandfathered. Stone stated 
that she would not recommend such an action. Connors added that they must be 
allowed to be located somewhere in the city, adding that he does not anticipate that 
they will be prevalent in the future.    
 
Connors explained that the Civic Uses sections now includes convalescent services, elder 
group homes, emergency residential services, homes for persons with physical 
disabilities, and more specifically defines day care services.   
 
Connors reviewed the zoning districts and DCAs, adding that Chapter 3 also includes a 
section on adoption of and changes to the zoning map. Rafferty asked for clarification 
of how the district boundaries are to be determined.  Connors explained that the current 
district boundaries are in essence fuzzy lines.  He indicated that the new ordinance more 
specifically clarifies that boundaries are to be determined using lot lines, centerlines of 
streets, lot ownership, corporate limits, section lines, etc.  
 
Connors stated that there is now a more usable table included for permitted and special 
uses in the non-DCA districts. Stone commented that the table will be much easier to 
revise than the text that was used in the old ordinance.  Wennlund asked how the city is 
to address uses which are not listed in the table.  Connors stated that in a non-DCA area 
if a use is not listed it is assumed to be not permitted.  Stone added that if there is a 
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similar listed use, it could be interpreted to be allowable.  She stated that a recent 
example is a request for a brewery which is not a listed use but was considered to be 
similar to a bar, cocktail lounge, or tavern.  Bert asked why brewery would not just be 
added to the list of permitted uses. Stone stated that it could be added, but staff feels 
that it is similar enough to the other permitted use.  Ormsby asked for clarification of 
the difference between the two uses and questioned why brewery would be added if it 
is essentially the same as a bar. Stone explained that technically a brewery is 
manufacturing a product on site and might also sell product in large quantities rather 
than to individuals. Rafferty commented that he believes that a determination should be 
made based on the actual product being manufactured on the site.   
 
Connors explained that the site development regulations section gives guidance on how 
to apply requirements such as site area per housing unit, minimum lot area and width, 
required setbacks, floor area ratio, etc. to site development plans.  Kappeler asked if this 
information was in the old zoning ordinance.  Connors confirmed this, adding that the 
new format makes it much easier to determine the requirements in the various zoning 
districts.  He explained that the rear yard setback requirement in the R-1 district has 
been reduced from 40 feet to 30 feet because homeowners find 40 feet to be too 
restrictive if they wish to add a deck.  
 
Wennlund asked if the planned residential overlay district will still be a part of the new 
ordinance.  Connors stated that the PR- overlay district has been removed. Stone 
commented that the overlay district has been removed in an effort to encourage DCA 
developments.  She indicated that DCAs allow more flexibility and would preclude the 
need for creating exceptions as was the case in the overlay districts.  
 
Connors explained that for taller buildings in the R-5 district and also many of the 
commercial districts, the rear yard setback is increased by 5 feet per story over 2 to 
encourage parking to be located at the back of the building. He indicated that this 
would result in a more attractive street frontage, adding that those commercial 
buildings would not be subject to a front yard setback but if one is provided it must be 
at least 5 feet to allow room for a sidewalk and accessible entrance.  
 
Connors stated that the requirements for minimum lot area and width have been 
removed in the C-1 district as typically those uses would be small and compatible with 
residential type uses.  He indicated that in the C-7 district the setbacks were reduced to 
more closely match the casino development as built. He stated that the industrial district 
requirements remain mostly unchanged, adding that Chapter 7 has been reserved to 
allow for the supplemental regulations that are likely to be implemented at a future date 
as needed. 
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Connors stated that Chapter 8 details the DCAs and the range of uses.  He indicated that 
the citywide goal is to have the following mixture of residential uses:  65 percent single-
family, 15 percent medium-density, and 20 percent high-density. Wennlund asked how 
the preferred percentages were determined.  Stone explained that the consultant had 
indicated that this mix is a national benchmark. Connors commented that while there 
currently are not many high-density developments, the trend may change in the future.  
He indicated that there are several projects proposed or underway that would fit into 
the high-density category.   
 
Connors reviewed the desirable housing mix for the U-LI, U-MI, and U-HI DCAs.  Stone 
added that residential developments in the DCAs must be at least 20 acres in size. 
Stoltenberg asked how a subdivision of less than 20 acres would be addressed.  Connors 
explained that a developer would have to approach the adjacent property owner and 
attempt to reach a binding agreement with regard to a master plan for the area.  He 
added that if that is not possible, the development would have to wait until such an 
agreement could be reached for the entire 20 acres required. Stone explained that these 
issues would initially be resolved at the rezoning stage, adding that the Commission will 
need to hold firm to the land use map and rezoning regulations that are already 
codified.  Connors commented that the form-based zoning is now included because it 
provides flexibility for developers.  He indicated that if a developer does not have the 
requisite 20-acre parcel and the adjacent property owners are not amenable to his idea 
for the development, he or she could request a land use amendment and/or rezoning to 
a traditional land use designation and zoning district classification. Connors stated that 
a developer can make the decision to use the form-based zoning method or the more 
traditional way.  He indicated that a developer who chooses to develop a smaller than 
20-acre parcel would still be required to develop the property in a way that adheres to 
the future land use map, adding that if the Commission does not feel that the proposed 
use is in conformance the request could recommended for denial.  
 
