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                                               Manor Township Supervisors Meeting 

                                                        Organizational Meeting 

 

January 5, 2009                                                                                                  7:30 PM 

 

     Vice Chairman L. Allen Kreider called the Organizational Meeting to order in the Manor Township 

Municipal Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, at 7:30 PM. He led those in attendance in the 

pledge to the flag.  Roll call was taken. 

Members present: L. Allen Kreider, Allan Herr, Jay Breneman and Richard Bauder. 

Members absent: John May. 

Staff present: Barry Smith, Ryan Strohecker, Mark Harris, Chief Graeff, Mike Dickert and Rita Young. 

Visitors: See attached.  

 

Elect positions 

     Chairman and Vice Chairman of the Board   -   Mr. Kreider stated that due to the absence of Mr. 

May, he would like to wait until the entire Board is present for a final vote for Chairman of the Board 

and Vice Chairman of the Board. Mr. Kreider suggested that they appoint John May to be interim 

Chairman and Mr. Krieder as interim Vice Chairman until the entire Board is present. Mr. Breneman 

made a motion to appoint Mr. May as Chairman and Mr. Kreider as Vice Chairman. Mr. Bauder 

seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.  

     Secretary-Treasurer    Mr. Herr made a motion to appoint Barry Smith as the Secretary-Treasurer for 

Manor Township. Mr. Breneman seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

     Establish Treasurer’s Bond     Mr. Breneman made a motion to set the Treasurer’s Bond at l.5 Million 

same as last year. Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

     Supervisors Area of Responsibility    Vice Chairman Allen Kreider appointed the Areas of 

Responsibility as follows, which is the same as last year.  

                 Planning & Zoning -  Richard Bauder and John May 

                 Public Works  -  Allan Herr and Allen Kreider 

                 Protection to Person & Property  -  Jay Breneman and Allan Herr 

                 Fire and Emergency Services  -  Jay Breneman and John May 

                 Parks and Recreation  -  Richard Bauder and Allen Kreider 

 

      

Appointments 

     Planning Commission   - Mr. Kreider stated that Mr. John Ahlfeld will be retiring from the Manor 

Township Planning Commission and they do not have any name submitted to fill that vacancy. Mr. 

Smith suggested that they put a request on the web site and advertise in the newspaper for any interested 

in serving on various vacancies this year. Mr. Breneman agreed that advertising would be good and then 

have interviews as in the past. Mr. Herr made a motion to reappoint Mary Glazier and Jim Henke for a 

four year term to the Planning Commission. Mr. Kreider seconded the motion, which carried 

unanimously.  

     Resolution #1-2009   Mr. Kreider stated the Zoning Hearing Board is a 3 year term. He noted that 

Mr. Granger had served the Township well for many years and is now deceased. Mr. Smith stated that 

up for re-election is Barbara Douglas for a three year term and Lynn Miller who has currently been 

serving as an alternate for the Board but if appointed would fill the term for Mr. Granger and be 

appointed for the remaining term of one year. Mr. Herr made a motion to re- appoint Barbara Douglas 



 2 

for a three year term and Lynn Miller for one year. Mr. Bauder seconded the motion, which carried 

unanimously. Mr. Bauder stated that he has sent out emails asking if anyone is interested in serving on 

the Planning Commission opening and noted he is eager to get the word out that there is an opening.  

     Resolution # 2-2009     Mr. Kreider stated there is a new position, a Right to Know Officer for the 

year 2009 and noted that Mr. Smith is willing to take that position. Mr. Smith stated that this new Right 

To Know Law went into affect in January and he took the role for the first few days until this resolution 

could be adopted.  This law requires we have someone who is responsible to field all the Right To Know 

requests and following the law as to how it is dealt with. The second part of this resolution is to appoint 

Lancaster County Assistant District Attorney, Christopher Larsen as the Manor Township Right To 

Know Appeal Officer to hear appeals under Chapter 11 of the Pennsylvania Right to Know Law.  Mr. 

Breneman moved to adopt Resolution #2-2009, seconded by Mr. Herr. The motion carried unanimously. 

     Park and Recreation Board  -   Mr. Kreider stated there is a vacancy on the Park and Recreation 

Board, which is a five year term. Mr. Breneman noted that this position should be advertised also.  

     Waste and Recycling Committee   -  Mr. Kreider noted this is a four year term and there are two 

positions for re-election. Mr. Breneman made a motion to re-appoint Connie Jackson and Erica Runkles. 

Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.  

     Solicitor  -  Mr. Kreider stated Goodman and Kenneff had served the Township in the past. Mr. Herr 

made a motion to retain the firm of Goodman and Kenneff as Manor Township Solicitor for the coming 

year. Mr. Kreider seconded the motion. Mr. Bauder stated that last year there was discussion on 

changing the solicitor and he stated he would like to table the motion until the full Board is present. Mr. 

Kreider agreed that they were going to do that and noted they could withdraw the motions.  Mr. Herr 

stated that they did have the discussion in the past but he does not know of any time that Goodman and 

Kenneff have not been adequate in serving the Township and he stated that he sees a value in continuing 

with someone who knows the Township and he supported the motion he made.  Mr. Breneman agreed. 

Mr. Herr stated he can not see making a change for just the sake of change. Mr. Bauder stated that 

during the years that the Township did not have elected auditors, the Township had appointed auditors 

and Goodman and Kenneff were the advisors during that period and Mr. Bauder stated in his opinion 

that was illegal and he would like to wash that period away. Mr. Kreider stated he can understand where 

Mr. Bauder is coming from. Mr. Kreider called for a vote on the standing motion. The motion was voted 

2 to 2. Mr. Herr and Mr. Breneman yes, and Mr. Bauder and Mr. Kreider no. The motion was denied. 

Mr. Smith suggested they make a motion to retain Goodman and Kenneff for the period until they 

choose to change so that they will not be without a township solicitor. The Board agreed. Mr. Breneman 

made a motion to retain Goodman and Kenneff on an interim basis until any other decision is made. Mr. 

Bauder seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.  

