EUREKA TOWNSHIP

Dakota County, State of Minnesota
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
June 30, 2026

Call to Order
Vice Chair Heyda called the Planning Commission meeting to order at 7:00pm and the Pledge of
Allegiance was given.

Commissioners Present: Dan Heyda (Vice Chair)
Brian Storlie (Commissioner)
Steven Helgeson (Commissioner)

Others present: Amy Liberty (Deputy Clerk), Troy Gilchrist (Township Attorney),

Nate Sparks (WSB Planner), Bill Clancy, Andy & Blanca Leippintz, Susan Bachman-West, Lee
West, Tommy West, Tyler West, Justin Miller, Mirella Miller, Melissa Littfin-Hughes, Heather
Johnson, Linda & Jeff Otto, Mike VonRuden, Logan VonRuden, Jim & Carol Cooper, Barbara
Bachman, Shannon Murphy, Kelly & Nevada Romsdah], Linda Ripley, Ken Olstad, Sarah & Mike
Mahoney, Brian McGregor, Julie Backes, Donald Pflaum, Mark Pflaum

Approval of the Agenda
The Commissioners approved the agenda, and the Vice Chair proceeded with the meeting.

Permit Requests

Romsdahl, Nevada & Kelly, 24530 Iceland Path, PID 13-24660-10-010 *Small shed

Nevada and Kelly Romsdahl appeared before the Planning Commission regarding their
application for a permit to place a 288-square-foot prefabricated shed on their property. It was
clarified that a pre-approval inspection for moving the building onto the property was not
required because the manufacturer will provide the required building specifications.

Motion: Vice Chair Heyda moved to recommend to the Town Board approval of building permit
for PID 13-24660-10-010. Commissioner Helgeson seconded. Motion carried 3-0.

Martin, Eric & Heather, 25755 Dodd Blvd., PID13-01900-54-010 *Front porch
The property owners and their contractor were not in attendance. The Planning Commission
reviewed the application based on the submitted materials and found no questions or concerns.

Motion: Vice Chair Heyda moved to recommend approval to the Town Board on permit
application for PID13-01900-54-010. Commissioner Helgeson seconded. Motion carried 3-0.

Bridges, Sarah, 10111 267t St. W., PID 13-03000-51-011 *Addition

The Commissioners reviewed the submitted materials. The contractor representing Sarah
Bridges, MKVR, was present to answer questions. It was noted the contractor’s prior work on
the property and history of compliance.

Motion: Commissioner Helgeson moved to recommend approval for building permit
PID 13-03000-51-011. Vice Chair Heyda seconded. Motion carried 3-0.




Public Hearing #1 The purpose of this public hearing is to receive public comments and consider
a recommendation to the Town Board regarding minor amendments to Chapters 216 and 240 of
the Eureka Town Code.

Public Comment opened at 7:34pm
Vice Chair Heyda communicated the procedures and the expected conduct of this public hearing
and opened public comment.

The Deputy Clerk read comments submitted by Ashley Schultze, 26851 Ipava Ave, who was
unable to attend the meeting. These comments are attached to the end of the meeting minutes.

The following individuals spoke before the Commissioners and submitted full written
comments for the record, which are attached at the end of these meeting minutes.

1. Bill Clancy, 25511 Ipava Ave,
2. Jeff Otto, 25580 Dodd Blvd.

Linda Ripley, 9460 235% St. W.

Ms. Ripley expressed concerns regarding the proposed amendments for Chapters 216 and 240,
stating that these changes should not be considered minor. Ms. Ripley requested that the
definition and scope of the proposed laydown yard be clearly defined and that similar
regulations from other municipalities be reviewed before a decision is made.

Donald Pflaum, 5256 225% St. W.

Mr. Pflaum requested that the Township consider discussions regarding laydown yards
associated with utilities and railroads. The resident expressed concerns about the length of time
equipment, materials, and railroad ties may remain on-site and encouraged the Township to
explore available timelines, controls, and communication with these entities.

Public Comment closed at 7:53pm

The Commission discussed the proposed ordinance language for laydown yards associated with
mining and utility projects. The Township Attorney explained that the ordinance establishes
baseline standards, while project-specific conditions, including the length of time a laydown
yard may operate, would be addressed through the Interim Use Permit (IUP) process. Following
discussion, the Commissioners agreed to remove mining from the list of allowed interim uses so
that any future mining-related laydown yard requests would be reviewed and considered on a
case-by-case basis.

For the second modification, the Commissioner’s agreed increasing the animal unit limit from 5
to 10 units is more in line with neighboring township standards.

Motion: Vice Chair Heyda moved to recommend approval with modifications to the Town Board
for an ordinance amending various sections in Chapters 216 and 240 of the Eureka Town Code.
The first change would be in Section 2, subsection D, and in subsection 5, we would like to
exclude lay down yard for mining. And then in Section 6, we would like to change five animal
units to ten animal units. Supervisor Brian Storlie seconded. Motion carried 3-0.




Public Hearing #2 The purpose of this public hearing is to solicit public response to several
proposed text amendments to Chapter 240 Zoning, of the Eureka Town Code, related to indoor
growth facilities.

