
 

 

MANHEIM TOWNSHIP 
5191 Wool Mill Road 

Glenville, PA  17329 
 

Minutes, Manheim Township Board of Supervisors Meeting 

April 20, 2026 

 

The Manheim Township Board of Supervisors, York County, PA met on Monday, April 20, 2026 

to transact the regular monthly business. 

 

The following were in attendance: 

Nate Osborne - Chairman 

Larry Miller - Vice Chairman 

Rose Kirkpatrick - Supervisor 

 

Township Staff: 

Michelle Hershey, Administrator-Secretary-Treasurer 

Dennis Perks, Public Works Manager/Zoning Officer 

John Elliott, Solicitor 

 

There were 5 people in the audience. 

 

Chairman Osborne called the meeting to order at 6:00 PM with the Pledge to the Flag. 

 

Executive Session – None  

 

Announcements – None 

 

Public Comment – None 

 

Consent Motion Package  

Vice Chairman Miller made a motion, seconded by Chairman Osborne, to approve the consent 

motion package consisting of: Board Minutes of March 16, 2026, Tax Collector Report of March 

2026, and reports from the following: Road Department (March 2026), Zoning Reports (March 

2026), and NYCRPD Activity reports (March 2026). 

Vote 3-0    

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

A.   Board Correspondence – Annual Easter Egg Hunt on Saturday, April 28th from 12:00 – 2:00 
 

B.    Solicitors Report –  

 

1. Civil Action Hearing Case Ridge Rd. property  

Orlena Whitcomb was fined on 02/24/26 in the amount of $244.55 and on 03/07/26 was 

fined $644.55.  The fines are to be submitted directly to Manheim Township.  As of today 

the fines have yet to be paid. Solicitor Elliott reported if the supervisors want him to send 

a letter to Whitcomb warning that they will take enforcement action on the judgments if 

they are not paid promptly. The township is not required to give Whitcomb any prior 



 

 

notice before filing for a writ of execution, as we have enforceable judgments in hand, 

however if it prompts her to pay it saves time and up front filing costs to the Township. 

Typically defendants will pay rather than have their belongings given over to the plaintiff. 

The Board of Supervisors directed Solicitor Elliott to send a letter to Ms. Whitcomb with a 

timeline of payment expected or steps will be taken to collect the outstanding judgements. 

 

2. Abandoned Property 5115 Arnold Rd. 

Mr. Lanciotti was served  on December 18, 2025 by a private investigator hired by the 

township for invoicing for services the township had to do regarding lawn maintenance.  

As of today payment has not been received in the amount of  $219.95. Solicitor Eliott 

reported that due to a 5 day notice and the property not being posted that the lawn 

maintenance was going to be done it would be hard to enforce this through the District 

Justice. The Board of Supervisors made the decision to not move forward with 

enforcement of this invoicing.  Moving forward Zoning Officer Perks needs to make sure 

all properties are notified and posted in advance. 

 

C.    Committee Reports -  

 

1. Northern York County Regional Police Department –  

Lieutenant Eiker reported that there were 55 calls and out of the 55, 5 were reportable 

crashes. Lieutenant Eiker reported that on Tuesday, March 31, 2026 6 officers were 

promoted; Lieutenant Erika Eiker, Sergeant Steve Lebo, Sergeant Matt Cicale, Corporal 

Jack Govern, Corporal Fischer Stoltzfus, Corporal Anthony Gelbaugh. On April 21, 2026 

awards will be given out. Jack Asperger will receive Officer of the Year as well as the 

Medal of Valor which is the first time this has been awarded for his actions on September 

17, 2026; Zachary Grey will receive the Purple Heart for an officer injured in the line of 

duty on September 17, 2026; Jack Govern with receive the Purple Heart for officer injured 

in the line of duty at the UPMC incident.  