     Special Counsel for Concerns  -  Mr. Kreider stated that Mr. Matt Crème has been serving the 

Township in the past. Mr. Breneman made a motion to retain Mr. Matt Crème as our counsel for special 

needs. Mr. Bauder seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

     Labor and Personnel Counsel  -  Mr. Herr made a motion to retain Ballard Spahr Andrews & 

Ingersoll as the firm for Labor and Personnel Counsel. Mr. Bauder seconded the motion, which carried 

unanimously. 

     General Engineering – Mr. Breneman made a motion to retain Rettew as our General Engineers for 

the Township. Mr. Kreider seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously. 

     Subdivision Land Development Engineer – Mr. Bauder made a motion to appoint Rettew as 

Subdivision Land Development Engineer, seconded by Mr. Herr. The motion carried unanimously. 
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     Alternate for Subdivision  -  Mr. Bauder made a motion to appoint Buchart Horn as the alternate 

Subdivision Land Development Engineer. Mr. Breneman seconded the motion, which carried 

unanimously. 

     Storm Water Engineer  -  Mr. Bauder made a motion to appoint Buchart Horn and Rettew as the 

Storm Water Engineer for the coming year. Mr. Smith stated that if there would be a conflict we would 

have an alternate. Mr. Breneman seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.  

     Traffic Engineer  -  Mr. Kreider noted that in the past Mark Henise served as Traffic Engineer,  but 

there has been a recommendation to appoint Rettew this year because we have them for several other 

things. Mr. Smith noted their traffic engineer is John Schick and noted he is well respected. Mr. 

Breneman made a motion to retain Rettew for our Traffic Engineer. Mr. Herr seconded the motion, 

which carried unanimously.  

     Select Planning Engineer -  Mr. Smith stated we have used Hanover Engineers in the past for 

documents like the Comprehensive Plan and the Zoning Ordinance and recommended appointing them. 

Mr. Bauder made a motion to appoint Hanover Engineer for our Select Planning Engineer. Mr. Herr 

seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

     Vacancy Board  -  Mr. Breneman made a motion to retain Donna Taylor as the Vacancy Board. Mr. 

Kreider seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously. 

     Manager -  Mr. Herr made a motion to retain Mr. Barry Smith as Manager for Manor Township. Mr. 

Kreider seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.  

     Road Foreman  -  Mr. Breneman made a motion to retain Mr. Mark Harris as the Road Foreman for 

Manor Township. Mr. Kreider seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

     Zoning Officer -  Mr. Herr made a motion to retain Mr. Bruce Ott as Zoning Officer for Manor 

Township. Mr. Bauder seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

     Assistant Zoning Officer  -  Mr. Kreider stated Mr. Laudien was the assistant officer in the past. Mr. 

Kreider asked if anyone knew the suggested Sherry Myers. Mr. Smith stated Ms Myers works for 

Rettew and that she had previously worked in zoning at West Hempfield. Mr. Herr stated she did have 

experience in municipal government. Mr. Breneman made a motion to appoint Sherry Myers as the 

Assistant Zoning Officer for Manor Township. Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which carried 

unanimously. 

     Delegate to the State Convention -  Mr. Bauder made a motion to appoint Mr. Allen Kreider as our 

Delegate to the State Convention. Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

     Auditor  -  Resolution #3-2009   Mr. Kreider noted it has been Hess and Hess in the past. Mr. Bauder 

made a motion to approve Resolution #3-2009 to retain the firm of Hess and Hess as Auditors for the 

Township for the year 2009. Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.  

     Traffic Commission  -  Mr. Bauder made a motion to keep the Traffic Commission the same for the 

year 2009 and reappoint Chief Todd Graeff, Jay Breneman, and Mark Harris. Mr. Kreider seconded the 

motion, which carried unanimously.   

 

     There being no further business, Mr. Herr made a motion to adjourn the Organizational Meeting. Mr. 

Kreider seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

 

     The meeting adjourned at 8:05 PM. 
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                                                  Manor Township Supervisors Meeting 

January 5, 2009                                                                                                                             8:05 PM 

 

     Mr. Kreider called the monthly meeting to order and stated that roll call was completed along with 

pledge to the flag.  

 

     Minutes   -   Mr. Breneman made a motion to approve the minutes from the November 18, 2008 

Supervisors Meeting that was held along with the regular Supervisors Meeting Minutes from December 

1, 2008.  Mr. Herr seconded both minutes as presented. The motion carried unanimously. 

     Bills    -   Mr. Kreider made a motion to approve the bills as presented. Mr. Herr seconded the 

motion, which carried unanimously. 

     Financial Report   -  Mr. Bauder noted that expenses have been down and complimented Mr. Harris 

for salary and wages coming in under budget. Mr. Breneman commended all the department heads for 

holding to their budgets and noted he does appreciate their hard work at this. Mr. Breneman made a 

motion to approve the Financial Report as listed. Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which carried 

unanimously. 

      

Business From the Floor 

     Jeff Hampson, 232 Eagle Path, thanked the Supervisors and Mr. Smith for taking care of the problem 

he has been having with his neighbor and he withdrew his request for a trash ordinance because he no 

longer felt the need for a regulated trash ordinance. Mr. Smith stated that Chief Graeff played a major 

role in getting this situation resolved. 

      

Letort Manor/Perth Hills Sewer 

     Mr. Kreider stated that the Board has received a letter from LASA and in his opinion the Board is at 

the point where they need legal council. He stated that he is unhappy about a dead line in the letter and 

he feels LASA is playing hardball. Mr. Kreider stated that he would like to assign Mr. Smith the job of 

looking into some local attorneys that work in this area.  

     Mike Vonderheide, 148 Nikolous Road, stated concerns that Mr. Smith would choose an attorney 

when he sits on the LASA Board. Mr. Vonderheide suggested that the Board stop this whole thing right 

now and commended Mr. Bauder for his letter in the newspaper stating that the work and surveys that 

were done were unethical. Mr. Kreider stated he understands Mr. Vonderheides concerns but that he is 

also looking into attorneys and did speak to one today. Mr. Kreider also stated that Mr. Smith does 

understand that the Township comes first. Mr. Smith clarified that the request is simply to get a list of 

attorney’s in this area that work with the Act 537 review or the Municipal Authorities code. Mr. Kreider 

stated yes. Mr. Bauder corrected Mr. Vonderheide’s comment of unethical noting he stated he believes 

the surveys were incomplete and the project was approached poorly. Mr. Vonderheide stated he feels 

that it was proven that the whole process was not done correctly and that numbers were made up. Mr. 