Vice Chair Heyda invited Nate Sparks, WSB Planner, to present the proposed text amendments.
The meeting packet included the draft ordinance amendments for review. Mr. Sparks provided
additional background on the proposed indoor growth facility amendments, noting that the
intent is to address potential higher intensity uses associated with large agricultural structures
while maintaining compatibility with the Township’s agricultural character. He explained that
the proposed amendments would require an Interim Use Permit for certain indoor growth
facilities that exceed accessory structure size limits or are proposed on properties without a
principal structure, allowing the Township to review impacts such as location, scale, and
compatibility.

Commissioner Helgeson asked if it is known that indoor growing facilities would create higher
traffic impacts compared to traditional outdoor agricultural uses. Mr. Sparks clarified that while
outdoor agricultural operations can occasionally create temporary increases in traffic, such as
during harvest periods, those impacts have not historically been an issue in the Township.
Outdoor agriculture is also more difficult to regulate through zoning due to the lack of
structures involved. The primary concern being addressed is indoor agricultural facilities,
where the intensity of use and associated traffic impacts may differ from traditional crop and
field operations.

Commissioner Brian Storlie asked whether the proposed amendment would require an IUP for
agricultural buildings on separate parcel IDs, even when the parcels are contiguous and under
common ownership. The concern was whether a property owner with a residence on one
parcel would need an IUP to construct a shed or agricultural building on the remaining
commonly owned parcels. Mr. Sparks clarified that parcels could potentially be considered
together if they are contiguous and under common ownership; however, an IUP requirement
would likely still apply.

Public Comment opened at 8:34pm

Vice Chair Heyda asked the Deputy Clerk if any written comments had been submitted by the
deadline on behalf of individuals who were unable to attend the meeting. The Deputy Clerk
confirmed that written comments had been received and read letters from Andy Leipntz, owner
of South Cedar Greenhouses, and Eric Nordlie, an employee of Bachman's at the 23000 Cedar
Avenue South location.

The following individuals spoke before the Commissioners and submitted full written
comments for the record, which are attached at the end of these meeting minutes.

Bill Clancy, 25511 Ipava Ave.

Susan Bachman West, 26347 Galaxie Ave.
Thomas West, 26347 Galaxie Ave.

Tyler West, 26347 Galaxie Ave.

Justin Miller, 23205 Cedar Ave.

Mirella Miller, 23205 Cedar Ave.

Marissa Litthin-Hughes, 23205 Cedar Ave.
Barbara Bachman, 26401 Galaxie Ave.
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Carol Cooper, 26437 Galaxie Ave.

Ms. Cooper stated that the proposed ordinance is inconsistent with the Township's 2040
Comprehensive Plan, which supports and promotes agriculture and its economic sustainability.
She also questioned the proposed definition of agriculture, "Any use that meets the definition of
agriculture in Minnesota Rules, Part 5200.0260," stating it relates to wage and labor regulations
and excludes greenhouse labor. Ms. Cooper suggested using the broader definition in Minnesota
Statutes Chapter 273 and expressed support for Conditional Use Permits (CUPs) over Interim
Use Permits (IUPs), citing the need for greater long-term certainty for agricultural businesses.

Brian McGregor, 26345 Galaxie Ave.
Mr. McGregor expressed opposition to the proposed ordinance, particularly the use of Interim
Use Permits (IUPs), stating they would discourage agricultural operations.

Julie Backes, 22553 Denmark Ave.

Ms. Backes opposed the proposed ordinance, stating that greenhouses are essential to the
economic viability of local vegetable farming by extending the growing season and supporting
farmers market sales. She expressed concern that requiring an Interim Use Permit (IUP) or
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for future greenhouse expansion would create uncertainty,
hinder long-term investment, and negatively impact the ability of long-standing family farms to
continue and grow their agricultural operations.

Donald Pflaum, 5256 225% St. W.

Donald Pflaum urged the Planning Commission to reject the proposed ordinance, stating it
would unfairly burden long-standing farms, nurseries, and greenhouses while failing to address
the original concerns that prompted the ordinance. He went on to say that the proposal would
increase regulation, discourage agricultural businesses, and further erode public trust in
Township decision-making.

Heather Johnson, (Bachman’s employee Cedar Ave.)

Ms. Johnson stated that many of her concerns had already been addressed by previous
speakers. She shared additional concerns that the proposed ordinance could limit the growth
and expansion of greenhouse operations, including retail opportunities and community
activities such as educational tours and customer events.

Mark Pflaum, 6100 225t% St. W,

Mark Pflaum expressed support for local agricultural operations, and concern that the proposed
ordinance could limit greenhouse and farm-related businesses. He also noted the frustration
expressed by residents and encouraged the Township to consider the importance of
agriculture, community support, and maintaining public trust when making decisions.

Public Comment closed at 9:27pm

The Commissioners discussed the proposed ordinance changes and the requirement of interim
use permits (IUPs) for certain agricultural structures. The public expressed concerns that the
current approach could discourage agriculture, particularly greenhouse operations, by creating
barriers to financing and implementation.




The Planning Commission discussed potential alternatives, including using conditional use
permits (CUPs) instead of IUPs, and considered whether the threshold for requiring permits
was too low. The Commissioners understood that performance standards on larger operations
are needed, but putting “the hammer” on smaller operations is not necessary. A middle ground
must be found. It was ultimately concluded that significant modifications would be needed to
make the ordinance more appropriate for their community, with one Commissioner suggesting
that doing nothing might not be ideal but implementing the current proposal would be worse.

