
Anyone who requires an auxiliary aid or service for effective communication, or a modification of policies or procedures to participate in 
a City program, service, or activity, should contact the Community Development Department at (319) 286-5041 or email 
communitydevelopment@cedar-rapids.org  as soon as possible, but no later than 48 hours before the event. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

City of Cedar Rapids 
Development Committee Meeting Agenda 

City Hall Council Chambers 
Wednesday, October 20, 2021 

3:00 pm – 4:00 pm 

Purpose of Development Committee:   

To enable the City Council to discuss and evaluate in greater detail these specific issues that directly impact the physical, social, and 
economic vibrancy of the City of Cedar Rapids. 
 

City Council Committee Members: 
Council member Ann Poe, Chair 
Council member Marty Hoeger 
Council member Ashley Vanorny 
 Mayor Bradley Hart is an ex-officio member of all Council Committees per City Charter Section 2.06. 
 
Agenda: 
 

1. Approval of Minutes – August 25, 2021 
 

2. Presentation 
a) Workforce       Ana Stomp  15 Minutes 

Economic Development 
 

3. Recommendation Items  
 

a) CDBG Priorities      Sara Buck  10 Minutes 
        Community Development 
 

b) Zoning Code Update      Seth Gunnerson  10 Minutes 
        Development Services 
         
        Jeff Wozencraft 
        Community Development 
 

4. Updates    
a) C Avenue Alburnett Road Growth Area Study   Adam Lindenlaub  10 Minutes 

        Community Development 
 

c) Innovation Initiative – Property Liens    Jeff Wozencraft  10 Minutes 
         Community Development 
 

5. Public Comment 
 

6. Future Discussion Items 
a. Urban Design Users Guide  
b. NWNA Neighborhood Action Plan – Administrative Update 

 
Next Meeting Wednesday, December 8, 2021 

mailto:communitydevelopment@cedar-rapids.org


 

 

City of Cedar Rapids 
DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE MINUTES 

Wednesday, August 25, 2021 
3:00 p.m. 

 
The meeting was called to order at 3:02 p.m. 
 
Present: Councilmember Poe; Councilmember Vanorny; Councilmember Hoeger 
 
1. Approval of Minutes 
Councilmember Vanorny moved to approve the minutes from the June 16, 2021 meeting. Seconded by 
Councilmember Poe. The motion carried.  

 
2. Presentation 

a. Housing Market 
Sara Buck, Housing Services Manager, shared a presentation on the 2021 Housing Market Analysis. The 
report looked at demographic and economic characteristics as well as current housing stock, building permit 
trends, market conditions, and the need for housing, by type. 
 
Councilmember Vanorny remarked the $900 market rate rental seemed low, Buck noted that is the current 
rate and Jennifer Pratt noted the rate is higher downtown. Councilmember Poe stated 550-725 affordable 
housing units is a big number and wondered if the normal process is being altered to get more units built. 
Pratt noted the American Rescue Plan funding will help meet this need. Vanorny stated getting affordable 
units built are often subject to grant contraints.Councilmember Hoeger asked how many of the residential 
new construction units received incentives.  
  
3. Recommendation 

a. 6th Street Corridor Action Plan 
Seth Gunnerson, Community Development Planner, shared a presentation on the 6th Street Corridor Action 
Plan. The plan focuses on two Envision CR elements: Connect and Strengthen. Gunnerson noted multi-
modal transportation and enhanced pedestrian experience are key goals under the “Connect” comprehensive 
plan element. Primary goals under the “Strengthen” element include aesthetic and character enhancements, 
increased organizational capacity, and improved storm water absorption. Public outreach for the plan has 
included an open house, focus groups, the Taylor Area Neighborhood Association, and public input. 
Gunnerson stated next steps are recommendations from both Development Committee and City Planning 
Commission, followed by Council adoption.  
 