Bauder stated it does appear that the numbers might have been made up but it may be that they may 
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have had the results come out the way they wanted.  Mr. Bauder stated that he has been in favor of 

stopping this project. Mr. Vonderheide asked when they can expect some finalization to what can or can 

not be done to individual properties. Mr. Bauder stated there are a couple difficult options. He noted 

LASA wants the Township to fund 1/3, the people 1/3, and LASA 1/3 of the capital cost but prior to that 

the people were asked to fund 2/3 of the capital cost. Mr. Bauder stated that he is holding a petition from 

the people stating that formula is unacceptable. Mr. Bauder stated the Board could float a bond for 1/3 

that would result in a 35 or 40% tax increase and if the Supervisors floated a bond for 2/3 the cost it 

would be a 75% tax increase to the citizens. Mr. Vonderheide expressed his concerns for people that 

have already paid to repair their septic systems and will now have to pay to hook up to sewer. He also 

expressed concerns that residents will have to pay the cost to have public sewer brought into this area 

and future development will benefit from this. He expressed concerns that the public sewer is not going 

to help the contaminated wells. Mr. Bauder stated there are a number of properties in the Letort area that 

do have inadequate septic systems with no room for a replacement system. Mr. Bauder also stated the he 

did look at the decentralized system at Turkey Hill Dairy and they are still looking into that possibility.  

Mr. Vonderheide stated he feels future developers should have to contribute money to the infrastructure 

for LASA and those with workable septic systems should have the option to hook up when needed. Mr. 

Bauder stated each system would have to be analyzed to see if it could be repaired. Mr. Kreider stated he 

does feel we need an attorney at this point to find out what they can do and what they can not do. Mr. 

Bauder entered the following statement into the minutes: ”Common reasons for establishing municipal 

authorities include financing a project without tapping the general taxing or borrowing power of a 

municipality, facilitating the cooperative involvement of several municipalities in a project, and 

distancing the operation of a project from the political considerations inherent in direct municipal 

operation”. Mr. Vonderheide again asked if there is a time frame for stopping the sewer or continuing. 

Mr. Kreider stated the next move is legal council to see what has to be done and what we can do and 

stated that he feels LASA has stepped outside their boundaries as to what they are allowed to do. Mr. 

Vonderheide asked Mr. Kreider if he is planning on taking LASA to task legally to stop this entire 

process. Mr. Kreider stated it may come to that. Mr. Smith stated that the Chairman of LASA has sent a 

letter to the Township asking for a decision on or before March 15, 2009.   

     Kevin Manuel, 102 Velma Lane, stated that this is the first time residents have been charged 

infrastructure costs and he feels the whole thing is a way for LASA to make money and they are bulling 

this Board. Mr. Manuel also expressed concerns that the sewer lines are being run for future 

development. Mr. Manuel also felt that residents should have the choice to hook up to sewer and not a 

mandatory thing and asked if anyone on the Board is going to be affected by this.  

     Mr. Bauder stated that the Act 537 Plan can be amended and he feels that is one area they need to 

look into. Mr. Smith stated that amending the Act 537 Plan was suggested early in this process, but 

added that to do so any amendments must meet DEP standards. Mr. Smith stated that if LASA does not 

get a response from the Township by March 15, 2009 then they will cease on the project, and the 

Township needs to be prepared to respond one way or the other. Mr. Kreider asked if he could get the 

list of Attorneys before the next Supervisors meeting.  

     Paul Taylor, 172 Tracey Berg Rd, noted that he sent a letter to LASA requesting a six month 

moratorium so residents could do research and the response was that they had to move along to comply 

with the Act 537 Plan that was adopted by Manor Township. He noted that LASA stated they are hoping 

to get bids out and asked the Supervisors if they were aware of that. Mr. Herr stated yes, it has been 

included in correspondence.  Mr. Smith stated that the March time frame from LASA indicates that they 

would like to be able to award bids in March. Mr. Bauder stated that LASA can only award and move 

forward with the bids if the Township approves. Mr. Bauder explained that the pre bid estimate is 8.6 
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million with the suggestion from LASA that the Township pay 1/3, the residents pay 1/3 and they will 

pay 1/3. 

     Ray Dyer, 139 Nicholas Rd, questioned the amount of the tax increase to all residents if the 

Township chose to take out a bond. Mr. Bauder stated that the real estate tax would be raised about 75% 

to float a bond for 2/3 of this amount or about 700,000 a year for ten years. This would mean an increase 

of approximately $80 per household for the entire township to fund the sewer project for Letort and 

Perth Hill area.  Mr. Dyer stated that if LASA was willing to give the homeowners a no interest loan, 

could they also extend that to the Township. Mr. Kreider stated that LASA does not have the authority 

to make the township pay for the infrastructure, and he feels they should pay for it themselves.  

     Mike Kyle, LASA,  updated the Board that they are currently pursuing grants on three levels. Two 

levels with the State, being Penn Vest Grants and Grants through Act 63, then also the Federal Grants. 

Mr. Kyle explained that they did receive confirmation from Penn Vest that LASA needs to be the 

applicant for a grant and they did submit a new funding request on December 5, 2008. He stated they 

have authorized Rettew to move forward on the grant application at a cost estimated at 5,500. He noted 

meetings that have taken place and two proposals for the CFA Application and intend to proceed with 

one at an estimated cost of 10,000 for that grant application. Mr. Kyle stated the total for the out of 

pocket costs for these grants would be between 12,000 and 15,000, depending on the actual work and 

any acquired grant monies would go directly to the Township and the customers of that area if it is legal 

to do that. Mr. Kyle did state that LASA would expect that the Township would reimburse them for the 

out of pocket costs for the grants. Mr. Kyle noted that the deadlines for the applications are in February 

and they have authorized Rettew to start working on the Penn Vest application and are intending to 

authorize the CFA work.  