Motion: Vice Chair Heyda moved to deny this ordinance draft at this time. I would recommend
with that, that possibly a roundtable meeting with the Town Board to go over some of these
concerns that were addressed at the public hearing tonight should be in order. Supervisor
Helgeson seconded.

The Township Attorney clarified that the Planning Commission's action was to forward the
proposed ordinance to the Town Board with a recommendation for denial while also
encouraging the Town Board to consider holding a roundtable discussion to further review the
concerns raised during the public hearing.

The Commission confirmed this was the intent of the motion. Motion carried 3-0.

Unfinished Business

Community Event

The Planning Commission finalized items and assigned tasks for the July 21st Community
Connect night.

Approval of Meeting Minutes

Motion: Vice Chair Heyda moved to approve the meeting minutes from the May 07, 2026,
Special Town Board meeting and the May 26, 2026, Planning Commission meeting.
Commissioner Helgeson seconded. Motion carried 3-0.

Adjournment
Motion: Vice Chair Heyda moved to adjourn. Commissioner Brian Storlie seconded.
Motion carried 3-0.

Respectfully submitted,

Ann. Ubech”

Amy L1b® Deputy Clerk

Minutes Officially Approved byﬁ// on: / *ﬂ?g A0

Planning Commission Vice Chair Date
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PUBLIC HEARING SPEAKER LIST

EUREKA TOWNSHIP
June 30, 2026

PUBLIC HEARING-Minor Amendments to CHAPTER 216 and 240 of the Eureka Town Code

If you would like to make a comment during tonight’s public hearing portion, please provide

your name and address below. Speakers will be called in the order they are listed.
*If you would like your comments to be included in the official meeting minutes, you must submit the
comments in writing to the Township Clerks.

PRINT NAME ADDRESS
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This revision of 240-43 as presented, increases limits and creates more challenges to property
owners to utitize their land.

As you look at the new revision of the 240-43 performance standards please consider, if the limit
cannot be removed, in Section B, that it could be increased to up to 10 animal units, without an IUP
needed. This number would match the limits of neighboring townships while making it easier for
Eureka Township residents to use and enjoy their property.

| feel this increase to the limit is unlikely to cause an increase of animals in the township but would
help to create more compliance for properties and animals already within the Township.

If a person would like more than what their property is allowed or more than 10 animal units an [UP
would be the next step for properties under 40 acres.

Subsection b. of Section C. as written would limit the effectiveness of an IUP. Consider that the
revised Section C, subsection b., pertaining to animal unit density include the additional wording of
“or to animal density approved in [UP” The point of having a [UP for animal density is to allow each
property the ability to prove that the land and owners can manage and handle the amount of animal
units desired.

At past meetings | have provided information on silvopastures and agroforestry systems that show
that “wooded/trees” areas should not be included in what is considered “unsuitable land” in
section C, subsection a.

Thank you,
Ashley Schultze
26851 Ipava Ave




Citizen Input - Public Hearing - Eureka Township June 30 2026 Laydown Yard Mining

Bill Clancy 25511 lpava Ave Lakeville MN 55044

First let’s find our common ground. | am confident that we all agree on at least one thing;
specifically, that we are all on earth “temporarily”. For me, | always thought that meant 40
years max, but here | am at 75 years with an unknown timeframe remaining. Some folks
here tonight listening probably wish my “temporary” status had ended vesterday.

Which brings us directly to changes in our Town Ordinances to both allow and now define a
“Laydown Yard”.

Section 240-64 proposal reads “A laydown yard is a specific area on a site where tools,
materials, equipment, and vehicles are temporarily stored when not in use.”,

We have had numerous mines operating successfully in the Township for many decades,
all of course using materials, equipment and vehicles, all inherent in mining activity.

Thus, | am uncertain of the driving reason nor of the intent of having created Laydown Yards
as a permitted use....exactly what is the desired needed ad outcome versus the unmtended
outcome,

And now upon defining that use the proposal puts no maximum timeframe in the permitted
use, perhaps thinking to address “later” via an [UP specific language.

Normally a 'tlmeframe2 would be incorporated into the definition, such as a temporary
building is onhe that can only be allowed for six months. Nor does the definition tie into
whether the equipment is operable or disabled funk, such as for parked cars at residences.

So as petrrttectand-proposed to be defined; the difference between tools, material,
equipment and vehicles being used daily inherent in an active mine and all of the same
stuff sitting unused inoperable is allowed. A Laydown Yard may equal a Junk Yard.

Unfortunately, we already have an example. As vou drive south on Dodd from the
intersection of Hwy 70 and just at entrance to Township, a long line of heavy-duty earth
moving equipment was placed on display a few years ago.... A long line of old equipment
sitting idle. For the owner, this perhaps is a proud collection of equipment used over many
years. For some people driving by the display is an unattractive eyesore at best. The good
news is you are driving at least 55 mph and itis a fleeting glimpse. The bad news is imagine
that type of “collection” out your kitchen window, in what used to be a beautiful farmer’s
field. How do vou like it now?




For some reason the board has already made this a permitted use and definition now
proposes zero time limits.

