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CITY OF MEDINA  
PLANNING COMMISSION  

Meeting Minutes 
Tuesday April 10, 2018 

  
1. Call to Order: Chairperson White called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 
 

Present:  Planning Commissioners Aaron Amic, Dino DesLauriers, Kerby Nester, Robin 
Reid, Janet White, and Rashmi Williams. 
 
Absent: Planning Commissioner Todd Albers. 
 
Also Present:  City Planner Dusty Finke. 

 
2. Public Comments on Items not on the Agenda 

 
No comments made. 

 
3. Update from City Council Proceedings 

 
Cousineau provided an update on recent City Council activity including the final approval of 
the School Lake Nature Preserve, establishing the storm sewer taxing district.  She stated that, 
if feasible, the Council directed staff to submit an application for a bike path along CR 101.  
She reported that the Council approved the changes to the R-1, R-2, and R-3 districts as 
recommended by the Planning Commission.  She stated that the business tour and business 
forum occurred and provided a brief update.   
 
Finke provided additional information on a survey that was provided to current business 
owners which allowed the business owners to provide feedback on strengths and weaknesses 
of doing business in Medina. 
 
Cousineau reported that the Council also approved the Maxxon Site Plan.  She stated that 
staff is discussing Brockton Lane improvements with the City of Plymouth.  She stated that 
the Council held the Board of Appeal and Equalization this past week to hear testimony and 
noted that an additional meeting will be held the following week to make decisions.   
 
DesLauriers asked if the field is getting new lights or whether it is replacement of the existing 
lights. 
 
Finke confirmed that the lights are replacements.   
 

4. Planning Department Report 
 
Finke provided an update.   

 
5. Public Hearing – Ordinance Amendment to Chapter 8 of the City Code 

Regarding Regulations Related to Lighting and Sign Illumination 
 
Finke provided information on an interim ordinance enacted on lighting without shielding 
and specifically in regard to a parcel that received complaints regarding lighting in the past 
and then brought forth a similar request.  He stated that the trend is now to replace lighting 
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with LED.  He noted that the City has brightness limitations on lighting that is not downcast, 
under existing code.  He stated that while the measurement that was used under the ordinance 
was a common way to measure incandescent lighting, it does not adequately measure LED 
lighting.  He stated that the City wanted to ensure that the Code would adequately measure 
the brightness of LED lighting.  He stated that because the LED lighting is more efficient, 
you can make brighter, bigger signs using less energy.  He stated that staff spoke with other 
communities and determined that most communities do not measure the brightness of signage 
and decorative lighting.  He stated that Bloomington has an extensive set of regulations and 
that planner was very helpful in gathering information.  He noted that staff also spoke with 
lighting companies and engineers to gather data.  He stated that the main concern is that the 
unshielded blue lights will cause problems with the adjacent residential development.  He 
went over some of the options that were reviewed.  He stated that measuring in NITs has 
proven to be a more effective way to measure LED lighting.  He provided photographs as an 
example.  He stated that he recently met with a property owner on an unrelated issue that 
desired to place a dynamic display on their property, but explained that the current code 
requires at least 400 feet of frontage to have a dynamic display.  He provided background 
information stating that the City had concern that dynamic displays could cause problems if 
allowed on smaller street frontage areas.  He stated that in the experience of the City, the 
dynamic signs have not caused a problem as long as the requirements on brightness are met.  
He stated that therefore staff would support allowing dynamic displays on properties with 
lesser frontage.  He stated that dynamic displays are only allowed to change once per minute 
and therefore cannot be animated and advised that those elements would remain in code.  He 
stated that the dynamic displays count against the signage allowed on the property and 
therefore the property would need to give up part of the traditional signage in order to have a 
dynamic display.  He stated that staff is suggesting a limitation of 500 NITs for signage.  He 
stated that the lighting ordinance currently only applies to non-residential properties.  He 
stated that the City Code currently includes a curfew element, which would require the 
signage to be turned off at 11:00 p.m. or when the business closes.  He stated that the curfew 
is not enforced and therefore staff suggests removing the curfew requirement for signage.  He 
stated that the other curfew is for glass enclosed areas and noted that staff does not 
recommend removing that curfew.  He noted that staff currently does not have a method to 
measure NITs and provided additional information on the cost and maintenance of a meter.   
 