     Melissa Rugh, 103 Catalpa Lane, asked if the results on the grants will be back in time for the 

deadline LASA gave the Township. Mr. Kyle stated he does not think so but noted that LASA’s position 

in what they can do and are willing to do is independent of receiving the grants. Mr. Kyle started that 

LASA is trying to schedule another public meeting before finalizing the design and bid documents.  

     Mr. Bauder asked what CFA stands for. Mr. Kyle stated it is Commonwealth Financing Authority, a 

public authority to disperse grants under Act 63. Mr. Smith explained the two areas where they are 

applying for grants, both being state agencies. Mr. Kyle explained that Rettew is working on their behalf 

to apply to the Federal List for grants for the Letort area. Mr. Herr asked if there is any flexibility or 

delay as to when LASA would do their bidding. Mr. Kyle stated the bid documents will include the 

longest time they are allowed by law to hold them open because of permitting issues. He noted what 

they are looking for from the Township is commitment before awarding any bids. Mr. Kyle added that 

the March date is the date of the March LASA Board meeting where they would make award. Mr. 

Bauder asked if this Board does not take action by the March 15 date will LASA interpret that as a 

signal not to move forward. Mr. Kyle stated yes, the LASA Board determined that they need a positive 

affirmation from the Township and they will not move forward without that.  

     Mike Vonderheide, 148 Nicholas Rd, expressed concerns that LASA is forcing this Board to move 

when they really don’t have to. He stated that the Board can get someone else to put in a sewer system 

and it does not have to be LASA. He noted the results from Arro and felt it was not done correctly. 

     Mr. Herr stated that when Arro came to the meeting in November, they specifically addressed how 

the survey was studied and completed by regulations that were in place at the time. Mr. Kyle stated that 

any questions can be directed to LASA at their website and they will gladly respond to any concerns and 

questions. Mr. Bauder stated that if LASA spends 9 million to put sewer in an area where they will 

receive 260 homes paying fees back, they will never recover that 9 million dollars, however his 

argument is that from a business point LASA should adjust the rates for their entire coverage areas to 
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recapture the cost of 9 million dollars for this infrastructure. Mr. Herr noted that paying LASA back for 

the grant writing is simply a bookkeeping thing and he would gladly pay back 15,000  to acquire a grant 

of a couple million dollars. Mr. Herr added that some of these funds were not available when this started 

and have only recently been approved in the election.  

     Ken Asche, 116 Spring Meadow Lane, expressed concerns that after calculating the cost to put sewer 

in this area in 2004, LASA revised their policy, making changes to reflect that they no longer would pay 

100 % of the cost for the infrastructure.  

 

     Norfolk Southern Low Grade Rail to Trail   -   Mr. Smith gave an update on the one million dollars 

that DCNR has stated they will give the Township for the Low Grade Rail to Trail project. He noted that 

for the Township to acquire that money the Township needs to present an application to DCNR, which 

has already been submitted by Mr. Laudien when he was here, however we need to have an application 

for acquisition and development also. He suggested that he work with Rettew to complete the 

preliminary work to provide that application. He noted a meeting with Mark Laurello and Jim Caldwell, 

with Rettew, to go over some basic components to try to complete this as quickly as possible to meet 

deadlines. He noted that the State supports this project and is encouraging us to proceed. Mr. Smith 

asked for permission to move ahead with Rettew and begin the process of the initial assessment of the 

scope of work needed for the design of the application. Mr. Smith noted when completed, the 1 million 

dollars should be available for acquisition and for development. Mr. Smith stated that they have not 

heard back from Norfolk if they are accepting our appraisal as a fair market price for the piece of 

property. Mr. Bauder asked what the total funding on this project is. Mr. Smith stated that we have not 

actually received any funds yet. He added that potentially the one million from DCNR is likely if we 

meet all requirements and deadlines. The Solid Waste Management Authority has entered into an 

agreement with the Township that if Norfolk/F&M project proceeds we will receive 300,000. Also a 

letter from Norfolk Southern to Mr. May states they will contribute 1 million dollars to the project. Mr. 

Smith again stated all that is pending and we must take the steps to make this happen. Mr. Bauder asked 

what conditions must be met for Norfolk Southern to contribute the 1 million. Mr. Smith stated that we 

must simply purchase the property, but we need them to accept our appraisal before we can do that. Mr. 

Smith added that it will not be a total gain of 1 million from them because they will take the purchase 

price, and then at some point later they will give us the million. Mr. Kreider asked where the 

Conservancy is in all this. Mr. Smith stated they are really not involved at this time, but they may be in 

the future. Mr. Smith added that Manor Township needs to be the owner in order to secure the funds. 

The Board agreed to authorize Mr. Smith to move ahead on this project.  

     Resolution # 4-2009    Mr. Breneman made a motion to adopt Resolution #4-2009 setting the meeting 

dates for the Township for the year 2009. Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

     Resolution # 5-2009    Mr. Bauder made a motion to approve Resolution # 5-2009 to continue the 

Police Pension Fund with no deductions from police salaries being required. Mr. Kreider seconded the 

motion, which carried unanimously. Mr. Smith noted that Mr. Breneman was not present for this motion 

or vote, just three voting.  

     Resolution # 6-2009   Mr. Smith stated this resolution is the standard designation for the different 

depositories for the Township funds. Mr. Smith also noted changes that Mr. Strohecker has 

recommended. The Board discussed the changes that Mr. Strohecker is recommending and the reasons 

for those changes. Mr. Smith went over the funds and banks for Resolution #6-2009 as listed.  Mr. 

Kreider made a motion to adopt Resolution #6-2009 as presented. Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which 

carried unanimously. Mr. Smith again noted a three vote in favor, being Mr. Bauder, Mr. Kreider and 

Mr. Herr with Mr. Breneman not present.  
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     Resolution # 7-2009    Sewage Enforcement - Mr. Smith explained the recommendation for the 

Sewage Enforcement Officer, rules and fees to remain the same. Mr. Bauder made a motion to adopt 

Resolution # 7-2009 listing sewage permit fees, David L. Lockard as the Sewage Enforcement Office 

for Manor Township and named Marvin S. Stoner as substitute Sewage Enforcement Officer for Manor. 

