
 

 

MANHEIM TOWNSHIP 
5191 Wool Mill Road 

Glenville, PA  17329 
 

Minutes, Manheim Township Board of Supervisors Meeting 

May 18, 2026 

 

The Manheim Township Board of Supervisors, York County, PA met on Monday, May 18, 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 8 people in the audience. 

 

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

 

Executive Session – None  

 

Announcements – None 

 

Public Comment –  

 

Resident Lynn Smith addressed the Board of Supervisors stating that on July 21, 2025 he 

addressed a site distance issue on Wolfgang School Rd. at the Railroad crossing.  Mr. Smith 

provided photos to the board regarding his complaint.  Public Works Manager Perks stated that he 

would need to get permission from the property owner and then he could have someone go out 

with the boom mower to cut it back. 

 

Resident Lynn Smith addressed the Board of Supervisors regarding one of his neighbors wanting 

to put a small greenhouse in front of his house and was told that it wasn’t allowed. Mr. Smith 

asked how other properties were allowed to do it, so that is setting precedence allowing them to 

do it. Vice Chairman Miller stated that the property owner needs to either attend a board meeting 

and talk to the board or schedule a meeting with the Zoning Officer. 

 

Resident Luke Walker addressed the Board of Supervisors regarding verbiage in the 

comprehensive plan regarding subdivisions and property limits that are limiting it to 25% of 

maximum property size. Mr. Walkers feels that the residents aren’t aware of the implications of 

what this means for what they can or can’t do with their property. Vice Chairman Miller stated 



 

 

that they did their due diligence on notifying the residents with information about the survey.  

Vice Chairman Miller stated that it was advertised on the website, newsletter, Facebook page and 

electronic signage and out of the entire township 36 people took the survey.  Mr. Walker stated 

that he feels it wasn’t explained clearly in any of the ways it was advertised. His complaint is that 

people are unaware. Vice Chairman Miller stated that this has been being discussed since 

December at every public meeting and they have welcomed any comments from the residents. 

Administrator Hershey stated all meeting minutes are on the website for anyone to read. Vice 

Chairman Miller stated it is unfair for people in our township to not be able to participate in 

federal and state programs that will make things better for them because of our ordinance. Vice 

Chairman Miller stated they are trying to make it as honest and fair as possible but unfortunately 

not everyone is going to be happy about it.  Mr. Walker questioned if surrounding townships have 

similar ordinances going through. Vice Chairman Miller responded absolutely they do. Mr. 

Walker stated he would just like more general information on this before it goes to a closed vote.  

Supervisor Kirkpatrick corrected Mr. Walker stating this is not a closed vote. Supervisor 

Kirkpatrick stated that they have been explicitly public on everything that they have done and its 

absolute information overload. Supervisor Kirkpatrick stated that two or three months ago at a 

meeting they discussed that they felt that the residents still didn’t have enough information and 

they needed to keep reaching out. Supervisor Kirkpatrick stated that it comes down to the people 

who show up here month after month and know what’s happening. It comes down to calling us if 

they have questions. Supervisor Kirkpatrick stated that of all the surveys that they sent out and 

postings they didn’t get as many questions as they thought they would.  Those questions were 

guided by the questions that the Planning Commission had, the Board of Supervisors had and the 

Preservation Board that were placed on the survey. Mr. Walker stated he thinks the survey was 

vague and he wants more information.  Vice Chairman Miller stated then he needs to attend the 

monthly meetings. Chairman Osborne stated that all comments and concerns were noted and they 

will do their best to address them.  

 

Consent Motion Package  

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

motion package consisting of: Board Minutes of April 20, 2026, Tax Collector Report of April 

2026, Planning Commission Minutes May 7, 2026 (draft) and reports from the following: Road 

Department (April 2026), Zoning Reports (April 2026), and NYCRPD Activity reports (April 

2026). 