So, when July Larson decides to stop farming this land outside these windows, sells the
land to an equipment dealer who wanis to park obsolete equipment here, does the
Township plan to deny said use even though it is already permitted by our own ordinance,
possibly creating perceived basis of lawsuit? Correctly written ordinances including
definitions narrow the permitied use up front, not later.

The permitted use of a Laydown Yard is questionable at best, the proposed definitionis so
wide you could drive a trucl.....or hundreds of other vehicles.... through it.

Thank you.




My name is Jeff Otto, residing at 25580 Dodd Blvd. for over 25 years.

My comments will focus on the amendment to Ordinance 240 Zoning and 216 Subdivision. In
addition, due to limited speaking time, I am submitting a separate document identifying seven
related examples of clearly illegal Township actions just since early 2025.

What is on display tonight includes a clear demonstration of the significance of a seemingly minor
isolated change, made out of context, that can have a major, negative impact to the overall structure
of Ordinance law.

The past 3-1/2 years have shown a growing institutional ignorance of Eureka’s zoning structure
carefully placed in Ordinance since 1982 to early 2023. My addendum will demonstrate this. One of
these also involved Town Attorney Gilchrist who, in a writing May 7, also did not catch a key error
of omission involved in a proper legal process that has existed in Ordinance for 13 years and legal
reality for 44 years.

Zoning has been a particular specialty of mine during 20 years of service to the people of Eureka.
This has included serving as Chair of the Town Board plus as a volunteer member of four special
task force studies. I chaired two of them that resulted in major Ordinance improvements. I have also
provided free training seminars on unique features of Eureka zoning that are unlike any of the other
1,870 townships in Minnesota.

Section 1 referencing Chapter 216-7(D) and D(2) “Lot line adjustment” is incorrect terminology
in this context that Dakota County has not used since at least August 2000. I had discovered a
boundary error and was informed by Dakota County to handle it as a Lot Split via the Township. I
did and it was approved August 8, 2000, as recorded in Town files and subsequent County records.

This is an example of a wording edit left incomplete in Feb. 2023 when that Board suddenly
terminated a major update review, led by me, of 4 Ordinance Chapters. They were left in an
incomplete state, also cutting off follow-on review to update forms, process terms, and procedures
that have had real consequences. ,
The next paragraph D(2)(b) references “nonconforming use permit”. In 2004, a new feature was
put in place called “nonconforming use registration” to recognize more than a dozen small
businesses in place that had not been propetly issued any type of permit. The difference between the
terms permit and registration can have significantly different legal standing.

Section 7 refers to Definitions Section 240-64 to add a new definition for “Laydown Yard”. Why is
there no specification of any type applying a practical limit to the size and duration of such a feature
relative to the size of a parcel? It would potentially allow an entire parcel containing junk to be
called a Laydown Yard. This is a classic example of throwing in a new term with no serious thought
given to possible impact on neighbors.

Chapter 240-64 contains many definitions including 10 already present in Section 240-3. Two
of those directly contradict carefully vetted definitions in 240-9. Why haven’t these two Sections
been properly consolidated? I suspect the original error occurred in Feb. 2023 when outside firm
General Code LLC moved the original Definitions Chapter en masse into 240-64, another example
of the money wasted every year with that firm. The Definitions Chapter had actually been reduced




by the 10 definitions already in 240-9, but apparently the Board didn’t inform new-at-the-time Clerk
Atwater to include it with the other Chapters forwarded to General Code for merging.

I have written five information emails to all 12 Township administrators during 2023-early 2026
summarizing these needs, but not a single letter was acknowledged by anyone or placed on any
agenda to even discuss.

The pressing responsibilities of the clerks have clearly not allowed time to fully understand
zoning and related Ordinance features. They have initiated seven clearly illegal actions just in the
past 12 months. Two newly elected Board members and a newly appointed Planning Commission
member have not been able to stop some errors from moving forward because none of the other
supervising Planning Commission and Board members since early 2023 have corrected any of the
growing number of errors and won’t listen.

This is evidence of a massive loss of institutional knowledge, clearly jeopardizing the
Ordinance-granted rights of property owners to develop their properties without negative
impact to neighbors.

Intellect and intent alone are no substitute for actual earned knowledge.




Addendum to Comments by Jeff Otto at the June 30, 2026 Amendment Hearing

The corrections I addressed in my Hearing comments are but small symptoms of a much
broader, massive loss of institutional knowledge. This clearly jeopardizes the Ordinance-
granted rights of property owners to develop their properties while also undermining carefully
balanced protections. The specific amendment changes this date demonstrate that even minor
changes out of context can lead to contradictions and legal errors in the broader scope of a
major ordinance.

I acknowledge that both clerks have been positive members of Eureka's township
administration, genuinely interested in serving our residents. Clerk/Treasurer Liz Atwater's most
critical responsibility is as Treasurer, requiring accuracy and timeliness of both internal and external
reporting that has been excellent. Deputy Clerk/Treasurer Amy Liberty is also a dedicated but part
time staff member supporting and reporting to Clerk Atwater. An apparent recent directive from the
Board has changed this atmosphere, however.

There are documents on file and Ordinance text that prove the illegality and incompleteness of
the examples summarized below.

Error 1: In January 2025, Mr. Dave King sought to do a lot split and Housing Right Transfer
to accommodate plans for a family member to be able to build next to his existing home.