Mr. Kreider seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.  

     Resolution # 8-2009  Mr. Smith noted that Resolution # 8-2009 is setting the fees for the Township 

for the year 2009. He noted that after review, two additional fees are proposed to be on record. Mr. 

Smith stated that we currently charge a fee of $25.00 for rental of a pavilion in the Manor Township 

Community Park and asked that this be added to the fees listed along with a new fee of $50.00 for a 

meeting room rental fee. Due to an increasing request for our meeting room, he recommended that a fee 

be charged to cover having personnel come in to open and close any facility. Mr. Smith stated he would 

like to possibly raise the fee for the park pavilion rental next year, but it has already been established for 

this year. Mr. Bauder stated he felt the rental fee for the meeting room seemed high. Mr. Smith stated we 

are simply trying to cover the cost of an employee coming in on overtime to open the facility and 

coming back to close. Mr. Kreider stated the fee is to cover more than just heat and lights. Mr. Bauder 

expressed a concern that there will be a fee for committee meetings and felt that $50.00 was a high 

price. Mr. Smith noted that the Supervisors would have the authority to waive the fee in any event they 

deemed necessary. After discussion, Mr. Bauder made a motion to approve Resolution # 8-2009 fee 

schedule with the addition of the pavilion rental fee of $25.00 and the meeting room fee of $50.00 as 

presented. Mr. Kreider seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. After some discussion, Mr. 

Breneman made a motion to exempt the fee for the Emergency Services Task Force Committee which is 

already meeting there on a regular basis. Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

     Resolution # 9-2009   Resolution to set the compensation of the Township Manager   Mr. Kreider 

stated that the Board needs to have an Executive Session for discussion before any motion on Resolution 

9-2009. After some discussion, the Board agreed they will email Mr. Smith with available dates and try 

to come up with one suitable for the full Board.  

     Set Mileage Rate for 2009   Mr. Breneman made a motion to set the mileage rate for 2009 at the 

prevailing Federal standards. Mr. Kreider seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

     Manor Township Comprehensive Recreation and Open Space Plan Update – Mr. Smith stated this is 

for the Supervisors consideration and requested direction from the Board for the Staff on how they are to 

proceed with this Plan. He noted the Plan goes back several months, being prepared by David Miller 

Associates and reviewed by DCNR with their acceptance. Mr. Smith noted there may be some residents 

that would prefer more detail in the Plan, but at some point we need to have a prepared advertisement so 

the document can be enacted. He stated that this is the basis for the land dedication in our subdivision 

plan and until we do this, that part of the subdivision and land ordinance is not as sound to legal 

challenge as he would like it to be. Mr. Bauder agreed and noted that the open space requirement was 

established on the information from this plan. Mr. Smith stated that the plan could be amended in the 

future if necessary but at least it would be adopted. Mr. Smith noted the Board did receive a letter from 

the Manor Township Planning Commission and the Manor Township Park and Recreation Board has 

had extensive discussion on it. Mr. Smith stated he feels this is a sound document and he will correct a 

few clerical mistakes and recommended the Board consider action.  Mr. Bauder made a motion to 

advertise the Manor Township Comprehensive Recreation and Open Space Plan for adoption. Mr. 

Breneman seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.  

     Letter of Credit Timson Place -  Mr. Smith noted a request for reduction of Letter of Credit for 

Timson Place. He stated there is a correction being the current Letter of Credit for Timson Place is a 

balance of $126,456.00. He agreed with the request to reduce it by $50,000.00 which would leave a 
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remaining balance of $76,456.00. Mr. Breneman made a motion to reduce the current Letter of Credit 

for Timson Place by $50,000.00 which would leave a balance of $76,456.00. Mr. Bauder seconded the 

motion, which carried unanimously.  

 

Correspondence 

     Mr. Smith stated there are three items for Correspondence.  He noted the PSATS 87
th

 Annual State 

Convention, APMM Winter Workshop and the Capital Area Turf and Ornamental Winter School. Mr. 

Smith suggested that the Supervisors and the appropriate staff be authorized to attend these sessions. Mr. 

Herr made a motion to approve appropriate staff attends the listed convention and work sessions with 

the necessary expenses paid. Mr. Kreider seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

 

Traffic Commission   

      Chief Graeff stated that the Traffic Commission met December 31, 2008 with all members present. 

He noted there was no new business and they took care of signs for old business.  

 

Police Report  

     Chief Graeff stated the monthly report has been submitted and noted 260 complaints for the month. 

He went over the statistics for the month of December.  

 

 Road Foreman’s Report   

     Mr. Harris stated his report has been submitted. He noted this month they will continue with road 

side trimming, crack sealing and maintenance on the bridges.  

 

Park & Grounds Maintenance Report    

     Mr. Dickert stated during the month of December he passed qualifications for being a certified 

playground safety inspector and they are winterizing park facilities.  

 

 Township Manager’s Report     

    Mr. Smith stated he has reported the normal functions and meetings he has attended for the month of 

December. 

  

 Building Permit Report   

     Mr. Breneman read the building permit report listing that there was a total of  281 permits for the 

year 2008 compared to total permits of 407 for 2007.  

 

         There being no further business, Mr. Bauder made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 10:40 PM. 

Mr. Kreider seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

 

                                                                              Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

                                                                              Barry Smith 

                                                                              Secretary – Treasurer 

 

Recording secretary 

Rita J. Young 
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                                                     Manor Township Supervisors Meeting 

February 2, 2009                                                                                                      7:30 PM 

 

     Chairman John May called the meeting to order at 7:30 PM in the Manor Township Municipal 

Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA. He led those in attendance in the pledge to the 

flag. Roll call was taken noting all Supervisors present.  

Members present: John May, Richard Bauder, Jay Breneman, L. Allen Kreider and Allan Herr. 

Staff present: Barry Smith, Ryan Strohecker, Mark Harris, Mike Dickert and Rita Young. 

Visitors present: See attached.  