Councilmember Vanorny stated this is a good opportunity for visual improvements. She noted it is difficult 
to turn near the railroad on 6th Street by 10th Ave SW. Council member Vanorny stated the importance of 
ensuring pedestrian crossing and signage are well done, similar to around Ellis Blvd and added the bridges 
at 15th/16th Ave SW could be an investment opportunity. Councilmember Poe commented people crossing 
33rd Ave. SW need to feel safer.  
 



 

Councilmember Vanorny moved to bring the recommendation to City Council. Seconded by 
Councilmember Hoeger. The motion passed unanimously.  
 
4. Updates 

a. Bever Woods District National Register Nomination 
Jeff Wozencraft, Community Development Planner, shared a presentation on the Bever Woods District 
nomination to the National Register. Wozencraft noted the District’s eligibility comes from its architectural 
uniqueness and importance in the development of Cedar Rapids. Benefits of becoming a National District 
include grant and tax credit opportunities, consideration in planning for federal projects, preservation 
planning, marketing and civic pride. A public meeting was held July 14 and the project consultant, Wapsi 
Valley Archaeology is producing site inventory forms for district residences. Upon completion of district 
forms, the State Nominations Review Committee will consider the nomination. 
 
Councilmember Vanorny asked if residents could still participate with Neighborhood Finance Corporation 
with a successful nomination. Sara Buck stated yes, this is an additional opportunity to support upkeep of 
homes. Councilmember Hoeger inquired as to what drove the nomination. Wozencraft indicated the project 
was identified as a priority from surveys conducted by the Historic Preservation Commission. 
Councilmember Hoeger asked what the feedback was from the July 14 meeting. Wozencraft noted initially 
there was apprehension about the impacts, but when it was clarified that the designation does not require 
design standards or certain materials, overall people felt supportive and proud. Councilmember Poe asked 
for clarification on the project area boundaries, to which Wozencraft noted they are all interior of the map. 
Councilmember Poe asked about local historic designations. Wozencraft stated 50 percent of residents in 
the proposed area would have to support moving forward with a local designation.  
 

b. Westdale Area Action Plan 
Jeff Wozencraft, Community Development Planner, shared a presentation on the Westdale Area Action 
Plan. Wozencraft stated internal and external advisory groups met in July. The groups identified strengths 
of the area include: Ladd Library, diversity, small-business support, affordability, and proximity to main 
corridors. The challenges identified for the area include: public/park space, pedestrian crossings at Wiley 
Blvd., connectivity, language accessibility and weather safe housing. Public outreach will begin in late 
summer through the fall.  
 
Councilmember Hoeger asked if every home in the mobile home parks will have opportunities for input. 
Wozencraft noted there is a mobile home representative on the external advisory committee. 
Councilmember Vanorney stated to ensure mobile home residents know who their point of contact is to 
keep them in the feedback loop and there should consistently be translators.   
 

c. Visual Arts Master Plan 
Sylvia Brueckert, Community Development Planner, shared a presentation on the Visual Arts Master Plan. 
Cultural Planning Group is the consultant and they conducted staff interview with most departments for 
background in June. Several public outreach events have been held in August and an online survey will be 
open through September 20. The draft plan will be developed September through November, followed by 
another public comment period on the draft plan.  
 
Councilmember Vanorney remarked there should be opportunities to connect with public art, similar to the 
“History Happened Here” initiative. Councilmember Hoeger noted that we need to include art in City 
owned spaces, for instance along 6th Street SW.  
 

d. VeoRide    
Sylvia Brueckert, Community Development Planner, shared a presentation on the VeoRide 2021 season to 
date. This year, there are e-bikes, stand up scooters and sit-down scooters. For the 2021 season, there have 



 

been 100,515 rides on the three modes through July 31, 2021. The majority of the rides are on stand-up 
scooters. VeoRide added information to the app to remind users the age requirement is 18 or over. VeoRide 
issues warnings and fines for inappropriately parked vehicles. VeoRide staff have responded to 2,666 
customer service tickets this season. VeoRide defines a vehicle as idle when it has not been moved by a 
user or VeoRide technician in 72 hours. Idle vehicles become a priority for pick-up by VeoRide staff. Over 
the course of the 2021 season, an average of 8-15% of vehicles have become idle. The VeoRide contract 
expires in March 2022. Final 2021 ridership data and future enhancements will be discussed with Council.  
 
