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PLAN COMMISSION 
November 8, 2021 

4:30 p.m. 
 
The Plan Commission met on the above date and time in the Council Chambers. The following members were present: Mayor 
Emily McFarland (Chair), City Engineer Jaynellen Holloway, Jacob Maas, Tony Arnett (via GotoMeeting), James Romlein 
(Recording Secretary), Nick Krueger and Becky Huff 
 
Others Present: Alex Allon, Howard Wiedenhoeft, Steve Board, Melissa Lampe, Fred Smith, Nick Patterson (via GotoMeeting) 
 
 1. Call to order 
Mayor Emily McFarland called the meeting to order at the time shown above.  
 
2. Review and take action: Site Plan Review minutes dated October 25, 2021  
Motion to Accept by Arnett, Second Romlein | No Discussion 
Unanimous by voice vote. 
 
3. Review and take action: Plan Commission minutes dated October 25, 2021 
Motion to Accept by Romlein, Second by Huff, | No Discussion 
Unanimous by voice vote  
 
Mayor requested, without objection, to amend the order of items to accommodate the party present in the room and 
move to item seven. 
 
7. Review and take action: Hustisford Road – Wiedenhoeft township preliminary Certified Survey  
Map request  
Background: 
Howard & Lois Wiedenhoeft are looking to combine a 40-acre parcel (PIN: 012-0816- 0724-000) and 12.138-acres of a 28.06-
acre parcel (PIN: 012-0816-0731-001). The proposed Lot 1 is undeveloped. 
 
The following information has been identified by the City of Watertown Zoning & Floodplain Administrator Jacob Maas as 
pertinent to this action: 
 
A. Drainage Ditch along the Western boundary of Lot 1 is an unnamed navigable stream (WBIC 5033535). 

a. A CSM that includes lots/outlots that extend to the water’s edge per s. 236.16 (4) shall include the following note 
on the drawing: 
“Any land below the ordinary high-water mark of a lake or a navigable stream is subject to the public trust in 
navigable waters that is established under article IX, section 1, of the state constitution.” 
 

B. Hustisford Road is not identified in the 2019 City of Watertown Comprehensive Plan as having an expanded right-of-way. 
Hustisford Road’s identified right-of- way width is 66 feet (33 feet from centerline) 

a. The CSM shall properly dedicate the right-of-way for Hustisford Road at 66 feet (33 feet from centerline). 
 

C. Airport Approach Protection Zone elevation limit does not extend to PIN: 012- 0816-0724-000 or PIN: 012-0816-0731-001. 
Options: 
These are the following options, but not limited to, for the Plan Commission based on the information received by the City of 
Watertown Zoning & Floodplain Administrator: 
 
1. Deny the Preliminary CSM 
2. Approve the Preliminary CSM without conditions. 
3. Approve the Preliminary CSM with conditions identified by the Plan Commission: 

a. The CSM shall note the unnamed navigable stream (WBIC 5033535) 
b. The CSM shall properly dedicate the right-of-way for Hustisford Road at 66 
feet (33 feet from centerline). 
 

Mayor McFarland verified with Mr. Maas that the two conditions had been communicated to the applicant. 
Motion to accept Krueger, Second by Holloway. A brief discussion with an interested party on the mechanics of the approval 
process took place. 
 
Mayor McFarland called for any further discussion - hearing none, called the vote. 
Unanimous by voice vote  
 
This CSM will be approved internally by city staff and the fee will be refunded. 
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4. Conduct public hearing: 111 S. Water Street – Conditional Use Permit (CUP) request for Central  
Business Apartments (> 12 Dwelling Units) under Sections § 550-49G & § 550-34B(2)(k)  
Mayor McFarland called the Public Hearing to Order and called for comments. 
 
Mr. Steve Board commented: 

 
Does submitted cover letter and submittal need to be read?  No person requested a reading. 
 
Mr. Board provided a summary of the framework for the comments, noted that all the comments were incorporated in 
submitted documents, and thanked the commission for the opportunity to comment. 

 
Mr. Nick Patterson commented: 
  

The Builder has looked at the project in more detail, reviewed the submitted comments and is agreeable to 
accommodate appropriate changes with the following issues: Cream City Brick, Clock Tower Face, Murals, and 
Colors.  The details of a consensus solution will be worked out with City Staff. 
 

Mayor McFarland called for further comments and hearing none, closed the public hearing. 
 
 
5. Review and take action: 111 S. Water Street – Conditional Use Permit (CUP) request for Central  
Business Apartments (> 12 Dwelling Units) under Sections § 550-49G & § 550-34B(2)(k)  
 
Background: 
 
The following information has been identified and summarized to the commission by Mr. Jacob Maas, the City of Watertown 
Zoning & Floodplain Administrator as pertinent to this action: 
 
1. Per Section § 550-34B(2) 

(k) Central Business Apartments (> 12 Dwelling Units) 
 

2. Per Section § 550-49G(1): 
(1) Regulations. 

(a) 
Central Business Apartments shall not be allowed on a historic site or a contributing property located within 
a historic district regulated under Chapter 325 of the City of Watertown Municipal Code. 