 

     Mr. May stated an Executive Session was held on January 16, 2009. Mr. Smith stated that the 

Executive Session was called to discuss a personnel matter.  

 

Minutes     

    Mr. Breneman made a motion to approve the minutes as drafted. Mr. Kreider seconded the 

motion, which carried unanimously. 

 

Bills 

     Mr. Herr made a motion to approve payment of the bills as listed. Mr. Bauder seconded the 

motion, which carried unanimously. 

 

Financial Report 

     Mr. Kreider asked if the traffic control devises are still in the process of being changed to LED 

lights. Mr. Smith stated that process has been completed. Mr. Kreider questioned a payment and 

commented on the savings of the traffic lights since going to LED. Mr. Kreider made a motion to 

approve the Financial Report as circulated. Mr. Breneman seconded the motion. The motion 

carried unanimously.  

 

Solicitors Report 

     Mr. Smith stated that there was no Solicitors report.  

 

Fire Company 

     Mr. May asked if there were any reports from Fire Companies to be made at this time.  Keith 

Eshleman, Chief of the Millersville Fire Co, stated that he has provided the report for the year. He 

noted that they had a record year for calls. He thanked the Township Manager and the Police 

Department for all their help and cooperation. He also stated that Mr. Harris and the road crew are 

always helpful in assisting when needed.  

 

Old Business 

     Board Reorganization    Mr. Bauder stated that in the January meeting, the Board temporarily 

approved that Chairman and Vice Chairman would remain the same since Mr. May was not 

present. Mr. Breneman made a motion to nominate John May as Chairman of the Board of 

Supervisors for 2009. Mr. Herr seconded the motion. Mr. Kreider moved that the nominations be 

closed. The motion carried unanimously.  Mr. May made a motion to nominate Allen Kreider as 

Vice Chairman of the Board of Supervisors. Mr. Breneman seconded the motion and closed 

nominations. The motion carried unanimously. 
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Business From the Floor 

     John Pecuch, 133 Joseph Road, expressed concerns that he could not have the Hovis pavilion 

for a picnic on a week day in the summer but he would be able to use the Strickler pavilion located 

in the back of the park. He stated that he was told there was a playground program for children 

using the Hovis pavilion during the day, in the summer. Mr. Pecuch requested that the playground 

program be moved to the back pavilion so that his group might have the Hovis pavilion again this 

year since they did move it for him the year before. He added that he had been to the Park and 

Recreation Meeting and that Board agreed to let him have the Hovis pavilion and then the 

Township Manager stated it was not their policy to move the program. Mr. Smith stated that he 

and Mr. Laudien had a meeting with Mr. Pecuch at the Township office and explained the 

exception the first year was due to a mistake that was made in the office and he indicated that this 

would not be the rule they will follow. Then again this year Mr. Pecuch requested that the 

Township move the summer program for his group and Mr. Smith stated that he decided to stay 

with the policy that had been in place for over 20 years. Mr. Smith stated that if the Board would 

like the policy that is in place changed, then he can change the policy. After some discussion, Mr. 

Bauder stated that he would like to give Mr. Smith leeway to grant exceptions and alter the policy 

on an individual basis. The Board agreed to move the children’s summer program for the day that 

Mr. Pecuch wants the Hovis pavilion and to give the Manager the authority to make that decision 

in the future on an individual basis.  

     Fred Tontodonati, 1311 Manor Blvd., expressed concerns that traffic is speeding at 50 to 60 

MPH along Manor Blvd where it is posted 25 MPH.  He stated that he has complained numerous 

times and gets no results. He asked the Supervisors what can be done about this situation. After 

some discussion, Mr. May and Chief Graeff stated they will look into the situation.  

     Jim Huber, 113 Shannon Drive, stated that it is a law that you must state what an Executive 

Session is for when it is held and asked what the Executive Session was for. Mr. May stated it was 

for a personnel matter. 

     Bonnie Miller, 113 Bent Tree Drive, complimented the road crew for the excellent job they do 

for Manor Township. Ms Miller stated that this Township needs good management and a strong 

Board and it is not all about not raising taxes. Ms Miller went over the process of management and 

what she would like to see changed. She asked if the Charter could be changed for Manor 

Township and have a Mayor or is the Township stuck with a five member Supervisors Board and a 

manager. Mr. May stated it can not be changed because we are a Second Class Township and the 

rule is that we can have three or five supervisors and no Mayor.  Mr. Smith stated there would be 

two options, one being we could become a first class township, which has a whole different set of 

rules, or possibly Home Rule. Mr. Kreider stated that the simplest thing would be to find good 

people to fill the positions. Ms Miller agreed and stated this Township needs a vision.  

 

Letort Manor/Perth Hill Sewer Update 

     Mr. Smith stated that he requested Rebecca Denlinger from Rettew attend tonight to explain 

grant possibilities. He noted she is working on two grant applications with Lasa and Manor 

Township and asked her to give an update at this time. Ms Denlinger stated that the two funding 

applications that are currently being prepared on behalf of LASA are Penn Vest and H2OPA. She 

stated that Penn Vest is the PA Infrastructure Investment Authority, to administer the funds that 

come from the Federal Government through the Clean Water Act, where you can apply for grants 

or loans for water, waste water and other infrastructure projects. She noted the possibility to apply 

for up to 100% of costs and that is what LASA will apply for. She went over the process to apply 
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to Penn Vest and the scoring system that they use to determine if you would be qualified for a 

grant or loan. Ms Denlinger stated that it has been made very clear that this particular project 

would likely not qualify for a grant, however they will continue to pursue this anyway because this 

could be the same place the stimulus monies would be coming from which is under review at the 

Senate at this time.  She then went over the second application they are working on, the H2OPA 

application, which is new money that will be administered through the Department of Community 

and Economic Development Commonwealth Financing Authority. She stated it is a seven member 

board that review projects dealing with community and economic development. She noted there is 

800 million available for water, wastewater and storm water as well as flood projects. She stated 

LASA will be submitting an application for this also. Ms Denlinger noted that the CFA application 

is due in by 2/13/09, Penn Vest is due 2/17/09 and the CFA application will be reviewed at the 