Councilmember Hoeger asked if the 2,666 customer service tickets were all complaints or were some 
maintenance needs. Brueckert responded they were both. Councilmember Hoeger stated scooters are 
illegally parked everywhere. He questioned the 72-hour idle timeframe and is skeptical about VeoRide’s 
statistics. Councilmember Hoeger stated he hears great things about the system and that it brings vibrancy 
to downtown. Councilmember Hoeger inquired as to how many tickets the police department issues related 
to the system. Jennifer Pratt stated VeoRide began the fines mid-season and when a new contract is 
negotiated, terms for expectations can be improved. Councilmember Vanorny stated the community is in 
favor of the bike share system and like other modalities there is risk. She suggested the 72-hour idle time 
be reduced to 24 hours and that VeoRide needs to invest in additional staffing and ensure bikes and scooters 
are available at expected destinations. Councilmember Vanorny would like to see more signage with safety 
reminders. Councilmember Poe asked how many scooters we in the system the first year vs. now. Brueckert 
responded 2019 was a pilot year for scooters and there were between 30-40 and this year there are 260. 
Councilmember Poe doesn’t recall conversations with Council about increasing the number of scooters and 
that Council needs to weigh in on the number of bikes and scooters. Councilmember Poe expressed concern 
for underage kids who use the scooters and don’t know the rules of the road and how to enforce age-
appropriate ridership. 
 
5. Public Comment 
None. 
 
6. Future Discussion Items 
Councilmember Poe 

• 1st on 1st   
• Workforce Development 
• Other developments 

 
Councilmember Vanorny moved to adjourn the meeting at 4:30 pm. Seconded by Councilmember Hoeger. 
The motion carried.  
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Stephanie Schrader  
Community Development 



Community Development and Planning Department 
City Hall 

101 First Street SE 
Cedar Rapids, IA 52401 

Telephone: (319) 286-5041 
 
 
 
 

To:   City Council Development Committee 
From: Sara Buck, Housing Services Manager 
Subject:  Fiscal Year 2021 CDBG and HOME Priorities  
Date:   October 20, 2021 
 
Background: 
 
In an effort to better utilize the City’s declining Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 
and HOME entitlement resources, an annual prioritization process was established in September 
2012, to target funds towards highest priority community needs. These needs were determined 
using City Council’s strategic goals and priorities, as well as the City’s 5-year Consolidated Plan 
and other City planning efforts. Additionally, there is a federal requirement to assist with funding 
of projects carried out by Community Housing Development Organizations (CHDOs), and the 
City typically sets aside a portion of its HOME funding allocation, through the annual 
prioritization process, to address the CHDO requirement.  
 
Because specific entitlement grant allocations are subject to congressional appropriations and 
typically not released by HUD until closer to the start of the City’s entitlement program year in 
July, the previous year’s allocation is used as the basis for budget projections and prioritization 
of funds, in order to meet required deadlines for the submittal of the City’s Annual Action Plan. 
 
Recommendations: 
 
Recommended dollar amounts are based off of FY2021 funding levels of $1,088,245 for CDBG 
and $383,507 for HOME. Recommendations are shown on the table following this memo. In 
general, the recommendations focus on activities that improve housing stock and promote 
neighborhood quality of life through provision of services in core neighborhoods. 
 
Consistent with the previous year’s recommendation, it is further recommended that up to 
$50,000 be prioritized for qualifying activities carried out by certified neighborhoods 
participating in the City’s Neighborhood Certification Program. This is not shown in the table 
because the activities could fall under multiple categories, but most neighborhood activities 
qualify as a public service. Any funds not applied for or utilized by such neighborhoods can be 
de-obligated and made available for other qualifying activities when the Grants and Programs 
Committee undertakes its annual budget recommendation process. 
 