 

Chairman Osborne asked Lieutenant Eicker do you report the statistics for the previous 

month, do you guys normally, or routinely run statistics on that to see if we're ticking up 

as far as speeders or accidents? Is that an automatic thing that happens? Lieutenant Eicker 

stated  that's something she could do and can get that information and provide that for the 

board. Chairman Osborne stated he was just curious. It just seems like with today's 

modern policing, statistics and number-driven results, that would be something to be 

useful if it's something that's easy to plug in. Lieutenant Eicker stated she can get that 

information to the board. 

 

2. EMA –  None 

 

D.  Subdivision – None 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

E. Unfinished Business – 

1. Ag Security Draft Ordinance – Discuss Resident Survey 

Solicitor Elliot reported that he had prepared a draft, a couple months ago, and this was being 

discussed. For the benefit of anyone here who doesn't know, the Agricultural Preservation Board 

has a list of criteria that they judge applications, and Manheim Township does not score as highly 

as some other municipalities with stricter ag zone requirements. As a result, it was recommended 

if the township wants to come in line and make those provisions stricter, there's a pro if you were 

to move forward with this ordinance, the idea would be the maximum area of a parent tract that 

can be subdivided or developed would not exceed 25% of the total tract as defined in that section 

of the ordinance. And any subdivision or development would have to be located on the area that's 

the least productive soils of the parent tract. Those were the criteria that Manheim Township was 

missing compared to a number of other municipalities with ag zone protection. So that if those 

were in place, it would provide Manheim Township residents who are applying for the ag land 

preservation program a higher score. The flip side is that it is more restrictive, more restrictions 

on development than have been in place. So, for people who are not interested in that program, 

the more restrictive could make it a detriment. So that's sort of the balancing act that the board 

would need to consider. Chairman Osborne stated that one of the questions he has was, if we 

move forward and this ordinance becomes ratified or incorporated, when do we start enforcing it? 

What's the definition of the parent track? Is it as of the time the ordinance is revised, or does it 

date back to that initial statement of 2002 or whenever? Solicitor Elliott stated the parent tract 

would still be the existing parent tract as it's defined now in the current ordinance. So, whatever 

year that ordinance came into play that calculates the parent tract size, that the calculation of the 

size would continue as of the existing ordinance. This would say that now, as of the adoption, 

anytime going forward, if there's a subdivision these new provisions will be enforced at that point. 

Chairman Osborne stated that he thinks our original parent tract definition is from 2002. 

Chairman Osborne stated it seemed to him that the parent tract would be defined by the 

subdivision whenever that was created. Even if a farm was last deeded in '66, that's still the parent 

track. Solicitor Elliott replied correct it's as of that date. Vice Chairman Miller stated as it stands. 

This ordinance isn't actually changing anything as far as the property goes, the deed or anything 

else. Chairman Osborne asked What happens moving forward with anything somebody wants to 

do with that property. So, what happens if there's been a subdivision between then and now? Does 

that muddy the water, and does that make things tougher to follow through and interpret? 

Solicitor Elliott stated If somebody had essentially maxed out their subdivision under the old 

formula, that wouldn't change. They still would have been restricted under a subdivision that 

happened between 2002 and now. Solicitor Elliott stated the current regulations are in force. If 

they're still able to further develop the property, then these new restrictions apply, and that may or 

may not impact, whether they can do it further or what size that is. Chairman Osbore stated that 

he’s questioning and I’m just throwing out numbers, just making up stuff to talk this through. If it 

was a 60-acre parent tract, and between 2002 and now, it's been subdivided twice with two 15-

acre lots. We're left with a 30-acre lot, a 15-acre lot, and a 15-acre lot. And then we try to apply 

this new standard to it, is that a clean application? Solicitor Elliott stated the 25 percent rule won't 

apply retroactively; it's just going forward. Solicitor Elliott stated this remaining 30-acre parcel, if 

in conjunction with the other requirements of the ordinance, if they're still able to further develop 

based on what they've done, and they can meet this 25 percent and least productive soils, then 

they could continue to do it under these new rules. Chairman Osborne stated that's my question: is 

it 25% of the remaining 30 acres, or is it 25% of the original 60-acre parcel? But we've already 