Amic asked the number of sign permits the City receives on an annual basis. 
 
Finke replied perhaps five to ten permits per year.   
 
Reid asked for details on reducing the frontage requirement from 400 feet to no requirement.   
 
Finke agreed that it would remove that limitation, but explained that the dynamic display 
would still need to meet the other elements of the sign ordinance.   
 
Reid asked if any applicant other than Holiday has asked for the tube lighting around a 
building. 
 
Finke stated that there are other businesses that use that type of architectural lighting and 
provided examples.  He noted that the language would ensure that the lighting is legally 
installed and would not be grandfathered in.   
 
Reid asked if that type of lighting could simply be prohibited. 
 
Finke confirmed that could be an option to consider.  He stated that the Commission could 
also consider using the tube lighting against the total allowed signage for the site.  He 
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provided additional details on the reasoning behind choosing 500 NITs.  He noted that the 
banding could be prohibited in certain districts, or adjacent to certain districts, if desired.  He 
stated that might be the best choice if the Commission is attempting to avoid residential 
properties from seeing the lights. 
 
Reid stated that when she moved to Medina you could see the stars.  She stated that as 
development has increased, it becomes harder to see the stars and perhaps it would be nice to 
have limitations on residential lighting in the future.   
 
DesLauriers stated that he agrees that there should be some limitation on the LED tubing.  He 
also agreed that it would be helpful to have limitations on residential lighting, but believed 
that it would be harder to measure things like Christmas lights.   
 
Reid noted that it is helpful to anticipate these types of activities.   
 
DesLauriers agreed with removing the requirement for 400 feet of frontage for dynamic 
signs. 
 
Williams asked why other communities do not regulate the issue. 
 
Finke explained that it is a complicated issue and therefore many communities do not want to 
get into the topic. 
 
White asked the difference between the Highway 55 Rental sign and the Medina 
Entertainment Center sign. 
 
Finke explained that some signs already had scrolling text and therefore are “grandfathered” 
in.   
 
White asked if there have been any complaints from residential properties after the City 
started using LED lights on street lighting. 
 
Finke confirmed that the City has received complaints.  He stated that the lighting question is 
relevant in terms of what the City would want to spec and how that could be enforced with 
private utility companies.  He noted that a requirement could also be set on the number of 
street lights within a neighborhood.  He stated that currently the City requires downcast 
lighting for new developments.  He noted that when older street lights with cobra heads are 
switched to LED, that does cause concern.  He stated that LED lighting tends to have a more 
blue appearance which can impact sleep habits.  He noted that while that discussion is 
relevant, it is not necessarily an element of this study.   
 
White opened the public hearing at 7:54 p.m. 
 
Todd Lecy, owner of Adams Pest Control, stated that they have a property along the 
highway.  He stated that they currently have a reader board, but that can be a pain to change 
the lettering.  He noted that a dynamic display would allow them to change the message 
without having to go into the outdoor elements.  He stated that while he would love to have 
animation, he understands that is not allowed.  He referenced the blue lighting used by 
Holiday and noted that those lights are a beacon from far away.  He noted that perhaps it not 
be allowed adjacent to residential properties.  He stated that the blue lighting is part of the 
Holiday brand and perhaps that tubing be counted against the square footage of their allotted 
signage. 
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Amic asked if ants could pull the message along when the message changes. 
 
Finke replied that the message cannot scroll. 
 
