
 
 

Zoning Board of Adjustment 

Meeting Agenda 
 

Wednesday, August 9, 2023 - 4:30 PM 
 

Newton City Hall - Council Chambers 
101 W 4th St S 

Newton, IA 50208 
 

View this Meeting: Mediacom Channel 12/85/121.12 or www.newtongov.org/cablecast 
  
 
 
I.  Call to Order / Roll Call 
    
II.  Review of Minutes of Previous Meeting:  
    
  1.  June 7, 2023 
      
III.  Public Hearing 
    
  1.  CU23-5: 1,000+ sq. ft. accessory building at 522 1st Street South. Josh Stafford, 

applicant.  
      
IV.  Old Business 
    
V.  New Business 
    
VI.  Adjourn 
    

 

ADA Compliance: The City of Newton is pleased to provide reasonable accommodations, in compliance with the Americans with 
Disabilities Act, for those individuals or groups who require assistance in being able to participate in the meeting. Please contact the 
Community Development Department at least 24 hours in advance of the meeting by calling 641-792-6622 to arrange for 
accommodations to be provided. 
 

Chair: Bev Rossow; Vice Chair: Noreen Otto; Members: Gregg Hanson, Lynette Birkenholz, John Billingsley 

https://www.newtongov.org/cablecast
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Minutes of Meeting 

Zoning Board of Adjustment 
Regular Meeting 

 

June 7, 2023 
 
ROLL CALL:  Board members present:  Billingsley, Birkenholz, Hanson, Otto,  

 

 Board members absent: Rossow 
 

STAFF PRESENT:   Brian Dunkelberger, City Planner 
  Melvin Duncan, Building Official 
  Craig Armstrong, Development Specialist 
     

A quorum being present, Chair Rossow called the meeting to order at 4:32 PM 
 
 

Minutes 
 

The Board reviewed the minutes of the previous meeting from May 3, 2023.  Motion by Billingsley, seconded by 
Birkenholz to approve the minutes as written.  Voice vote: approved, 4-0. 
 

Public Hearing 
A. CU23-2: Addition to an accessory building with a footprint exceeding 1,000 sq. ft. at 710 E. 20th St. S. Scott 

Walker, applicant.  
 

Dunkelberger reviewed the prepared staff report and shared maps and images of the subject property along 
with a plot plan provided by the applicant. Dunkelberger shared that no comments or questions were 
submitted by neighbors or residents in advance of the meeting.  
 
Joe Kent, owner of 708 E. 20th St. S., shared that he had previous conversations with the applicant about a 
land “swap” to allow for the project, but he had not heard from him recently about the project. He 
confirmed that he would be willing to sit down to discuss the matter further, but was confused why he 
received the meeting notice. Dunkelberger shared that the conditional use permit was the first step in a 
sequence of actions needed for the project. If approved, the applicant would need to confirm the 
transaction with Mr. Kent and then involve the services of a professional land surveyor. If and after that was 
approved, then a building permit application could be submitted. Discussion about the project ensued.  

 
Hearing no additional questions or comments, Vice Chair Otto called for a motion to close the public hearing.  
Motion by Billingsley, seconded by Hanson. Voice vote: Approved 4-0. 

 

Otto expressed support for the conditional use permit application with the understanding that the applicant 
would follow the appropriate procedures and acquire the necessary approvals. Recognizing that no 
neighborhood opposition was presented before or at the meeting and since the approval only represented a 
proposed use of the land, she felt that the criteria for granting conditional use permits was satisfied. 
Billingsley concurred and stated that at this point, an approved conditional use permit represented a 
theoretical project and did not guarantee anything would happen in the immediate future. Birkenholz 
shared that with the location being in the rear yard and difficult to see from the public right-of-way, there 
would also be minimal aesthetic impacts to the neighborhood.  
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Motion by Birkenholz to approve CU23-2: a conditional use permit application authorizing an accessory building 
addition with a footprint exceeding 1,000 sq. ft. with the understanding that all subsequent requirements would 
be satisfied, seconded by Billingsley. Roll call vote: Approved 4-0.  
 