Vote 3-0    

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

A.   Board Correspondence – None 
 

B.    Solicitors Report –  

Solicitor Elliott stated that he’s following up from the last meeting, he provided a legal memo for 

the board, attempting to answer some of the questions that they had about how the proposed 

amendments would impact what a parent tract is and how parcels could be divided, what that 

impact would be compared to how things are currently under the ordinance, and how would a 

25% maximum subdivision size impact that. He tried to provide some examples of what can be 

done currently and how that's limited under the new proposals. Solicitor Elliott thinks any way 

you cut it, it's more restrictive in terms of what you can do to subdivide your property. In some 

instances, depending on what you want to do it's not a huge deal. Other times, it can be very 

significant. Solicitor Elliotts example, if you have a 50 or 100-acre parcel that you want to put in 



 

 

two, you can't really do that anymore, even if it's for farm purposes. If you want to maximize the 

number of single-family residential dwellings, you're essentially cutting the number. Under the 

current ordinance, you could get about 30 acres off. You're limited to 25 now off a 100-acre 

parcel. It’s not always a huge difference, but it can be pretty significant. Vice Chairman Miller 

stopped Solicitor Elliott and stated he just wanted to point something out If those two gentlemen 

that had concerns regarding the Ag Security Ordinance update and not enough information being 

provided and would have stayed a little bit longer, they'd get a clearer explanation. But no, they 

had to walk off. So how do we get the information out there? Solicitor Elliott continued and stated 

that the purpose and the way this was originally proposed and the suggestions that he put in his 

memo are to make this the simplest, fewest changes as possible so we're not doing a complete 

overhaul of the existing ordinance and still be able to meet the requirements that the Ag 

Preservation Board has for their applicants. While they would not be changing the definition of 

parent tract, he thinks this would potentially impact parent tracts that have been divided since 

2002, which would also still retain some development rights. Solicitor Elliott suggested that for 

clarification purposes, they should also add that the 25% maximum area requirement would apply 

to tracts that are subdivided after February 7, 2002, that retain subdivision rights as they're 

explained within the ordinance. Solicitor Elliott stated what least productive soils would be, as 

identified in the most current National Cooperative Soil Survey, NCSS, that's administered by the 

US Department of Agriculture and the National Resources Conservation Service. He mentioned 

in the memo that he’s not sure how common it's going to be for any particular parcel to have 

different classifications of soils. But if there are, it would limit the least productive area to be the 

part that can be subdivided off. Solicitor Elliott stated depending on the size you actually 

subdivide off, you're not actually going to be able to do that maximum number, even as we have it 

currently. With the new requirements, in a lot of cases, that's going to be, for example, 15 

subdivision rights. But depending on the size and what you want to subdivide, that could be 

potentially substantially limited from what is currently available. Vice Chairman Miller stated that 

he thought Solicitor Elliott did a pretty good job with his examples using a 100-acre parcel. 

Chairman Osborne asked Solicitor Elliott if he believes that as far as least desirable soil type, it's 

strictly limited to soils. There's no slope or anything like that incurred to it. Solicitor Elliott stated 

that his understanding of how that survey works is it’s the quality of the soil. It's not based on the 

topography. Chairman Osborne stated that he thinks it gives them a good explanation of the 

questions from last meeting. This is more to the thought in his mind as far as trying to refine this 

and come up with something that's a workable, manageable, sustainable that doesn't create a 

bunch of nuances and plots. 

 

Resident Lynn Smiith stated what John just explained there, your 70 to 25% would be 

nonproductive or unsuitable productive ground. Your building rights, you have 150 acres. You 

get one building right for every 5. So, if you have that many building rights, 15 or whatever it is, 

but you're only allowed to subdivide 25% of the parent tract. Solicitor Elliott stated correct. Mr. 

Smith stated so if we take 25% of that and set it to the side here, and we want to build out all our 

building rights off of that parent tract, but our ordinance says you have to have 300 feet of road 

frontage for every acre. Solicitor Elliott replied every block. Mr. Smith stated now, are we going 

to allow somebody to take that 25% of their property and put 15 homes on it or 15 buildings, 

building lots, but there's no way they're going to get 300 feet for every one of them? Mr. Smith 

asked, are we going to allow common use driveways and flag lots? Vice Chairman Miller stated 

no, they're not going to get 300 feet of road frontage. Mr. Smith stated you're now putting undue 



 

