
 

PLAN COMMISSION MEETING AGENDA 

TUESDAY, MAY 26, 2026 AT 4:00 PM 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS, SECOND FLOOR, MUNICIPAL BUILDING, 106 JONES STREET, 
WATERTOWN, WI 53094 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

A. Review and take action: Plan Commission minutes dated May 11, 2026 

3. BUSINESS 

A. Review and Discuss Zoning Ordinance Proposed Sign Code - Vandewalle 

4. ADJOURNMENT 
 

Persons requiring other reasonable accommodations for any of the above meetings, may contact the 
office of the City Clerk at cityclerk@watertownwi.gov phone 920-262-4000 

 
A quorum of any City of Watertown Council, Committee, Board, Commission, or other body, may be 

present at this meeting for observing and gathering of information only 
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PLAN COMMISSION MINUTES 

May 11th, 2026 

The Plan Commission meeting met at 430pm in the Council Chambers with the following members present: 

Mayor Robert Stocks, Alderperson Ken Berg, Kerry Kneser, Tom Levi, Melissa Lampe, City Engineer Andrew 

Beyer, Zoning Administrator Brian Zirbes. 

Others in attendance: Bob & Tracy Johnson; Bill Nelson; Pat Kleinsteiber; Mark & Ann Schwartz; Tracy Timm; 

Terry Boehme. 

1. Call to Order                                                                                                                                             

Mayor called the meeting to order at 4:31pm 

2.  Approval of Minutes                                                                                                                                           

  A. Review and take Action: Site Review minutes dated April 27th, 2026                                            

  B. Review and take Action: Plan Commission minutes dated April 27th, 2026  

Motion by Kneser, seconded by Levi to approve these minutes, which was passed unanimously.  

3. Business 

A. Public Hearing: 504 Brookstone Way-Request for Conditional Use Permit (CUP)  

for an accessory structure exceeding total of 1,000 sq ft under Section 550-56C(1)(b){1} and 

exceeding maximum height of 15 ft for an accessory structure under Section 550-83C  

No PH comments made. 

B. Review and take action: 504 Brookstone Way-Request for Conditional Use  

Permit (CUP) for an accessory structure exceeding total of 1,000 sq ft under Section 550-

56C(1)(b){1} and exceeding maximum height of 15 ft for an accessory structure under Section 

550-83C   

Brian stated the applicant wants to construct a new 1280 sq ft garage. The property also 

contacts two existing small sheds which will be removed. With the existing garage the total sq 

footage of the accessories will be 1,810 sq ft. Secondly, this applicant wants the proposed new 

garage to be 24 ft at roof peak height. Alderperson Berg had some concerns about the overall 

size of these accessory structures being larger than the house itself and by allowing this CUP we 

may be setting a precedent in doing so. Brian stated applicant otherwise meets all other 

requirements for a residential accessory structure and that there are two lots owned by this 

applicant which allows plenty of green space and distance between structures. Brian does 

recommend we require the maximum height of accessory structure be no more than 25 ft at 

the roof peak—giving them an extra foot to be safe. Mr Johnson told the Commission this 

garage is for personal use and not business related for its purpose. Levi noted the garage will be 

near the house but with plenty of distance between this new structure and house. Levi moved 

to approve these two CUP permit requests with the condition that the height of garage not 

exceed 25 ft at roof peak, seconded by Beyer and approved unanimously.  
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C. Review and take action: 416 College Avenue—Certified Survey Mao (CSM)  

Request  

Brian stated the applicant wants to create a two lot CSM to transfer a portion of land between 

two existing parcels, shifting the property line to the south. In doing so each parcel will have 50 

feet of frontage which is the minimum under our city code while also giving an 8 ft setback for  

parcels 416 & 418 College Avenue. The property owner at 416 College Avenue is initiating this 

CSM change in boundaries to accommodate a planned addition and deck improvement. Motion 

to approve the CSM request for change in property lines for 416 & 418 College Ave parcels by 

Beyer, seconded by Lampe without conditions. Motion approved unanimously.  

D. Review and take action: N7699 Switzke Road—Extraterritorial Certified Survey  

  Map (ET CSM) Request  

  A  request by Patrick Kleinsteiber to create a three lot CSM within the city of  

  Watertown 3 mile extraterritorial plat review jurisdiction. Each parcel or lot will  

  be 2 acres in size within the town of Watertown, with access off Switzke Road.  

  The existing 66 ft ROW is sufficient going forward with no changes contemplated  

  in the future so all is good in that regard. Motion by Levi to approve the CSM as  

  proposed with only requirement that signature page be corrected to add the  

  mayor and clerk’s signature lines to the page. This motion was seconded by  

  Kneser & approved unanimously. It was noted the township has already  

  approved this CSM.  

4. Adjournment  

  A motion to adjourn at 4:53pm was made by Kneser, seconded by Lampe & passed  

  unanimously  

Respectfully submitted 

Alderperson Ken Berg  

 

All materials discussed at this meeting can be found at: https://files-

backend.assets.thrillshare.com/documents/asset/uploaded_file/5330/Cow/99c48f67-db90-4c98-a528-

b2dfed6c58e1/May-11%2C-2026-Plan-Commission-Meeting-Packet.pdf?disposition=inline. 
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City of Watertown 
 Sign Ordinance Review Comments and Ques�ons 

May 26, 2026 
 

General Comments 

1. Sign code layout and approach.  
• The City’s exis�ng code was amended rela�vely recently (amendment dates listed as 

2015, 2016, 2018, and 2021). The layout and overall approach to organizing sign 
defini�ons and regula�ons is similar to the model approach we are proposing.  