 

 

blown up to 25% of that, so to me, it sounded like there's nothing left. He’s just trying to make 

sure if we put something into effect, he wants it to be something that's understood and enforceable 

and doesn't turn into a round-and-circle battle. Solicitor Elliott stated if it’s under your example, 

this remaining 30-acre parcel. Be as it existed in 2002. So if there's been previous development 

the question would be: have they done less than 25% of the original tract? That would be the 

question. If they’ve done more than that, then they're probably prevented. Chairman Osborne 

asked then the 25% would kick in. Solicitor Elliotte replied yes 25% kicks in. Chairman Osborne 

asked how do we interpret this and how do we apply it? Because to him, it's a little sticky when 

we're trying to reach back 20 years and reapply this standard to it. Resident Lynn Smith asked Is 

this an amendment to an ordinance, or is this a standalone ordinance? Solicitor Elliott replied it 

would be an amendment to the existing code of ordinances. Mr. Smith asked, are you actually 

changing because you're amending or adding verbiage to the existing ordinance, correct?  

Solicitor Elliott replied right. Mr. Smith stated anytime an ordinance is adopted by the 

municipality, that ordinance is in effect from the date of adoption. You don't go back to 2002. If 

you had a farm that had 50 acres and somebody subdivided 15 off and gave it to a neighbor as an 

add-on lot, now they're down to 35. Your parent tract is now considered 35. It has nothing to do 

with the 15 that you sold off to that neighbor, right? Your parent tract will be from the date that 

this ordinance is adopted, not from the date of 2002. Chairman Osborne asked what is the 

definition of parent tract in the ordinance? Supervisor Kirkpatrick read the definition allowed 

regarding parent tracts; a parent tracts in Pennsylvania is defined as the original parcel or 

continuous land holding as it existed or is it a specific date, often referred to as the date of the 

subdivision ordinance or a snapshot date, like 2002, for Land Division, before any other further 

subdivisions or non-splits occurred. Supervisor Kirkpatrick stated we'll have to get clarity on that. 

Chairman Osbore stated he was going to look at the definition because he hears a lot about the 

least productive land. Is there a definition for that? As long as that's spelled out clean. Solicitor 

Elliott stated we may want to specify that as it's defined by the county. Chairman Osborne stated 

he wants to make sure that it didn't happen after it was applied because then it's too late for us to 

handle it at a township level, whether it's appropriate to subdivide or not. Zoning Officer Perks 

stated Eric Naylor, he mentioned that there's no class one soil in the township we have two, three, 

and four. Solicitor Elliott stated that what he would do is give them his opinion based on the 

language and, going by your example, his interpretation of what it would mean. And if you want 

to alter that or the issue is going to be parent tracts that have been divided since 2002 and today. 

We wouldn't be changing the definition of parent tract. So, if the definition is that it's the parent 

tract as of 2002, and for clarification purposes, regardless of what that interpretation would be, 

you want to establish the track going forward, what the tracks are as of 2026, we may want to add 

a provision to clarify that or modify the definition of parent tract. Chairman Osborne stated that 

he’s of the opinion that this needs to come from a legal opinion because it needs to be something 

that's defendable and justifiable from a legal end of things. So, he thinks Solicitor Eilliot should 

kind of chew on this and think about it and come back with his recommendation, his guidance as 

our legal counsel. Vice Chairman Miller stated it really should be no surprise to anyone because 

when we did the first comprehensive plan, everything in that comprehensive plan was all about no 

development, keep this township agricultural and the way it is. And everything we got back from 

the surveys, letters, was still exactly the same mentality. So, he doesn’t see it as a big deal. And 

this ordinance isn't going to make Manheim Township any worse than Codorus Township 

because they have the same thing in their ordinance now. So, if we want to keep this ordinance it 

can cause problems on my own property, but he doesn’t care. He'd rather keep it the way it is. He 



 