5/14/09 Financing Authority Meeting and the Penn Vest application will be reviewed at their 

4/20/09 meeting.  Mr. Kreider asked what the money they are seeking will go toward. She stated it 

would go directly to the project and can be used to pay for the work. She explained how the grants 

work and how much monies could be awarded. Mr. Bauder asked if she had any idea about the 

approval timing of the grants. Ms Denlinger stated that Penn Vest Funding will be approved at 

their April meeting and noted you receive it usually within three months. The CFA is slightly 

different because it is being funded through gaming revenues by floating a bond. Mr. Herr asked 

about the rating review and what would happen if our numbers are not high enough. Ms Denlinger 

explained that we would go through reviews and would stay in play for 4 reviews and you can 

reapply. Mr. Bauder asked if this project will only qualify for loans. She stated the she has been 

told that it does not look like this project will qualify for grants thru Penn Vest because of the 

higher incomes in this area but it may get a loan offer. She stated this will be extremely 

competitive of the State and there will be a large amount of applications come in for this.  

     Ken Asche, 116 Spring Meadow Lane, referred to a statement that he made at a planning 

meeting asking if DEP should write a letter to get more points for Penn Vest and asked if that 

would help get them into the qualifications. Ms Denlinger stated no, and that meeting was a pre 

planning consultation meeting where the USDA also attended. She stated that the planning 

consultation meeting was three weeks ago where Vicki Johnson stated that this project will not get 

many if any economic points. Bonnie Miller asked if the H2OPA application must pertain to the 

Chesapeake problem. Ms Denlinger stated no, but you do get priority if it does.  

     Deb Guthrie, 1101 Central Manor Road, asked what the Supervisors are planning to do to help 

with the sewer project and if they have made any decisions toward helping. Mr. May stated that 

they need a little more information before they can make any decisions. Ms Guthrie stated that she 

really does not want to take this to another level, but feels that since the Supervisors have not made 

a decision, she has too.  

     Ken Asche, 116 Spring Meadow Lane, stated that at the last meeting the Supervisors stated they 

were going to hire an attorney and asked what they have done about that. Mr. Kreider stated that 

he and Mr. Bauder have spent time researching some attorneys and have found a firm in 

Harrisburg with a person that was an attorney for DEP and would be very knowledgeable. Mr. 

Kreider stated the firm is Rhodes and Sinon and he would be prepared tonight to contract with 

them to represent the Township and discuss this with LASA to find out exactly what was done 

wrong if anything and what was done right. He stated they would be hired to find out what the 

possibilities legally and otherwise would be. Mr. Bauder stated that he is in agreement with Mr. 

Kreider and feels this person is very qualified to represent the Board if that is what they choose to 

do. Mr. Bauder stated there are some challenges from some residents whether or not the Township  
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provided the proper public notice for this project and that issue has to be resolved. Mr. Bauder also 

stated that LASA has issued a letter regarding a time table for the Township to make a decision 

and to pay them and he would like the attorney to look into that also. Mr. May stated that he has 

discussed this with most of the Supervisors and noted that this attorney states he would require a 

$1500 retainer fee to take the case, and he would be in favor if the attorney could give guidance 

before March 15
th

. Mr. Kreider stated if hired, they would meet with LASA first. Mr. Bauder 

stated that LASA stated they would welcome this. Mr. Kreider added that this attorney’s hourly 

rate would be $280. Mr. Kreider made a motion to accept the proposed amount of $1500 escrow to 

hire this company to start the investigation with LASA based on the $280 per hour fee. Mr. 

Kreider noted that they are the attorneys for Rettew Associates but he did not feel this was a 

conflict of interest. Mr. May stated he would have a concern if there was no cap put on the fees. 

The Board agreed. Mr. Bauder stated that he feels two members of the Board and the Manager 

should be appointed to present the information to the attorney. Mr. May agreed and suggested it be 

Mr. Bauder and Mr. Kreider along with Mr. Smith. Mr. Breneman seconded the motion that Mr. 

Kreider made to accept the proposed amount of $1500 for escrow and hourly rate of $280. Mr. 

Kreider extended his motion to include the limit of $5,000 and to review it at that time. Mr. 

Breneman seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.  

     Russ Guthrie, 1101 Central Manor Road, stated he has met with the Supervisors and has read 

the Act 537 Plan in detail. He noted that he has put together a power point presentation of what the 

Supervisors have approved in the Act 537. Mr. Guthrie stated his wife is going to read a letter, 

which is on its way to the State Attorney General, to our Senator and to our House of 

Representatives requesting that they review and do a complete investigation from the very 

beginning of this project.  Ms Guthrie read the letter and gave the Board a copy of it. The letter 

stated that property owners feel the process has been abusive and improperly done and gave an 

overview of meetings and events that have taken place between Manor Township Supervisors and 

LASA since the start of the Perth Hill and Letort Manor sewer project. It included an events and 

dates analysis by Walt Schlemmer PE, a resident of Letort Manor. She noted they will be glad to 

make the power point presentation to any of the government officials that request to view it. She 

stated it includes meeting notes back to 2006 and the Act 537 Plan along with information from 

LASA’S web site.  

     Melissa Rue, 103 Catalpa Lane, noted that at one point they were going to form a task force and 

asked what ever happened to that and asked if they can all join forces and be included in the 

meeting with the attorney they just approved hiring. Mr. May stated that the review of this matter 

between the attorney and two Supervisors along with Mr. Smith is a Township matter and will not 

be a public meeting. Ms Rue asked if we could still form a task force. Mr. Bauder stated that if the 

residents could pass the issue to one of the three that will be meeting with the attorney, they would 

be able to integrate the concern into the process. Mr. Bauder recommended that they document the 

issues that they want brought out and they will blend them into the presentation.  

 

Norfolk Southern Low Grade Rail to Trail 

     Mr. Smith stated that they have started the consultation process with Rettew for the design for 

the Low Grade Rail to Trail. He stated that he has met with two representatives from Rettew at the 

site to get a better understanding of the possibilities for design and they are actively working on 

that. Mr. May noted that this process is instrumental to the grant they are working on. Mr. Smith 

stated that Rettew will be assisting us on completing the next step for the grant. Mr. May noted 
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that he will be sending another letter to Mr. Pitts about Am Track wanting to place their poles 

down the middle of the right of way because their answer did not justify what they want to do.  