Kappeler asked if a master plan for a parcel is binding on all of the adjoining property 
owners.  Stone confirmed this, adding that a development agreement would be required 
to be signed by all property owners involved in order to protect the city’s interest and 
that of the developer.  
 
Connors explained that Chapter 9 details the purpose and parameters by which DCA 
development is to occur, including use, intensity, form, and compatibility. Stone 
commented that there are more submittal requirements for DCA projects which means 
that much more detail will be available for any particular project.  She indicated that this 
additional information will allow the Commission to make informed and reasonable 
decisions with regard to those parameters.  Connors stated that Chapter 10 has been 
reserved for future supplemental regulations specific to DCAs. 
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Connors explained that Chapter 11 which details the supplemental use regulations 
includes much of the information from the current ordinance, adding that it is in a more 
easily-used format. Stone commented that these regulations apply to DCAs and 
traditional zoning districts.   
 
Connors stated that the current ordinance allows garages up to 720 square feet or 40 
percent of the square footage of the finished living area.  He indicated that because 
there are so many variance requests for garages, residents will now be allowed to have a 
1,000 square foot garage or 75 percent of the square footage of the finished living area.  
Kappeler asked if the maximum allowable height has been increased. Connors stated 
that a garage has and will be allowed to be 15 feet at the mid-point of the gable for a 
detached garage and 35 feet high for an attached garage in a residential district.  
Wennlund commented that many of the newer garages are likely near that size now.  
Connors confirmed this, adding that when builders come in with an oversized garage he 
has been measuring the size of the garage from the inside foundation in order to make 
it work. Ploehn commented that snow removal in the older sections of town has become 
a problem because residents are not allowed to build a large enough garage to store 
their vehicles because of the small square footage of their homes.  He indicated that by 
increasing the allowable size of a garage, more people may build garages and will be 
able to store vehicles off the street.  
 
Connors stated that the new ordinance will allow an accessory dwelling unit that could 
be used for elderly parents and would be allowed to have a separate entrance. Kappeler 
asked if there are any provisions for a separate dwelling unit on the same lot as the 
principal residence that would serve the same purpose and which could also be rented.  
Connors explained that this would not be allowed, adding that he would not 
recommend encouraging that practice.  
 
Connors stated that the current ordinance allows for a 50 percent reduction in the 
required buffer yard if a 6-foot high fence is installed between properties in a 
commercial district. He indicated that the provision for that reduction has been removed 
from the new ordinance which now allows the reduction if a heavily-landscaped berm is 
installed.  Connors commented that another suggestion would be to simply require that 
the depth of the required buffer yard be preserved and that no mechanism for 
reduction of it be allowed.  Wennlund asked for examples of where that reduction was 
allowed.  Stone explained that all of the commercial developments on Falcon Avenue 
installed fences rather than provide the required buffer yard distance. Beck suggested 
that if the landscaping buffer is allowed in order to reduce the required buffer yard, the 
plantings be evergreen. Rafferty commented that while a fence may not be ideal, it does 
serve as a deterrent to pedestrians walking through private property.  Connors stated 
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that removing the mechanism for reducing the buffer yard would not preclude a 
developer from installing a fence, too. Rafferty suggested that perhaps a requirement 
could be added for additional heavy landscaping for especially intense commercial uses 
adjacent to residential districts. Stone stated that sometimes other ordinance 
requirements resolve the issue such as with the developer of the Bettplex installing a 
fence in order to meet the required lighting standards and reduce the spillage to the 
adjacent property.  She added that sometimes fences are installed to reduce noise 
pollution.  Rafferty asked what the Falcon Avenue developments would have looked like 
if there were no provision in the ordinance for reducing the buffer yard by installing a 
fence. He questioned whether the development would have been improved by 
maintaining the required buffer yard rather than installing a fence.  He explained that if 
the total buffer yard had been required, the buildings would have been required to 
move forward and the parking spaces would have necessarily been reduced. Rafferty 
commented that it is likely that the buildings would have had to be smaller in order to 
leave space for the required buffer yard and still meet other ordinance requirements. 
Ploehn commented that the original developer had approached the city and had made 
the argument that he could not sell the commercial property that had initially extended 
to where the houses are now built on Lindenwood Drive. He explained that the 
developer wanted more residential property to sell, adding that the solution at the time 
to provide a buffer was to allow the landscaped berm and fences to separate the 
commercial and residential. He commented that the houses should probably never have 
been allowed to be built there and the original buffer of less intense uses should have 
been preserved. Ormsby asked how the proposed change would affect other 
developments such as the Windmiller project.  She asked the buffer to be provided is 
defined by streets or yards.  Connors stated that the change would affect that project, 
adding that the required buffer yard on that project would be yard to yard.  Rafferty 
asked if only space would separate commercial developments from residential if the 
buffer yard reduction mechanism is removed.  Connors stated that that is not the case, 
adding that landscaping is still required to separate more intense developments from 
less intense ones.  He reiterated that either party could still install a fence, it is merely 
that there would be no reduction of the required buffer yard for doing so. Wennlund 
commented that oftentimes landscaped areas are not maintained properly and 
expressed concern that if more intense landscaping buffers are used to reduce the 
required buffer yard, they might become overgrown. Ploehn commented that if the 
wider buffer yard had been required on Falcon Avenue along with the required 
landscaping, there would likely have been less tumult because residents would feel that 
the perception of distance is more beneficial than landscaping and a berm with a fence. 
Stoltenberg stated that it’s very possible that the development would not have occurred 
at all because the increased buffer yard would not have left enough space for parking, 
driveways, etc. Ploehn commented that it would have changed the character of the 
development completely.  Stoltenberg concurred.  Connors stated that if a developer 



Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting                            May 24, 2017              Page 8 

indicates that their project cannot be completed because of the imposition of the 
required buffer yard, he or she should find a different location. Wennlund stated that he 
would be in favor of removing the buffer yard reduction mechanism.  Other Commission 
members concurred. 
 
Connors stated that Chapter 13 includes specifications for required parking space 
design and dimensions.  Wennlund asked if the parking space sizes indicated are 
adequate given the trend toward larger vehicles. Connors explained that the dimensions 
indicated are a national standard. He stated that if a developer can demonstrate using 
market data that the required number of parking spaces is not needed, exceptions can 
be made.  Rafferty commented that increased flexibility could be very beneficial as 
oftentimes the required parking is excessive.  Ploehn questioned why businesses such as 
Hy-Vee and Home Depot are allowed to have a garden center for several months per 
year which is located in the parking lot when there is already a dearth of spaces 
available. Rafferty concurred, adding that he feels that garden centers should only be 
allowed if more than the required number of parking spaces are provided at a particular 
location.  Connors stated that special use permits are required for seasonal garden 
centers. Stoltenberg asked if a developer would be required to provide enough room for 
additional parking spaces if his or her market data allowing a parking reduction is 
incorrect.  Connors confirmed this.  
 
Rafferty asked if the parking issue in the downtown area has been resolved.  Ploehn 
confirmed this, adding that adequate public parking spaces would be installed in the 
1500 block between State and Grant Streets and also in the Town Square area. He 
indicated that the city would participate in the parking installation. Rafferty suggested 
that perhaps parking requirements could be waived on a case-by-case basis if adequate 
public parking is available elsewhere.  Stone explained that the new ordinance allows for 
a permanent reduction of parking spaces of 50 percent in the Downtown Master Plan 
area. She indicated that the Commission could make that recommendation during the 
site development plan review process. Connors stated that if a developer 
underestimates their parking needs that will be their responsibility. Ploehn commented 
that the city will be involved in acquiring property and incenting public parking lots 
and/or ramps in the two areas mentioned. Rafferty stated that if the goal of a walkable 
downtown is to come to fruition, adequate parking is key. Ploehn explained that other 
properties may become available as a result of the remnants left by the bridge 
reconstruction project that are unbuildable but which could be used for public parking.  
 
Connors stated that many obsolete sign types have been removed from Chapter 14.  
 
Kappeler asked when the new ordinance would be in effect if the Commission 
recommends approval. Connors stated that it could be as soon as 60 days.  Stone 
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explained that a public hearing would be held and that three readings of the ordinance 
are required. Wennlund asked if the readings could be waived.  Ploehn stated that they 
could, but that City Council likely would not do so.  Stone added that the adoption of 
the zoning map at the same time would make a waiver of the readings less likely.   
 
4. Recommendation by P & Z Commission 

 
On motion by Rafferty, seconded by Kappeler, that the revised zoning 
ordinance be recommended for approval and adoption by the City 
Council. 

 
ALL AYES 

 
Motion carried. 
 
Connors expressed his appreciate for Stone’s guidance throughout the ordinance 
revision process. 
 
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at approximately 7:00 p.m. 
 
These minutes approved         
 
          
   Gregory W. Beck, City Planner 