Clerk Atwater prepared a document affirming that the new parcel could use the Shared Right from
QQ 0471. This directly contradicts the clear Ordinance language that a Shared Right can NOT
be transferred out of a QQ Section unless the other potential claimants agree to release their
potential claim on it. I pointed this out and the incorrect action was not taken.

Error 2: When ready 3 months later, the King Transfer Right was first placed on the no longer
existing PID 13-00400-75-020 . How can anyone imagine that a Housing Right could be placed on
a non-existent property?

Error 3: The King Transfer Right was then illegally Transferred to the farm property that
already had a house in place in QQ 0473. This is a direct violation of the Ordinance prohibition of

placing a Housing Right on a property that already has a Housing Right, in this case with a 1997
house.

Error 4: Mr. Dave Tonsager requested a housing density review related to QQ Sections 2171
and 2177. Mr. Tonsager's desire was to determine if a family member could build nearby in QQ
2171 and if there was an unused Housing Right in place. This potentially involves whether a density
cap is in play.

On April 9, 2026, Clerk Atwater produced a document for Board consideration recommending
action needed that was an incomplete and a clearly illegal interpretation of actual Ordnance
language for this sitnation.

A key oversight by both Clerk Atwater and Attorney Gilchrist, in his email of May 7, is what
the status of a nearby undeveloped PID 13-02100-78-012 is. It is 99% likely to be a




Grandfathered Housing Right based on several nearby historical details. This directly impacts what
possible path may be allowable, but no guidance was provided to Mr. Tonsager.

Error 5: "Housing Right Application Review Process" document.
This document was included in the 5/12/2026 Board meeting packet. I do not know if the Planning
Commission had an opportunity to review the new Procedure document.

The most egregious and illegal procedure in this incomplete and poorly worded document is in
step 6 "Historical Comparison". It states:

"Compare the current parcel configuration against the 1982 Township reference map. Determine if
the lot qualifies as a Grandfathered lot per ordinances referenced above."

This determination step is completely illegal, unnecessary, and in direct conflict with the
proper clear text of the Ordinance. The actual Ordinance construct is not simply Eureka's but is
based on higher authority from Dakota County and the State of Minnesota.

Error 6: Housing Right Verification on PID 13-01100-50-010, owned by G Michael Northrup
The motion recommended by the clerks is improper based on incomplete information about the
subject property that has not been properly verified. The County’s GIS satellite image shows a
structure that resembles a house with attached garage in the west QQ 1153 that is not included in the
Property Sketch, a clear omission by the County. It does not look like a conventional rectangle
common to farm buildings or accessory storage buildings.

The actual nature and status of this structure in QQ 1153 must be determined by inspection
before any recommendation may be made about Housing Right 1153a. If inspection shows it to
be a house structure, even if currently unoccupied, it possesses the Native Housing Right in
QQ 1153 while it stands.

Error 7: Housing Right Verification on PID 13-01400-02-010 owned by G Michael Northrup.
This action and decumentation recommended by the clerks is illegal due to being incomplete
and inaccurate. This again demonstrates a complete misunderstanding of the important protection
and impact of potential Grandfather status. This determination directly affects whether there is a
Shared Right available or no available Right in QQ 1415.

General Issues

Clerical staff needs to properly identify each Housing Right with a unique code to assure no
duplication of any Housing Right that would break the cap on the creation of new housing rights
established by the April 12, 1982, text amendment to then Ordinance 20.

It should also be noted that the sloppily structured “Housing Right Eligibility Permit
Application” form was incomplete in several spots including the PLS location reference and
Housing Right Status identifying type of Housing Right. This form is a confusing jumble of
details including a section on “Setbacks, Lot Dimensions, Driveway Access (if applicable)” that has
nothing to do with verifying whether a housing right exists and may be available for use. That
section is only necessary on an actual application for a Building Permit. Several recent examples
have not been filled out properly.




PUBLIC HEARING SPEAKER LIST

EUREKA TOWNSHIP
June 30, 2026

PUBLIC HEARING-INDOOR GROWTH FACILITIES

If you would like to make a comment during tonight’s public hearing portion, please provide

your name and address below. Speakers will be called in the order they are listed.
*If you would like your comments to be included in the official meeting minutes, you must submit the

comments in writing to the Township Clerks.

PRINT NAME
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6/30/26
Dear Members of the Eureka Township Board,

My name is Andy Leipnitz, and I am the owner of South
Cedar Greenhouses, a business that has served this
community for 60 years. As a large greenhouse operation in
Eureka Township, we provide stable employment and
support the local agricultural economy. I urge you to adopt a
fair ordinance, as best practice in many Minnesota
townships is to treat greenhouses as standard agricultural
buildings. This provides long-term certainty, allowing
operations like mine to plan investments and grow
confidently. Without that stability, we risk losing vital
agricultural progress. Thank you for your time and
consideration.

Smcerely,

Andy Leipnitz, Southg Greenhouses
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Sent: Tuesday, June 30 2026 10:17 AM
To: Eureka Township Deputy Clerk
Subject: FW: Comments on indoor growing facilities

Sent from my Galaxy

———————— Original message --------

From: Eric Nordlie ([ )
Date: 6/30/26 8:22 AM (GMT-07:00)

To: Eureka Township Clerk <clerk@eurekamn.gov>

Ce: Eric Nordlie R,

Subject: Comments on indoor growing facilities
Hello,

My name is Eric Nordlie and  am employed by Bachman's at the 23000 Cedar Avenue South
Location. Unfortunately, | am unable to attend the public hearing tonight at the town hall but would like
to submit some brief comments.