• The City’s exis�ng code is also mostly content neutral and complies with the 2015 
Supreme Court Case (Reed v. Gilbert).  
 

2. Overall reduc�on in CUPs.  
• In the exis�ng code, mul�ple sign types either require CUP approval or may use CUPs to 

obtain approval for certain special situa�ons. Overall, the new approach will be to 
remove CUPs and instead clarify standard code regula�ons. The following are examples 
of CUP situa�ons in the exis�ng code.  

o Pylon Signs 
 An excep�on can be requested to exceed maximum height in the Hwy 26 

pylon allowance area  
o Drive-Thru Signs 
o Permanent Plat Signs  
o Roof Signs  
o Wall Signs 

 Allows use of CUP when a wall sign exceeds standard height limits, 
specifically when it projects above the top of the building wall or roofline 
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Sign Type Comments 

3. Pylon signs:  
• Currently prohibited except for in the 

Hwy 26 Pylon Sign Allowance Area. Tall 
signs in other commercial corridors like 
Church Street are required to be 
monument signs and are capped at 
maximum 15’ height. In the Hwy 26 Area, 
pylons are allowed to be as tall as the 
building height for the zoning district the 
sign is located in. That maximum height 
may also be exceeded with a CUP.  

• Policy ques�on: If the City wants to 
con�nue allowing taller signs in this area, 
we suggest a flat height for clarity such as 
35 feet and remove the ability to exceed 
with a CUP.  

 

4. Billboards (off-premises adver�sing signs): 
• Currently prohibited except that exis�ng billboards may con�nue. Exis�ng billboards are 

specifically listed in the code (see below) and may be altered or maintained.  
• Policy ques�on: Con�nue prohibi�ng new billboards? Some communi�es will do a “cap 

and replace” program where a new billboard could be added if an exis�ng billboard is 
removed. Some communi�es allow billboards to have electronic message faces. 
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5. Yard Signs 
• Current code allows an unlimited number of yard signs in residen�al proper�es (such as 

stake signs).  
• Policy ques�on:  

o Do you want to con�nue this policy? Some communi�es limit to two yard signs 
per property with unlimited allowance during campaign periods.  

o Do you want to allow “off-premises adver�sing signs” to be used in yard sign 
configura�ons? Example: roofing company wants to put a yard sign on the 
property a�er doing roofing work for adver�sing purposes. This would typically 
be considered an off-premises adver�sing sign.  
 

6. Electronic Message Center (EMC) Signs  
• Current code has standards such as: 

o No EMS within 100 feet of residen�ally zoned property  
o Allows an exis�ng internally illuminated sign to be changed to an EMC. Example: 

exis�ng single family property has an allowed use such as a school or church with 
an internally illuminated sign which could be converted to an EMC. EMC would 
otherwise be prohibited in single family zoned property. This will be resolved in 
the new code with a new zoning district (see below). 

• Policy ques�on:  
o Do you want to limit the size of the electronic content to a certain limit? For 

example, some communi�es will limit to 50% of the overall sign allowance as 
electronic message center.  

o Do you want to keep the 100-foot distance from residen�ally zoned property? 
o Instead of using the carve out for exis�ng illuminated signs to be converted, we 

could permit EMC or illuminated signs to be used in the new ins�tu�onal zoning 
district for where land uses like schools and churches are typically located.  
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7. Projec�ng signs 
• Current code prohibits projec�ng signs (per Figure 550-132A, though it is omited from 

the list of prohibited signs in 550-131(E). Current code does allow “blade” signs and 
“suspending signs.”  

• Policy ques�on:  
o Is this working well for the City now? There have been newer projec�ng style 

signs installed in the downtown recently, for example, that have probably u�lized 
the “blade” sign defini�on. Are any changes needed to beter match character 
goals or requests for similar signage? 

Images from current code 

 

 
 

8. Monument signs 
• Exis�ng code limits to 15 feet – stay with current policy? 
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9. Marquee signs 
• Exis�ng code appears to allow Marquee signs in commercial districts and the downtown. 

There is also a sec�on on signs in “historic and special districts” that says marquee signs 
shall be permited on a historic site or contribu�ng property with evidence, historic 
photos and any other documenta�on of a prior marquee sign. Marquee signs on a 
noncontribu�ng property may be allowed with a Cer�ficate of Appropriateness from the 
Historic Preserva�on Commission. 

• Policy ques�ons: 
o Some clarifica�on in the exis�ng sign table is probably needed to confirm 

whether marquee signs are intended to be allowed by right up to 200 sf or if they 
are only intended to be allowed in circumstances where there was a historic 
marquee sign.  

o Thoughts on preferred approach? Do you want to allow these only where they 
exis�ng previously or as a permited sign in the downtown, or other districts? 
 

10. Window signs 
• Appears to be omited from exis�ng code 
• Policy ques�on: Limit window signage to 25% of window area? 

 
11. Community sign 

• Current approach: government or ins�tu�onal signs appear to be exempt from the sign 
code 

• Proposed approach: regulate such signs like other signs in the community and adopt 
standards that work for community goals.  
 

12. Sandwich board 
• Currently allowed only in downtown 
• Con�nue approach? 

 
13. Procedures 

• Most signs would be allowed by right with a permit from staff 
• Review �me currently 10 days – change to 14  
• Permit validity currently valid for 180 - keep or change to 365? 
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