 

burden on the property owner. Solicitor Elliott stated correct. Mr. Smith stated he could build a 

street. Solicitor Elliott stated they've either got to build a new road, or they need to get a variance 

to allow more than would be allowed. Mr. Smith asked, are you looking at common use 

driveway? Vice Chairman Miller stated we have many of them. Vice Chairman Miller stated that 

he’s been having trouble with the 300-foot road frontage for quite some time. He doesn’t see how 

it's going to work. Mr. Smith stated the other thing is you need 300 feet of road frontage. You 

only have to use 150 of it and a one-acre minimum building lot for a residential unit but you could 

have a property that only has 6 or 7 hundred feet of road frontage, but the whole 150 acres lies 

back in here behind somebody else. Vice Chairman Miller stated exactly, that’s why he’s been 

struggling. Mr. Smith stated food for thought. Chairman Osborne stated and that's why we're 

trying to take our time and due diligence here and try to flush this stuff out before we have 

something laying on the table, we don't know what to do with. We appreciate your comments. 

 

C.    Committee Reports -  

 

1. Northern York County Regional Police Department –  

Lieutenant Eiker reported that there were 46 calls and out of the 46, 5 were reportable crashes. 

Lieutenant Eiker reported that the year to date calls are 182, down 11 calls from 2025. Lieutenant 

Eiker reported that an aggressive drive detail was done in April and was funded by PennDOT. 

Lieutenant Eiker reported that Manheim Elementary School requested assistance regarding 

speeding in the school zone.  19 cars were stopped between the hours of 5:40 am to 9:00 am. 

 

2. EMA –  None 

 

D.  Subdivision –  

1. Accept for Review and Consideration the Andrew and Amanda Weaver – Final Add on 

Subdivision Plan 

 

Vice Chairman Miller made a motion, seconded by Chairman Osborne to accept for review and 

consideration the Andrew and Amanda Weaver – Final Add on Subdivision Plan. 

Vote 3-0 

 

E. Unfinished Business – 

 

1. Ordinance Amendments -Remain Tabled 

 

A) Agricultural Entrance 

B) Timber Harvest  

C) Junk  

D) Police Citations for Zoning Violations  

E) Shooting Range  

 

2. Brodbeck Road Violation 

Zoning Officer Perks reported that Mr. Walker is slowly pulling trash out. Mr. Walker did send 

him several pictures showing that you can't see into his property now. Zoning Officer Perks stated 

that he hasn't heard anything further about the property being transferred. As of right now, Mr. 



 

 

Walker is still waiting for the attorneys. Chairman Osborne asked has he made any tangible 

advancement on removing stuff? Zoning Officer Perks stated just the vehicle and maybe a load 

and a half of trash. Chairman Osborne asked so minimal in your mind? Zoning Officer Perks 

stated it's not like we've had rain pouring down every single day. Just a couple of rainstorms, but 

it dried quickly because there's not much. Supervisor Kirkpatrick asked if taxes are still up to 

date. Administrator Hershey stated we haven't received anything. Chairman Osborne stated just 

recanting that previous conversation, he does have a lawyer that is his lawyer at this point then? 

Zoning Officer Perks stated that Mr. Walker said that it is his lawyer and not the estate attorney 

and we are unsure who the estate attorney is.  Supervisor Kirkpatrick stated it would probably be 

clearer if John spoke to that attorney. Solicitor Eliott stated that he will reach out and see what he 

can find out. 

 

3. Violation Blooming Grove Rd. Property – 

Administrator Hershey reported that Mr. Hensel came in and got the required permits that were 

needed for the fire damage. 

 

4. Road Department Radios and Repeater 

Chairman Osborne reported that the MOU needs to be reviewed by their solicitor before being 

approved.  