 

doesn’t want developments. He doesn’t want it looking like West Manheim Township. Mr. Smith 

stated he’s not saying it needs to look like West Manhattan He’s just saying the small property 

owner is the one that might be in jeopardy, the 20-acre guy, the 30-acre guy. Mr. Smith stated 

here's another thing. Let me just ask this question. If the 30-acre owner that's in the agricultural 

district wants to sell off, you said 25%, suppose they want to sell off 18 acres to a neighbor as an 

add-on lot. Can they do that or not? It's an add-on lot that makes that neighbor's parent tract much 

larger. Vice Chairman Miller replied you're not creating a new lot. You're downsizing one and 

enlarging another. You're just creating no new additional lot to the township. You're just moving 

land, changing the size of lots. Chairman Osborne stated he thinks that's something to look into 

and clarify. But as we throw it around, he thinks it makes sense that we would want to allow that 

to happen without zoning stuff getting in the way. Chairman Osborne stated this is how we get to 

something that's good that the township can live with is we play with the possibilities because 

there's an infinite amount of possibilities out there. We all know that. This township's been 

subdivided many different ways and many different times. And how do we come together as a 

community and make something that makes sense for most people? We'll never make everybody 

happy, but what makes sense for most people? And if the community has more questions or 

thoughts or scenarios out there, by all means, shoot us a message one way or another so we can 

hash it through now rather than after the fact. 

 

2. Ordinance Amendments -Remain Tabled 

 

A) Agricultural Entrance 

B) Timber Harvest  

C) Junk  

D) Police Citations for Zoning Violations  

E) Shooting Range  

 

3. Brodbeck Road Violation 

Zoning Officer Perks reported that he will meet with Mr. Walker tomorrow at 8:30. He called 

Solicitor Elliott and spoke with him about a possible lien on the property even though the 

property owner is now deceased. Solicitor Elliott stated in terms of serving someone or trying to 

enforce, if we believe that the property is in probate and is in the process of the will being 

probated and it's going to be transferred to someone else, then we would know the new owner and 

deal with them at that point. Chairman Osborne asked if we get in line with the home that she was 

in and for this property to transfer, presumably, to Jackie, he would have to make this right now 

versus if we wait until it transfers, presumably, to Jackie, he could just sit on it no matter what we 

do. And that's my concern. If he sits on it for the next 40 years, we're no farther ahead than we 

were a year ago, two years ago. I have no desire to take the ground from Jackie Walker. That's the 

last thing I want to see happen. But I would like to see him put in a position where the property 

gets cleaned up. And in my estimation, he could get help and he could get it cleaned up if he was 

so inclined and if this is what it takes to make him be so inclined. Solicitor Elliott stated we can 

certainly go that way, like we just talked about. For purposes of correcting a nuisance, for notice 

purposes, we need to post the property. And I think we should contact anyone else we know of 

who has been helping out or might be in a position to do that. If we go in, clean it up ourselves, 

that becomes a lienable expense. So, whatever those costs are, we could place a lien on the 

property as it exists now. And assuming it's going to if it takes a while, that runs with the land. So, 



 

 

the new owner would be responsible for that. In order for them to get a clear title. In order for title 

insurance purposes, they would require that to be resolved before transfer took place before they 

get clean title. Now, if it's just between a family member, maybe they don't actually pay it, but 

that lien is still there and runs with the land and is important to them. Chairman Osborne asked if 

the county would transfer it to his name even if there was a pre-existing lien there? Solicitor 

Elliott replied they could. It could be transferred subject to the existing lien. Administrator 

Hershey asked but with the lien, it has to be that we've gone and done work because we're not 

doing any work on the property. Solicitor Elliott stated we would either need to do work or have a 

judgment that is indexed against the property. Chairman Osborne asked as far as the township, 

could we make the statement if we were to seek a judgment and hold it out as a negotiation and 

say, "Look, here's your judgment," or if you get recycled containers and you get these cars loaded 

up and out of here, we'll waive the judgment. Is that an option? Solicitor Elliott replied yes to 

enforce, we need to send an enforcement notice for any violations if we haven't already done that. 