It is also recommended that $75,000 of the budgeted $383,507 for HOME program funds be 
prioritized for CHDO applicants, consistent with past practice. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Timeline and Next Steps: 
 

1. November 9, 2021 – City Council consideration of proposed priorities for the FY2022 
CDBG and HOME program year. 

2. November, 2021 – Virtual pre-application workshop for CDBG and HOME applicants 
and distribution of funding applications.  

3. January 14, 2022 – Applications for funding are due to the City. 
4. February/March 2022 – Consideration of funding applications by the Grants and 

Programs Citizens Advisory Committee. 
5. March/April 2022 – Public Hearing on proposed Annual Action Plan and budget with 30-

day public review period.  
6. April/May 2022 – City Council adoption of final Annual Action Plan and budget.  

 

Proposed FY22 CDBG Percentages 

Activity Percentage 
Allocation 

Estimated Budget 
Amount 

Admin Costs – CDBG Services provided 
without cost to the General Fund 20% (max) $217,649 

Housing Activities, Including Owner-
Occupied Rehabilitation, Rental 
Rehabilitation, Acquisition Rehabilitation 
 

60% $652,948 

Public Services Including Neighborhood 
Services, Youth Services, Elder Services, 
Homeless Services, Handicap Services, and 
Other Eligible Expenses 

15% (max) $163,236 

Other Eligible activities as needed by the 
Community Up to 5% $54,412 

 
(Admin and Public Services are capped at these percentages by federal statute.) 
 
 



Community Development and Planning Department 
City Hall 

101 First Street SE 
Cedar Rapids, IA 52401 

Telephone: (319) 286-5041 
 
 
 

To:   City Council Development Committee 
From:   Jeff Wozencraft, Planner, Community Development and Planning and Seth 
Gunnerson, Zoning Administrator, Development Services 
Subject:  Zoning Code Updates 
Date:   October 20, 2021 
 
At the October 20th Development Committee meeting, staff will provide an update to Chapter 32 
(Zoning Code) and seek a recommendation to move forward with adoption. The updates have been 
reviewed internally with several departments and at the Zoning Advisory Group (ZAG) meeting on 
September 20th, receiving their recommendation.  

Currently, only four ADUs have been permitted since the adoption of the new zoning code in 2019. 
The proposed alteration could allow for the expansion in use of this housing type and, in turn, help 
meet other city-wide goals associated with the Community Climate Action Plan (“15-minute city”) 
and the 2021 Maxfield Housing Study.  

One update to Chapter 32 includes alterations to the Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) portion of the 
code. The alterations primarily align with the AARP model ADU ordinance and include: 

- Allowing ADUs by right in all zone districts that allow residential uses 
- Allowing one detached and one attached or internal accessory dwelling unit per lot 
- Increasing the size allowable for an ADU to a maximum of 1,000 sq. ft. 

Other updates include amendments to fence requirements to facilitate fencing on irregular lots that 
align with other requirements, prohibiting chain link fencing in front yards/street frontages in 
Urban and Traditional Districts, clarifying the use of temporary fencing, and allowing for variation 
in the measuring of fence heights. Additional updates include procedural updates for variances and 
conditional uses, clarifying setback encroachments, and small adjustments to building scale, design, 
and signage amongst other minor changes. 

Recommendation: 
Staff recommends approval of the zoning code updates.  The plan will be presented to the City 
Planning Commission for review and recommendation prior to City Council approval in 
November and December, respectively. 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix 
ADU Ordinance update 

 
Existing Standards Changes  

Principal 
residence built 
first? 

May be built after or concurrently with 
primary structure 

May be built after, concurrently, 
or before primary structure 

By-Right Special Use Permit in U-xx and T-xx, 
Conditional Use Permit in S-xx 

By Right in all districts that allow 
residential 

Max Size 50% or 800 sq. ft., whichever is less Less than the primary structure up 
to 1,000 sq. ft. 