Our greenhouse operation in Eureka township currently employs 16 people year-round along with
additional season staff during the primary growing season. We produce floral crops throughout the year ‘
with our heaviest production happing during the traditional growing season.

| wanted to express some concerns regarding the indoor growth facilities ordinance.

My primary concern is the change from a conditional use permit to an interim use permit. Aninterim use
permit lends itself to a considerable amount of uncertainty on the long-term viability of a greenhouse
operation. Considerable investment is required for the construction of a greenhouse structure and
knowing there is a possibility that the permit could be revoked makes that decision to investvery
difficult.

My second concern is how this ordinance seems to be differentiating the greenhouse growing aspect of
agrloultural production from more traditional forms of agricultural production. In my mind agriculture is
agriculture and should be treated the same. If there are aspects of greenhouse production that may be
of concern in the township then let's figure out how to deal with them specifically rather than putting
more restrictive regulations in place.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the ordinance.
1

Eric Nordlie
Bachman's Farm Production
612-214-2683




Eureka Township - Citizen Input - Public Hearing- Indoor Growth Agriculture

Bill Clancy 25511 Ipava Ave Lakeville MN 55044

In the short 11 years | have lived in Eureka Township I have come to love the unique
combination of agriculture and residences. My home is surrounded by many different plots
of land being actively farmed every year. In the spring, for about two hours the equipment
tills the land, and for about two hours another day gathers rocks, and for about two hours
another day sprays the land, and for about two hours another day plants. And then in the
Fall for about two hours another day they harvest. Always rotating between corn and
soybeans. So for a total of five days out of 365 days, for a few short hours a day, | trade a
little equipment noise and activity for the beauty that is Eureka Township.

And | greatly appreciate the PC and TB trying to protect the quality of life and home values
of the residences here by attempting to write a reasonable ordinance regarding Indoor
Agriculture. Because we have never before differentiated between the outdoor agricultural
activity | have described above and other possible agricultural activity inside
buildings....which are immensely different in impact.

Five days out of 365 days. for a few short hours a day is NOT the same as an indoor grow
facility that operates year-round, one, two or even three shifis around the clock, with a daily
dose of traffic to support emplovees, suppliers and even perhaps customers.

Refer to the June 18 2026 letter 1o our Township by Mr. Eric Lindstrom on behalf of
Bachman’s. | have not seen the six letters referenced. | am heartenedtoread . Thereisa

path that respects both the Township’s regulatory rote and the rights of property owners.

I can only hope that Mr. Lindstrom was including the rights of the 1500 residents who live
here, who have also invested in buildings (our homes) here....Not just the commercial
agricultural enterprise investments.

I must go on record that several of his statements are immensely flawed; especially
Section 2 Arbitrary and Capricious. On one hand he states we should not differentiate
between farming the land outdoors and growing inside large buildings, despite the clear
differences in extent of operating days & hours and the pbresence of the buildings
themselves. He then actually states indoor facilities “should be given greater deference
because of large investment needed in its operation.” How about we defer to all the
existing homes of residents threatened by possible uncontrolled expansion and operation
of indoor facilities all across the Township! Regardless if they are growing tomatoes for a




major Minnesota Brand, or flowers for Grandma, or hemp or Cannabis for the expanding
legal market.

Itis the more permanent nature of the buildings, and exactly where they are sited, and what
roads Couty or Township can support the spbecific amount of activity each woul

Mr. Lindstrom’ssfesibfecntesmrimrcreadifsame insinuating the Township intent as a pretext

for “a certain land use” is without merit nor basis.

Further, as written, his letter suggests that Big Business Bachman’s can buy whatever piece
of land they want, and build as many buildings as they want, next to anyone’s existing home
and it is their unlimited right to farm inside or outside. So much for the Good Neighbor
obening part of the letter in paragraph two.

: A
Z UR?‘Z YW’ Approval o Pecommewditiod 7O B, 7o Ayrove ¢

Thank You, Propesel ordidances Pgiop 70 Evll of MPrTolien,

<




Good evening, and thank you for the opportunity to speak tonight.

My name is Susan Bachman West - 26347 Galaxie Avenue, Farmington. | grew up in this
Township, currently live in this Township, and am a business owner here. | serve as CEO of
Bachman’s, which has operated in Eureka Township for more than fifty years.

Over the past several months, | have spent considerable time reviewing this proposed
ordinance, attending meetings, and submitting written comments to both the Planning
Commission and Town Board.

Tonight, | want to focus on three specific concerns.
First, greenhouses are agriculture!

As such they should not be singled out for separate regulation. We grow plants. We
produce crops. Greenhouses, high tunnels, and low tunnels are agricultural buildings that
allow us to grow and protect product in Minnesota’s climate.

Second, the proposed use of an Interim Use Permit is not appropriate for permanent
agricultural structures.

An Interim Use Permit is intended for temporary uses. A greenhouse is not temporary. A
greenhouse is a permanent agricultural building and a long-term business investment.

Modern greenhouse construction can easily cost hundreds of thousands of dollars or
more. As a business owner, | could never responsibly invest that level of capital if there is
uncertainty about whether we will be allowed to operate long enough to recover that
investment.