At that point, the option is the township to cure it themselves, doing the work and charging that, 

or they could actually be both and also file a complaint with a district justice for civil penalties for 

the failure to come into compliance. And either or both of those can be either the charges 

themselves could be a municipal lien that we file, or the judgment itself, when you have a 

judgment that gets indexed against the property and you have to renew it every five years to 

maintain the priority, but otherwise, that acts as a lien on the property if you have a judgment 

from a court. Chairman Osborne asked that only helps us if he sells the property. Solicitor Elliott 

replied Yes. But the judgment could be enforced the same way we're doing with Whitcomb 

through a writ of execution for those amounts. If we wanted to, if we didn't want to wait until the 

property gets transferred to a third party for a sale, you can enforce a judgment through a writ of 

execution that's basically taking a levy of personal property that's put up for sheriff sale. 

Supervisor Kirkpatrick asked if she’s understanding correctly. It depends on how aggressive we 

want to be. So now, if you want to get aggressive, per se, you can say, "All right. We're going to 

send an enforcement notice. We're going to give you 30 days to clean this up. At the end of those 

30 days, should you not clean this up, we will come and clean it up for you." Good so far? And if 

we clean it up, those costs will now be yours. And if you do not pay them, we'll file a judgment 

against you or a lien, correct? Solicitor Elliott replied yes that’s correct. Supervisor Kirkpatrick 

asked and if he does not pay, then we enforce it, then we can go after whatever he has to sell, 

which is what we don't want to do. Solicitor Elliott replied Right. That's basically the enforcement 

notice, and then you have multiple options for trying to enforce it: do it yourself, or if you choose, 

and then those costs can get charged to the owner.  And there's also provision for both essentially 

a summary offense or civil judgment enforcement actions in front of a district justice. You get a 

judgment from the district justice for a specific monetary amount. And then if we enroll that with 

the court of common pleas, that gets indexed against the property. That acts as a lien. And that 

can be enforced through the sheriff's office with a writ of execution. Chairman Osborne stated he 

doesn’t think we want to get in the business of cleaning his property. He thinks we don't want to 

go to that level of enforcement. He would suggest we go to the level of, "Here's your judgment 

against you," but we don't want to be a salvage cleanup. There's just too much risk with that. Vice 

Chairman Miller stated at this point, he thinks our best bet is to continue as we are. We're making 

some progress because we can't do anything while it's still in Elaine Walkers name, right? Is it 

now a matter of an estate thing? Solicitor Elliott replied right. The judgment at this point, if there's 

an enforcement notice issued now and we enforce it prior to a transfer, it's basically a claim 

against the estate. Chairman Osborne stated his concern is that in reality, the nursing home takes 



 

 

it. We just have to assume there's outstanding fees there, that they'll have some type of judgments 

against her home to make them whole, which, unfortunately, at that point, then it's going to force 

this into sale. And if we don't have something in line, now we're waiting for that sale to go 

through and a whole new owner to come in, and we start kind of over again. That's my fear of 

where this goes. Not that he wants to see the Walkers lose this piece of property from the family, 

but he’s just afraid that once she was in a nursing home, it's just from what I hear, most times, 

your expenses get pretty high, and that's their recourse for recouping the expenses. Solicitor 

Elliott replied Right. And if you want to have either a lien, municipal lien, or a judgment in place, 

then we need to go through the enforcement action process, which is basically a notice to the 

estate at this point because that's who owns the property. I guess we're going to try to figure out if 

there's an attorney representing? Zoning Officer Perk stated he has nothing from him and Mr. 

Walker was supposed to take a picture of his attorney’s card and send it to him. Tomorrow when 

he’s meeting with Mr. Walker, he will get all that info from him. Solicitor Elliott stated assuming 

that there's an attorney that's entered their appearance for the estate, that is basically who we 

would serve with a notice that the property needs to be cleaned up. Supervisor Kirkpatrick stated 

she thinks that Zoning Officer Perks gets the information, whatever attorney information and 

provide that to Solicitor Elliott, and let him figure out who's who, who the players are. If that's 

going to end the matter. Solicitor Elliott stated If there is an attorney for the estate, dealing with 

that is usually the best way to get that kind of thing resolved.  