Mr. Lecy noted that there are signs in the City that currently have a scrolling message and 
when an animation occurs the message is not showing, and therefore that element happens 
quickly.  He stated that moving displays and animation have been around for a long time.  He 
stated that they can live without the animation and simply want an easier way to change the 
message on their sign. 
 
Reid confirmed that the dynamic sign would be allowed for the business if the 400-foot 
frontage requirement is removed. 
 
White closed the public hearing at 7:59 p.m. 
 
Amic stated that he agrees with the changes and agrees that the blue light is part of the 
Holiday brand.  He stated that he would agree with not allowing the tubing towards 
residential development and that it should count against the total allotted signage. 
 
DesLauriers agreed. 
 
Williams agreed and noted that she would remove the 400-foot frontage requirement. 
 
Nester stated that she agreed with the statements made.  She stated that she would not allow 
the scrolling, as that can be distracting to drivers. 
 
White also agreed.  She believes that the Highway 55 corridor should remain safe and she 
would not want that area to be lit up during the night.  She stated that she does not mind the 
banding around the sign, but would not want to see that around buildings.  
 
Reid confirmed the consensus of the Commission, that the banding should be counted in the 
500 NITs calculation. 
 
White agreed that the scrolling should be limited, as it currently stands in the ordinance.  She 
stated that she has concerns with residential, as lighting can be installed to provide safety, but 
can also be intrusive.  She noted that residential lighting will not have an easy solution and 
therefore she would rather address that element in the future.  She agreed that there should be 
a lighting standard for new developments. 
 
Williams stated that they have flood lights on their property because it is more rural and there 
is concern from predators when their animals are outside.   
 
Amic stated that he would support continuing not to enforce the night curfew, but keeping 
that language in just in case the City needs to enforce that element in the future.   
 
Reid agreed that she would like to see the curfew remain.   

 
Motion by Reid, seconded by Amic, to recommend approval of the ordinance amendments 
related to lighting and signage with the following changes: leave in curfew for signs, count 
any decorative banding towards allowed signage, and prohibit decorative light banding 
adjacent to residential.  Motion carries unanimously.  (Absent: Albers) 

 
6. Lot Line Rearrangement Review Process 
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Finke stated that according to the ordinance, the Commission is supposed to review lot line 
rearrangement, but noted that there is not a lot of discretion on the part of the City if the 
request meets the requirements.  He stated that the requests have not been coming to the 
Planning Commission and therefore would ask that the Commission waive the review unless 
deemed appropriate by City staff or City Council.  He noted that subdivisions and lot splits 
would still come before the Commission, but would prefer to keep lot line rearrangement as 
administrative as possible. 
 
DesLauriers stated that he is okay waiving the right to review, but would like to see the 
requests in the Commission packet as a matter of staying aware of what is happening in the 
community.   

 
Motion by DesLauriers, seconded by Williams, to recommend that Planning Commission 
review of lot line rearrangements be waived unless review is deemed appropriate by City 
staff or the City Council.  Motion carries unanimously.  (Absent: Albers) 
 

7. Call Special Meeting – Tuesday, May 15, 2018 at 6:00 p.m. 
 

Finke provided a brief overview of the agenda for the special meeting.   
 

Motion by Amic, seconded by Reid, to call a special meeting on Tuesday, May 15, 2018 at 
6:00 p.m.  Motion carries unanimously.  (Absent: Albers) 

 
8. Approval of the February 13, 2018 Draft Planning Commission Meeting Minutes. 
 

Motion by DesLauriers, seconded by Amic, to approve the February 13, 2018, Planning 
Commission minutes as presented.  Motion carries unanimously. (Absent: Albers) 

 
9. Council Meeting Schedule 

 
Finke advised that the Council will be meeting the following Tuesday and DesLauriers 
volunteered to attend in representation of the Commission. 

 
10. Adjourn  
 

Motion by Reid, seconded by Williams, to adjourn the meeting at 8:19 p.m.  Motion carried 
unanimously. 