[1] Central Business Apartments located on a non-contributing property located within a historic 
district shall go before the Historic Preservation & Downtown Design Commission for a certificate of 
appropriateness. 
[2] Central Business Apartments may be built on a historic site or a contributing property within a 
historic district if a certificate of appropriateness was approved by the Historic Preservation & 
Downtown Design Commission under Section § 325-7D(3). The resulting new construction shall 
require a certificate of appropriateness from the Historic Preservation & Downtown Design for a 
property within a historic district. 
Central Business Apartments shall also be required to go through the Planned Unit Development 
process under Section § 550-152. 
Access limitation of dwelling unit to commercial uses. No dwelling unit shall open directly into or 
shall be used in conjunction with a principal or accessory commercial land use. 
 

Decision: 
Under 2017 Wisconsin Act 67: 
62.23 (7) (de) Conditional use permits. 
1. In this paragraph: 
a. “Conditional use” means a use allowed under a conditional use permit, special exception, or other special zoning permission 
issued by a city, but does not include a variance. 
b. “Substantial evidence” means facts and information, other than merely personal preferences or speculation, directly 
pertaining to the requirements and conditions an applicant must meet to obtain a conditional use permit and that reasonable 
persons would accept in support of a conclusion. 
2. a. If an applicant for a conditional use permit meets or agrees to meet all of the requirements and conditions specified in the 
city ordinance or those imposed by the city zoning board, the city shall grant the conditional use permit. Any condition imposed 
must be related to the purpose of the ordinance and be based on substantial evidence. 
b. The requirements and conditions described under subd. 2. a. must be reasonable and, to the extent practicable, 
measurable and may include conditions such as the permit’s duration, transfer, or renewal. The applicant must demonstrate 
that the application and all requirements and conditions established by the city relating to the conditional use are or shall be 
satisfied, both of which must be supported by substantial evidence. The city’s decision to approve or deny the permit must be 
supported by substantial evidence. 
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3. Upon receipt of a conditional use permit application and following publication in the city of a class 2 notice under ch. 985, 
the city shall hold a public hearing on the application. 
4. Once granted, a conditional use permit shall remain in effect as long as the conditions upon which the permit was issued 
are followed, but the city may impose conditions such as the permit’s duration, transfer, or renewal, in addition to any other 
conditions specified in the zoning ordinance or by the city zoning board. 
5. If a city denies a person’s conditional use permit application, the person may appeal the decision to the circuit court under 
the procedures contained in par. (e) 10 
If Plan Commission answers “no” to the last of the questions, above, the CU permit must be denied. 
  
Central Business Apartments shall not be allowed on a historic site or a contributing property located within a historic district 
regulated under Chapter 325 of the City of Watertown Municipal Code. 
     
Options: 
These are the following options, but not limited to, for the Plan Commission based on the information received by the City of 
Watertown Zoning & Floodplain Administrator: 

1. Deny the Conditional Use Permit, based on failure to provide substantial evidence to meet one or more of the 
standards for Central Business Apartments (> 12 Dwelling Units). 
2. Approve the Conditional Use Permit without conditions, based on successfully providing substantial evidence. 
3. Approve the Conditional Use Permit with conditions identified by the Plan Commission 

a. Conditional Use Permit contingent of passage of 111 South Water Street Planned Unit 
Development – General Development Plant/Precise Implementation Plan by the City of 
Watertown Common Council. 

 
Mayor McFarland reviewed the matter: This Conditional Use Permit action addresses the Central Business Apartments 
requirements, the next action is for the General Development Plan and Precise Implementation Plan.  Should this Conditional 
Use Permit be approved, one of the requirements is the passage of the General Development Plan. Mass concurred. 
 
Mayor McFarland called for opinions from the Commissioners: 
 
The following Commissioners expressed their comments: Romlein and Holloway expressed support for the clock tower as an 
asset to the development. 
 
Mayor McFarland, hearing no further comments, called for a motion with the stipulation that this Conditional Use Permit is 
contingent on passage of 111 South Water Street Planned Unit Development – General Development Plant/Precise 
Implementation Plan by the City of Watertown Common Council. 
 
Motion by Romlein, Second Krueger 
Unanimous by voice vote. 
 
6. Review and take action: 111 S. Water Street – Planned Unit Development – General  
Development Plan (GDP) & Precise Implementation Plan (PIP) to develop Central Business  
apartments from November 2, 2021 public hearing at Common Council  
 
Background: 
 
The information from the previous item also applies to this item.   Mr. Jacob Maas, the City of Watertown Zoning & Floodplain 
Administrator also advised the Commission that this is the opportunity to address design issues. 
 
Mr. Arnett is concerned to identify aspects of this project that are not standard conditions applicable to other similar projects 
and is aware that encroachment is one possible aspect and asked for any other aspects that are not standard. 
 