 

5. Comprehensive Plan Steering Committee –  

Dean Severson with HRG, addressed the Board of Supervisors to provide an update on where 

they are at. Mr. Severson stated that the steering committee met four times, five times actually, to 

review the comprehensive plan. That was finished with a recommendation to the board and sent 

notices to all the adjoining municipalities, the school district, and York County Planning 

Commission for all of their reviews and haven't received anything back from them. Their 45-day 

limit to act is May 14th. We have to give them 45 days to comment. Mr. Severson stated that the 

board received minutes from the township planning commission on their concerns. The day after 

the planning commission meeting, he sent Zoning Officer Perks an email with a draft ordinance 

resolution for adoption of the comprehensive plan. Mr. Severson stated just as a reminder that 

according to the state municipality's planning code, it has to be done with a hearing, and it has to 

be done by resolution. Mr. Severson stated that he was not sure when they wanted to schedule that 

action, but, in the meantime, since he’s here tonight, he can answer any questions. He can go 

through what they’re looking at. Mr. Severson stated as I mentioned with the planning 

commission when we put the plan together, asking the steering committee what kinds of 

recommendations do you want here? What kinds of things, any new initiative, anything that you'd 

like for us to look into? The first thing we heard is, "Keep Manheim Township a rural township, 

an agricultural township." That was first and foremost the most important thing we had. Then on 

the flip side of that is, "Do you have enough land, planned for where you're going to have 

development occur?" And I think that's one of the things we wanted to say, "Okay, it looks like 

with the land that's zoned, you've got more than enough land, planned and zoned for development. 

Mr. Severson stated, do you have to possibly plan for or rezone any agricultural land for future 

development? Obviously, you know, the recommendation for the plan is no, especially since the 

growth rate has been so slow in the township over the last 10 years or more. Mr. Severson stated 

there really is no additional need. Then we looked through the other sections that's required per 

the municipality's planning code, transportation issues, housing, park and recreation issues, 



 

 

natural and cultural resources, all those types of things. One of the other things that we usually 

open up to a township when they do a comprehensive plan, transportation and any other kind of 

programs, if you have any initiatives, anything that you want to do in the future, make sure you 

put it in the comprehensive plan because then when you go for funding from the state, you can go 

back and point to it and say, "Look, it's right here. We want this." oftentimes that's good if you 

know, a major road project or something coming up or some other type of thing that you're going 

to be needing funding for in the future. Make sure it's in your comp plan so that you can go to the 

state and say, "Here it is," because otherwise they may not consider you. But as far as beyond 

that, major initiatives, we really didn't get anything, I would say, major out of the plan. It's kind of 

for lack of a better word, was keep on the way things are. He thinks that's been kind of the thrust 

of the whole plan of what we were looking for. Supervisor Kirkpatrick asked regarding data 

centers and where that falls into our plan, but is there a provision in our current comp plan that 

addresses this? Mr. Severson stated that is one of the things that was brought up as to what types 

of uses would be appropriate within the township. A number of things that we've seen in other 

municipalities. Some of the things that are ag-related, for instance, like wineries and some other 

uses like that, we did include that and say those would be appropriate because they are 

agricultural uses. We put in data center would not be the type of a use that the township would be 

interested in.  And for the most part the township doesn’t have a lot of the infrastructure needed 

for a data center anyways. He thinks that would be one of the things that we wanted to stress is 

that a data center doesn't fall in with the rural ag vision for what the township plan is going to be. 

Vice Chairman Miller asked do we approach the data center proactively when we do the 

ordinances. Mr. Severson stated he would recommend yes because it is a legally recognized land 

use you have to provide for all uses. It's one of the things you could say, "They are permitted if 

you do X, Y, and Z." And it may be really hard to do X, Y, and Z. Chairman Osborne stated we 

really don't have the infrastructure, but he thinks if we're not clear on what we go to do in an 

ordinance and approach it from getting clarity, we're going to be having some questions again, so 

he thinks it makes sense to provide as much clarity as we can. Vice Chairman Miller asked how 

do we move forward now with the comp plan? Mr. Severson stated you can take action whenever 

you wish. If you want to do it at your next meeting, go ahead. Chairman Osborne directed Zoning 

Officer Perks to provide all the information to Solicitor Elliott for adoption at next month’s 

meeting.   

 

6. Ford Explorer on Municibid 

Public Works Manager Perks reported that he is taking the Ford Explorer in for inspection before 

placing it on Municibid 

 

F. New Business– None  

 

G. Purchase Requisitions:  

1.   Road Dept. – Crack Seal for various roads – D.B. Krieg - $1,946.25 

 

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

purchase requisition 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 7:04 pm 

 