B. V23-3: 6’ privacy fence in front yard at 905 S. 6th Ave. W. Wayne & Jennifer Mann, applicant.  
 

Dunkelberger reviewed the prepared staff report and shared maps and images of the fence panel and 
subject property. Billingsley asked about past approved fence variances and inquired about the location of 
the fence. Dunkelberger answered. Dunkelberger also reviewed a submitted comment received via email on 
6/6/2023 from Barb Versteegh. In summary, her email described frustrations and displeasure with the 
applicants but did not oppose the fence panel.  
 
Wayne Mann, applicant, spoke about the situation and provided additional historical context regarding the 
two properties. He described their family’s desire to use the fence panel to serve as a physical separation on 
the shared drive between his property and the property to the south. Considering the concrete surface, no 
natural options such as plantings were a viable option. Mann described the fence panel as high-end and felt 
that it does not diminish the neighborhood, nor was there any opposition from the neighborhood. He then 
provided the Board additional photos and a petition from the neighborhood with 11 signatures. He and his 
wife could have acquired more but stopped when they had more than 50% of those who received a notice 
about the meeting.  
 
Birkenholz shared that she liked the appearance of the fence and felt the panel does not pose a problem in 
terms of traffic safety. Hanson agreed. Discussion about front yards on corner lots (double frontages) and 
fence regulations.  

 
Hearing no additional questions or comments, Vice Chair Otto called for a motion to close the public hearing.  
Motion by Birkenholz, seconded by Billingsley. Voice vote: Approved 4-0. 
 

Discussion about front yards on corner lots (double frontages) and fence regulations. Billingsley appreciated 
the photos provided. Otto recognized the unique hardship with the shared drive and double frontages and 
felt the answers provided were sufficient. Birkenholz agreed and believed the answers provided were 
sufficient and had no issue with the fence panel.  

 
Motion by Birkenholz to approve the V23-3: a variance application authorizing a 6’ privacy fence panel to remain 
in the front (east) yard of 905 S. 6th Ave. W. at its current location, seconded by Billingsley. Roll call vote: 
Approved 4-0.  
 

C. CU23-3: 30’ x 40’ cold storage building at 4221 S. 22nd Ave. E. Scott Shover, applicant.  
 

Dunkelberger reviewed the prepared staff report and shared maps and images of the subject property along 
with a plot plan provided by the applicant. Dunkelberger shared that no comments or questions were 
submitted by neighbors or residents in advance of the meeting.  
 
Otto stated that she felt comfortable with supporting the application given the fact that no opposition was 
presented before or during the meeting and with staff support. Billingsley asked about the potential 
downside or implications of approval. Dunkelberger described how the area was a gateway to the 
community and this property could serve as a “first impression” for visitors and tourists. Aesthetic impacts 
and compatibility with the intent of the C-T: Tourism-Oriented Commercial zoning district were 
considerations. However, the property is well-maintained.  
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Scott Shover, applicant, provided additional information about the accessory storage building and shared 
that it would substantially match the appearance of the primary building. They intended to store trailers, 
equipment, and materials inside and it would also benefit their company considering the added security 
with everything stored inside rather than outside as it is currently.  

 

Hearing no additional questions or comments, Vice Chair Otto called for a motion to close the public hearing.  
Motion by Birkenholz, seconded by Billingsley. Voice vote: Approved 4-0. 
 

Otto articulated how she felt aesthetic concerns were addressed by the applicant, and if anything, erecting 
the additional structure will provide a more aesthetically pleasing and safer way of storing equipment they 
need so she had no issues with approving the conditional use permit. Billingsley agreed and expressed 
support. He shared that the accessory building was a better option than storing everything outside which 
could look like a junkyard.  

 
Motion by Birkenholz to approve CU23-3: a conditional use permit application authorizing a 30’ x 40’ cold 
storage accessory building at 4221 S. 22nd Ave. E., seconded by Hanson. Roll call vote: Approved 4-0.  
 