No lender would finance that project, and no responsible business owner would make that
investment.

If additional oversight is necessary, there are other land use tools available. But using a
temporary permit structure for a permanent agricultural building creates unnecessary risk
for future agricultural investment in this Township.

Third, the proposed size limitation of 5,000 square feet on five acres is not practical for
commercial growing operations.

Existing greenhouse growers within Eureka Township already operate facilities larger than
this threshold. Commercial greenhouse production requires scale to operate efficiently,




Good evening.

My name is Thomas West, 26347 Galaxie Avenue, Farmington. | grew up here in Eureka
Township and | am currently a student at Michigan Technological University, where | will be
entering my senior year studying forestry.

| have also worked at my family’s business, Bachman’s during the summers for the past
four years, so | have spent a lot of time learning about how plants are grown, how
production systems work, and what it takes to produce high guality horticultural products
in a climate like ours here in Minnesota.

As someone studying a branch of agriculture, | struggle to understand the logic behind this
ordinance.

One of the biggest concerns | have is how greenhouse structures are somehow being
separated from agriculture, and treated differently than other agricultural buildings.

From my perspective, greenhouses are agricultural buildings.

In Minnesota, we deal with long winters, cool springs (such as this year), temperature
swings, frost risk, wind, hail, and other weather conditions that make outdoor growing
difficult for much of the year.

Greenhouses and hoop houses are not optional structures. They are necessary structures.

Plants and trees need protection in hoop houses and greenhouses to protect tender new
growth during certain times of the year. Young plant material needs controlled
environments in order to survive and develop properly.

Without these structures, product quality suffers and crop loss increases.

As someone studying forestry, | understand that successful growing operations depend on
controlling environmental conditions whenever possible. Whether someone grows trees,
nursery stock, vegetables, flowers, or other crops, the structures supporting those crops
are part of the agricultural process.

| have seen firsthand the amount of care, expertise, and infrastructure required to produce
high quality plants.

| am proud that my family’s business has always maintained incredibly high-quality
standards, and those standards are only possible because we have the right facilities and
structures to properly grow and protect the products we produce.

What concerns me most is the precedent being created here.




Good evening.

My name is Tyler West, | live at 26347 Galaxie Avenue, Farmington. | grew up in the
township and just graduated from Farmington High School, and | will be heading to college
this fall.

| have worked at Bachman’s, my family’s business, during the summers for the past four
years, butmy-connectiontothisissuestartedlong beforethat.

When | was younger, | used to go to the greenhouses with my mom almost every week.

| grew up watching plants being planted, watered, cared for, moved, protected, and
constantly monitored to make sure they had exactly what they needed to grow properly.

From a very young age, | saw how much work goes into growing plants.

And because of that experience, | struggle to understand how greenhouse growing is
somehow being treated differently than other forms of agriculture.

To me, growing plants inside a greenhouse is no different than a dairy farmer caring for
cows inside a barn.

Both are forms of agriculture.
Both require specialized buildings.

Both require daily care, knowledge, investment, and the right environment to produce a
healthy product.

So, | simply do not understand why one part of agriculture is being singled out while other
agricultural operations are not.

Another thing | think about is how permanent these structures are.

My grandfather and great-grandfather helped build some of the greenhouses that our family
still uses today.

Those structures were built decades ago.

And they are still being used today to produce excellent quality horticultural products.
Greenhouses are not temporary structures.

They are long-term investments built to support agricultural production for generations.
Which is why the idea of requiring an Interim Use Permit does not make sense to me.

An Interim Use Permit is temporary.
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Public Hearing Statement

Thank you, Chair and members of the Board, for the opportunity to
speak this evening.

My name is Justin Miller, and |, along with my wife, Mirella, are the
owners of Farmington Greenhouse and the Plant Shed across the
street from Bachman’s and next to South Cedar.

Some of the things we say may be repeated tonight, and if we do
repeat them that means they are important items to remember.

We appreciate the Township's desire to protect the rural character of
Eureka Township, and we support reasonable regulations that
address legitimate concerns. However, we believe this ordinance, as
written, goes much further than necessary and could have
unintended consequences for agriculture and horticulture in our
community.

As someone who is relatively new to owning a horticultural
business, | am concerned about the uncertainty this ordinance
would create—not only for businesses like ours, but also for long-
established operations like Bachman's, South Cedar Greenhouses,
and future generations of greenhouse growers. Agriculture requires
long-term planning and significant capital investment. Greenhouses
often cost hundreds of thousands, if not millions, of dollars to build,
and those investments are financed with the expectation that
agricultural uses are permitted and predictable.

Requiring an Interim Use Permit for certain greenhouse projects
introduces uncertainty that makes long-term investment more
difficult. Banks don't evaluate lending decisions based on today's




Township Board—they evaluate the legal framework that will exist
for decades. Temporary or discretionary approvals increase risk,
which can make financing more expensive or even unavailable.
Likewise, future expansion of a successful greenhouse operation
would no longer be based on clear zoning standards but instead on
whether a future board approves an Interim Use Permit. That
uncertainty alone may discourage investment in Eureka Township.