Height Subject to existing zoning  Subject to existing zoning 

Number of ADUs 
allowed per lot 

1 2 (one detached and one attached 
or internal) 

Type of Structure  Mobile, Manufactured, and Industrial 
(modular), or any transportable structure 
not permitted 

Manufactured and modular could 
be allowed; 
Mobile and any transportable 
structure not permitted 

Design Review  No No 

Screening No No 

Parking Required 1 space 1 space 

Short-Term 
Rentals 

Allowed Allowed 

Utilities Dedicated service not required Dedicated service not required 

Building Codes Must meet current building code Must meet current building code 

Fees By sq. ft. No more than 30% of the fees 
charged for a typical single family 
residence  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Minor code updates 
 

Standard Current Requirement Proposed Rationale 
Fence Requirements Not permitted in 

corner side yards 
4 feet consistent with front 

yard limits 
Double Fronted Lots 
No fence permitted in 
rear 12.5 feet if 
located across from 
residential and ROW 
less than 80 feet 

4 feet within 12.5 foot 
setback 

Consistent with front 
yard limits 

Reverse Corner Lots 
Visual Clearance area 
where adjacent to 
driveways 

Simplified language 
Must transition to 
adjacent front yard 
setback within 20’ of 
driveway. 

Simplified version of 
current standards, 
protects sightlines 
while allowing similar 
height to front-yards. 

No design 
requirements 

Prohibit chain link and 
temporary fencing in 
front yard or street-
frontage of Urban and 
Traditional commercial 
settings 

Consistent with 
design requirements 
for these districts 

No provision for 
temporary fencing 

Create standards limiting 
snow fence and other 
temporary fencing to 
special events  

Prevent on-going use 
as permanent 
fencing.   

Fence Measurement Uniform limit - Allow 10% 
variation for 
uneven terrain  

- Allow 
ornamental 
extensions up to 
12” 

Simplifies code and 
enforcement 

Street Side Doors Required on both 
sides of corner 
buildings in all Urban 
General Districts 

Waive requirement for 
both elevations for 
residential structures 
with a depth less than 
60’ in U-VG 

This standard creates 
unnecessary design 
alterations in a 
district that 
encourages single 
unit residential and 
row homes. 

Street wall Required to be 
masonry or brick 

Allow solid fences in 
Urban Village and Urban 
Neighborhood 
Residential districts 

More consistent with 
development. 



Standard Current Requirement Proposed Rationale 
Signs in residential 
districts 

Small signs only Allow larger signs for 
civic and institutional 
uses: 

- Adjacent to 
mixed use 
district 

- On major street 
- Design Exception 

permitted 
otherwise 

 
Allow residential 
properties 4sf for 
signage without a 
permit. 

(this was previously 
reviewed but missed 
in code update) 

Golf Courses Not permitted in 
Residential Districts 

Conditional Use or 
Permitted Use 

Remove non-
conformities  

Conversion of existing 
structures 

Districts have building 
size and dwelling unit 
restrictions intended 
to require public 
review for new 
development 

Waive requirements for 
adaptive reuse of 
existing structures 

Eases adaptive reuse 
when transitioning 
between permitted 
uses. 

Structure Size limitations Clarify maximum 
structure size 
exceptions.  
 
Add criteria specific to 
increased building size 

Intent of code is to 
use the design 
exception to require 
site plan review for 
larger buildings, 
criteria specific to this 
is needed 

Setback Encroachments List of items that may 
encroach into 
required yards, with 
limitations 

Remove Gutters, 
downspouts, and 
window wells. 
 
Allow solar within 3’ of 
lot line, similar to other 
accessory structures. 

Difficult to 
permit/enforce 
 
In line with other 
accessory structures.  
Current standards 
may make rear yard 
placement difficult.  

Variance Notification 
and procedure 

7 day notification, no 
mailing 

13 days, notification 
within 300 feet 

Same as other 
processes 

Conditional Use CPC Recommendation 
BOA approval 

BOA approval, remove 
CPC step 

High approval rate 
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