Old Business  
None.  
 

New Business 
None.  
 

Motion by Birkenholz to adjourn the meeting, seconded by Billingsley. Voice Vote: approved, 4-0.  The meeting 
was adjourned at 5:17 PM.  



                   

 

 

Zoning Board of Adjustment – CU23-5 Staff Report 
 

Applicant:  Josh Stafford 

Proposal: Construct a 30’ x 40’ (1,200 sq. ft.) detached accessory building  

Location:  522 1st Street South (Parcel #0834326026) 

Current Use:  Single-family residence 

Current Zoning: R-2: One- and Two-Family Residential 

 

 

• 522 1st St. S. is located within an R-2: One- and 

Two-Family Residential zoning district. Included 

in this report is an aerial and zoning map for 

reference. The outlined lot is the subject property.   
 

• Accessory buildings are a permitted use within 

the R-2 district, but if the building footprint 

exceeds 1,000 sq. ft., then a conditional use 

permit approved by the Newton Zoning Board of 

Adjustment is required - per code language 

adopted in 2014.  
 

• When reviewing an accessory building proposal 

as a conditional use, the ZBA should consider:  

o Proposed location & screening, drainage 

impacts, visual interest & compatibility with 

the neighborhood.  
 

• Screening. The Zoning Board of Adjustment may 

choose to explore a requirement for screening 

from adjoining properties. Screening may consist 

of, but is not limited to plantings and landscaping 

or solid style fencing. Staff finds that this 

requirement should only be considered if 

aesthetic concerns are presented. If concerns are 

not raised by neighbors about visual impacts, 

staff would determine that an extra expense for 

more screening is not necessary. 
 

• Drainage or Direction of Downspouts. Storm 

water run-off from the new building footprint may 

not be directed onto abutting properties. If this 

conditional use permit is approved, Staff shall 



ensure the structure meets minimum building code requirements. The Board may still 

choose to explore requiring gutters and downspouts to be installed so that rainwater is 

discharged away from the building and directed towards a specific area of the property. 
 

• Visual Interest and Visual Compatibility with Surrounding Neighborhood. This element 

is the primary reason why citizens sought the code amendment requiring a conditional use 

permit for large accessory buildings. The accessory building in design and style should 

complement the property and surrounding neighborhood. Buildings that look/feel misplaced 

in nature should be amended with design elements that align with the surroundings.  
 

Criteria for Granting Conditional Use Permits:  
 

• Criteria for Granting: No conditional use shall be granted by the Zoning Board of Adjustment 

unless such use: 
 

1. Is so designed, located, and proposed to be operated that the public health, safety 

and welfare will be protected; 
 

2. Is so designed, located, and proposed to be operated that it is compatible with its 

surroundings; 
 

3. Will not cause substantial injury to the value of the other property in the 

neighborhood in which it is to be located; and  
 

4. Shall conform to the applicable regulations of, and be compatible with the essential 

character of the district in which it is located.  
 

Therefore, the role of the Zoning Board of Adjustment is to determine the appropriateness of a 

1,200 sq. ft. detached garage at 522 1st Street South, and to ensure that it does not 

unreasonably or negatively interfere with the use and enjoyment of another’s property.  
 

Public Notice:  

Notice of the public meeting was sent to all property owners within 400 feet of the subject 

property upon which the proposed conditional use is to be located on Tuesday, July 25, 2023. 

Notice of the meeting was also published in the Newton Daily News twice, once on Tuesday, 

July 25, 2023, and again on Tuesday, 

August 1, 2023. If comments are 

received before the meeting, staff will 

share them as part of this report. 

 

Recommendation: 

Staff recommends approval of this 

application, with the understanding that 

all neighborhood comments and 

questions are addressed during the 

public hearing and all feedback is 

resolved/addessed prior to construction. 

If approved, a building permit application 

can then be reviewed and issued to 

authorize construction.  
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