Our generation and younger farmers often enter agriculture through
greenhouse production, flowers, vegetables, and specialty crops
rather than purchasing thousands of acres of farmland. These
businesses rely on agricultural buildings to grow. If expansion
depends on discretionary approvals instead of predictable zoning,
many young agricultural entrepreneurs will simply choose to invest
somewhere else.




Our biggest question, however, is this: What specific problem is
this ordinance solving that cannot already be addressed under
the Township's existing regulations? If a greenhouse creates
excessive traffic, lighting issues, drainage problems, noise, parking
concerns, or other impacts, the Township already has zoning,
building, fire, stormwater, and nuisance ordinances to regulate
those issues. We have not seen evidence that commercial
greenhouses have created problems in Eureka Township that those
existing regulations cannot address.

If there is a specific problem, we respectfully ask the Township to
clearly identify it. Otherwise, it appears that this ordinance creates
an entirely new regulatory category for every greenhouse, high
tunnel, and low tunnel without demonstrating why that additional
layer of regulation is necessary.

We also question how this ordinance supports the Township's
stated goal of preserving and strengthening agriculture. Agriculture
has always evolved. Today's farms look very different than they did
fifty years ago, and greenhouses are simply another form of modern
agriculture. Under this ordinance, it appears that a farmer could
construct a 40,000-square-foot machine shed as an agricultural
building without an Interim Use Permit, while another farmer
building a 40,000-square-foot greenhouse—also an agricultural
building—would be required to obtain one. Both structures support
agriculture. Why should one be treated differently than the other?

Ultimately, this ordinance changes the relationship between
agriculture and the Township. Instead of agriculture being a
permitted use in an agricultural district, it sends the message that




you may farm, but before you build certain agricultural
structures, you must first convince the Township that your
project deserves approval. That is a significant policy shift.

We believe the Township's goal of protecting its rural character is a
good one, but we also believe this ordinance is broader than
necessary. A more targeted approach—one that addresses
measurable impacts like traffic, lighting, drainage, or noise without
broadly regulating traditional greenhouse and horticultural
operations—would better protect both the Township and the future
of agriculture. Good policy should solve demonstrated problems,
not create burdens for responsible property owners.




As you consider this ordinance, we simply ask you to remember four
things:

First, we have not seen evidence that commercial greenhouses
have created problems in Eureka Township that cannot already be
addressed by the Township's existing regulations.

Second, this ordinance creates uncertainty. It makes financing
more difficult, discourages investment, and could prevent both
established businesses and young agricultural entrepreneurs from
choosing Eureka Township as the place to grow.

Third, greenhouses are agriculture. They should be treated
consistently with other agricultural buildings, not placed into a
separate category with additional hurdles simply because of the
type of crop being grown.

Finally, we respectfully ask you to consider whether this ordinance
is broader than necessary. If the goal is to address specific impacts,
then regulate those impacts. Don't create unnecessary barriers for
an entire segment of agriculture that has long been part of our
farming community.

We want to see Eureka Township continue to be a place where
agriculture can evolve, businesses can invest with confidence, and
future generations have the opportunity to farm here. We hope you'll
either reconsider this ordinance or revise it so it protects our
community while continuing to support agriculture—not making it
harder to succeed.

Thank you for your time and your thoughtful consideration.
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Hi my name is Melissa Littfin-Hughes, I'm the head grower at Farmington Greenhouse and the plant shed. The proposed
ordinance would have major effects on our greenhouses and the ability to support ourselves as well as the community.

We strive to be supportive of the community by providing plants to homeowners as well as other local businesses such as
landscapers, golf courses, as well as vegetable growers. This local supply chain is important not only to us but to local
residents who place value in supporting local families verses the big box stores.

The proposed size limitations would limit our ability to meet the needs of those community members and create a gap in
the local economy.

We believe that our needs as fellow community members should be considered and prioritized rather than restricted and
overregulated so we can continue to positively contribute to this growing community.

Thank you for your time.

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=0b67ba07e38view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f:1869453376524982027 &simpl=msg-f:1869453376524982027  1/1




Good evening, and thank you for the opportunity to speak tonight.

My name is Barbara Bachman, 26401 Galaxie Avenue, Farmington, and my family has been
part of Eureka Township for many years. Our family business, Bachman’s, has operated in
this Township for more than fifty years. Over that time, we have invested here, employed
people here, grown plants here, and been proud to be part of the agricultural community
that has helped define Eureka Township.

| am here tonight because | am concerned about the precedent this ordinance creates.
Greenhouse growing is agriculture.

Greenhouses, hoop houses, and similar structures are agricultural buildings. They are used
to grow plants and crops, just as barns, grain bins, livestock buildings, and other structures
are used in other types of farming.

The Township’s consultant has acknowledged that greénhouses and similar structures are
common in agricultural areas. If that is true, then | do not understand why this ordinance
singles out one form of agriculture and regulates it differently from other agricultural uses.

Eureka Township has always valued agriculture. But this ordinance sends a concerning
message that some forms of agriculture are acceptable, while others may now be
separated out and regulated differently simply because they operate differently than more
traditional farming methods.

This decision is bigger than greenhouses. Today it is greenhouse growing. Tomorrow it could
be another type of agriculture.

| ask the Planning Commission to think carefully about the precedent being created.
Agriculture has changed over generations, and it will continue to change. Our regulations
should support agriculture and allow it to evolve, not create uncertainty for the future.

Thankyou.