 

4. Violation Blooming Grove Rd. Property – 

Zoning Officer Perks reported the property had two dumpsters brought in. The work is being 

done. It's just not very fast-paced. Zoning Officer Perks drove by yesterday, and you could 

actually see some trash and junk in one of the dumpsters. Dumpsters have been there for probably 

about two weeks. Zoning Officer Perks reached out to Pete Schilling of CCIS and Mr. Schilling 

was to send a letter. Mr. Schilling was to send him a copy of the letter. He’s called Mr. Schilling 

three times and hasn’t received a call back and still hasn’t received a copy of this letter. 

Chairman Osborne asked if Mr. Schilling said he would send a letter? Zoning Officer Perks stated 

he spoke with him twice. First time, he told Mr. Schilling about a letter needing to be sent. 

Zoning Officer Perks stated he also brought up DEP. Mr. Schilling said he would contact them as 

well and get them involved. Zoning Officer Perks stated then a week later, he called back, and he 

asked Mr. Schilling, do you have a copy of that letter? And then Mr. Schilling responded, Oh, you 

wanted me to send a letter? Zoning Officer Perks responded yes, the board would like this done 

today, not tomorrow. Mr. Schilling told Zoning Officer Perks he was writing that up and reaching 

out to DEP at that point to send it out. He said he was going to send me a copy of the letter after 

he had it sent. Zoning Officer Perks stated he had another call for another question, but then I 

asked about that, and I have not received a call back. And I actually called him again today to get 

a copy of that letter, and I have not heard back. Chairman Osborne asked Zoning Officer Perks to 

make himself reminder to try calling him for the next two mornings. Between 7:00 am and 7:30 

am, first thing in the morning. And if you don't hear back from him, receive a copy of the letter. If 

you don't get any communications, let me know and I will reach out to him. 

 

5. Road Department Radios and Repeater 

Chairman Osborne reported that they are going to create an MOU but he hasn’t had a building 

and grounds meeting with the board that will take place on the 1st Monday in May. 

 



 

 

6. Comprehensive Plan Steering Committee –  

Vice Chairman Miller asked Zoning Officer Perks where do we stand in that procedure? Zoning 

Officer Perks replied we're still within 45 days. Vice Chairman Miller asked Zoning Officer Perks 

if copies have been sent to the board to review. Zoning Officer Perks stated that he emailed a 

copy to everyone. Mr. Smith said that the Planning Commission did not receive a copy to review. 

Zoning Officer Perks will reach out to Dean with HRG to see what the problem is but in the 

meantime, he will make hard copies tomorrow and hand deliver to everyone. .   

 

F. New Business–  

1.   Discuss putting Ford Explorer Out to Bid 

It was discussed to put the Ford Explorer out to bid on Municibid with a minimum bid amount of 

$2,500.00. 

 

Chairman Miller made a motion, seconded by Supervisor Kirkpatrick to authorize the Ford 

Explorer to be put out for bid on Municibid with a minimum starting bid of $2,500.00. 

Vote 3-0 

 

G. Purchase Requisitions:  

1.   Total Tech Solutions – 2 new computers one for Zoning Dept. and one for Road Dept office - 

$900.00 each, and onsite support total amount $1,890.00.  

 

2.   Total Tech Solutions – Replace building security system – Camera and Accessories and on-

site support total cost - $1,000.00. 

 

Vice Chairman Miller made a motion, seconded by Supervisor Kirkpatrick to approve the 

purchase requisitions as presented. 

Vote 3-0 

 

H. Training Notices: None 

 

Next Meeting –  

Next Board of Supervisors Meeting June 15, 2026 @ 6:00 pm 

With no further business Chairman Osbore adjourned the meeting at 7:20 pm 

 