Mayor McFarland and Mr. Maas summarized the exception aspects at issue: 

 
1. An Easement Request for aerial encroachment over the public Right of Way for balconies that was reviewed and 
approved by Public Safety. 
 
 2. The number of floors exception Request from the standard 4 stories to 5 stories which has a companion height 
exemption of the standard 40 feet to over 50 feet. 
 
There are no parking standards in the Central Business District 

 
Mr. Arnett observed that there are an unusually high number of Studio Units and compact parking spaces. 
 
Mr. Patterson responded with a description of the mix of apartments and parking space configurations and the rationale for the 
mix as it presently stands. 
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Mayor McFarland called for other Commissioners’ comments, hearing none - The Mayor endorsed Ms. Holloway’s support for 
the clock tower, and recalled that she believes that in fact, she had suggested the architectural element in previous 
discussions with the Builder. It is the Mayor’s opinion that the clock tower is an asset to the project, complements our history 
and would be an attractive element near the Town Square. 
 
Ms. Huff opined further support for the clock tower.  It holds synergy with the Town Square, she is comfortable with the 
element, and we should press forward with the matter. 
 
As a person that receives a lot of feedback every day, Mayor McFarland shared “ there is a lot of heartache about the 
multicolored buildings up near that area, a lot of personal angst that there from people that drive by and just blinded by the 
colors and mixed textures. So I’m not saying that in an effort to say that there are just too many here. I’m just saying that to 
make sure that this is definitely feedback that we hear.  Personally, when I look at the design, I really appreciate the more 
earthy muted tone, the yellow is tough for me, but I say that as someone that is not educated in this area.  I think it is because 
one of the building people really struggle with on Water Street is yellow.  I’d had a lot of feedback about this complex where 
one building is yellow, a bluish grey, a mixed brick. I really like the color pallet, love the dark mat, the dark feel, and the 
wrought iron look.  It’s just when I look at the different sides of the building, it feels like there is one too many. I almost want to 
see the same color on both sides, but I’m not going to hold you to that. I feel that the color pallet is generally appropriate and 
appealing. It’s just that that yellow - and I understand the desire to have it be brighter and I wonder if maybe they couldn’t lean 
towards a brighter grey — and my husband would be laughing now because my entire house is grey!  …” I really appreciate - I 
saw some renderings today of the courtyard area and I think it looks really appropriate and fantastic. I’m really excited with the 
first floor retail and how it blends into the multidimensional aspects of the building.  The murals, I prefer not to have murals just 
because of the maintenance perspective but this is one mural that we would never have to repaint so that’s a develop 
preference for me. We’ve seen other areas where people have talked about historical rendering, I know that this is not a 
popular position to have - but we can almost have too many of those. 
 
There is something planned for the Town Square, and I just want to be mindful not to have too many of those historical 
renderings.  
 
We have a historical downtown.   Yes, but I think we are always very conscious of that, but I think to Commissioner Huff’s 
point, where do we strike that balance of continually showing history?  We are showing it in the architecture, the textures and 
in the metal, the choices of brick. That’s where it’s at for me more than in a photo.  
 
I know that I have said it once, but it is worthy to say it again. The amount of excitement that is being generated around this 
project is incredible.  People call in and ask to be put on the waiting list - we obviously do not control one.  
 
So I think for the amount of careful discussion that has gone through getting to this juncture it is incredibly exciting getting 
renderings in front of us that depict what we can most closely expect just a couple of years from now - so anyone else would 
like to provide any comments or questions?” 
 
 
Mayor McFarland asked for and Mr. Maas provided an explanation of Commissioners options for further action. 
 
Engineer Holloway asked if the approval option listed included approval of each of the two standard exceptions, encroachment 
and the five stories with the accompanying height variance.  
 
Mr. Mass affirmed that it does include the approval. 
 
Mr. Board asked if the Watertown Fire Department could engage a fire in a five-story building. 
 
Mayor McFarland answered that it has been confirmed that the City of Watertown Fire Department can engage a fire in a five-
story building. 
 
Hearing no further comments or discussion, Mayor McFarland asked for a motion. 
 
Motion to Approve by Krueger, Second by Romlein. 
Mr. Arnett asked for a reading of the motion. 
 
Mayor McFarland replied, “The motion is to approve the ordinance as written which already includes conditions. There are no 
other conditions other than those listed in the drafted ordinance.” 
 
Hearing no further comments, the Mayor called the Vote. 
Unanimous Approval by voice vote 
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8. Review and take action: 1107 S. Ninth Street – Loeb & Co., LLP preliminary Certified Survey Map  
request  
Mayor confirmed that the matter was discussed with the applicant, no further action was needed, and called for a motion to 
adjourn. 
9. Adjournment  
 
Adjournment 
Motion to adjourn by Holloway, Second by Romlein 
Unanimous by voice vote 
 
Meeting closed at 5.02 p.m. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
James W. Romlein Sr. PE 
Recording Secretary 
 
Note: These meeting notes are uncorrected, and any corrections made will thereto be noted in the proceedings at 
which these minutes are approved. 
 
 