     Scott Haverstick,  Water Street, stated in regards to the Am Track situation, he did not feel they 

truly understood the layout of the parcel and he is hopeful that this will be negotiable. Mr. 

Haverstick also noted that the Board may want to consider creating a task force to be involved with 

the Rails Trails for Manor Township because he feels more people will be needed with the on 

going use of the trail. Mr. May agreed. Mr. Breneman stated he feels it would be good to have a 

group that would be involved just with that parcel.   

     Joan Matterness, 213 Sutherland Road, asked who is paying Rettew for their assistance in the 

grant writing for the Rail to Trail project and will it come out of the one million dollars they are to 

receive. She stated Rettew is now working on grants for two projects for Manor Township, one the 

sewer grants and two this project and she questioned where the monies will be coming from. Mr. 

Smith stated that until he gets clear information from DCNR, he is not sure what is applicable for 

recovery from the grant process. He noted that Manor Township must spend the money for 

consultation and design to apply for the grants and they will recover that if the grant is awarded 

through funding and regulations. Ms Matterness stated that when this project was first proposed, 

Mr. May stated that to purchase and develop this Rail to Trail project, there will not be any 

expense coming out of tax payers money.  Mr. Bauder stated that there was a public meeting where 

the Board approved $15,000 expenditure for the appraisal of the property. Ms Matterness stated 

she remembers that, but this is an additional expense and she was under the understanding that 

there would be no expenses to the tax payers for this Rail to Trail project. She stated that she 

would like to make sure that more information is presented on how the expenses are being paid for 

as they happen. Mr. May stated that the possibilities for funds are LCSWA $300,000, Lancaster 

County $1 Million, and $1 Million committed from Norfolk Southern and $1 Million from DCNR. 

Mr. Smith stated that some of this will not be certain until they get through the application process. 

Ms Matterness stated that her point is that she hopes the Board keeps the public informed of all 

this.  

 

SALDO Revision Update 

     Mr. May stated the MTPC has met numerous times and submitted comments and suggestions 

regarding revision of the SALDO. Mr. Smith stated that he has provided the last version of the 

original SALDO as it was amended. Also information from several meetings where input was 

given to Rettew and the planning staff. Mr. Smith stated the document now reflects those changes 

and asked the Board if they want to proceed for final adoption of the amended SALDO. Mr. May 

stated he would like to see this printed. Mr. Bauder asked Mr. Haverstick if he and the MTPC are 

satisfied with their input. Mr. Haverstick stated that the MTPC was of the opinion that this was 

going to be a living document and will need periodic review. Mr. Haverstick stated that the MTPC 

completed this process a year ago and he would believe that they could find more alterations, now 

a year later, if they reviewed it again. Mr. Haverstick recommended that what is presented be 

adopted and that they continue this as an ongoing basis to revise the document every so often. Mr. 

Bauder agreed and stated that Rettew should do the final document for adoption. Mr. Smith 

recommended they look at the bullet points and make sure it is what they want before they draft 

another copy and before they would prepare for advertisement and adoption. After some 

discussion, the Board stated they will review this document for two weeks, give Barry any changes 

so he can proceed at that point.  
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Manor Township Comprehensive Recreation and Open Space Plan Update 

     Mr. Smith noted last month he was directed to start to finalize this document and prepare it for 

advertisement. He noted David Miller is working with him to prepare it and he is hopeful the 

document will be ready for advertisement and ready for the March or April meeting.  

 

 

New Business 

 

SALDO Briefing -  Final Plan for LASA Pumping Station 

     Mr. Smith stated this is a briefing session, not the formal review of the document for a sub-

division land development plan located at 1171 Central Manor Road, for a LASA pumping station. 

He noted this sub division plan would occur with the property of Gene and Barbara Kritz . Mr. 

John Weese, Rettew, explained that they are working with LASA to place the pumping station on 

the Kritz property and it is in the flood plain. He noted that it needs to be sub divided and they  

needed a special exception to place the pumping station in the flood plain, which they have applied 

and received. He noted one condition from that approval is that they need to go through sub 

division and land development. He noted the plan has been prepared and reviewed by the planning 

commission and comments made have been or are being addressed. He went over an old plan of 

the property and the updated one where they created a fixed property line. Mr. Kreider stated that 

at the planning commission meeting Mr. Witmer, a member of the MTPC expressed concerns that 

the water rises too much in that location to have this pumping station, in the event that there would 

be a power outage.  Mr. Weese explained that the proposed station would be a submersible style 

and not a typical one with a generator and building. Mr. Weese noted this is not a FEMA flood 

plain but an engineered flood plain and they have surveyed to find that the entire property is not in 

the flood plain. He went over how they will reduce the impervious surface and place the control 

panel outside the flood plain. Mr. May stated it is his understanding that the electrical panel and 

the vent to the wet well are above the flood plain and that makes this an acceptable situation. Mr. 

Herr agreed. Mr. Breneman asked if the Shertzer property will still have access to the driveway.  

Mr. Weese stated that is one of the comments that they are still addressing. Mr. Smith stated this is 

a briefing item tonight and it will be presented again to the MTPC for formal recommendation and 

come back to the Supervisors at the next meeting.  

     Pam Neidig, 137 Carol Drive, stated she lives along this flood plain, and expressed concerns 

that the water rises higher than the flood plain is being shown. Mr. Bauder stated that in 2006 the 

water flooded over the bridge. A resident stated that the panel is not high enough by their design.  

     Scott Haverstick, stated that PC member Mr. Witmer is familiar with this tract and these are the 

very points he was making at their meeting and noted that the 100 year flood plain shown is 

considerably below the virtual flood plain. 

     Les Neidig, 137 Carol Drive, stated there is a bottle neck where the bridge is located. He 

expressed a concern that if the pumping station is being placed there he would hope that the proper 

caution is taken for the bank on the down stream side.  

     Mr. May stated that all these comments will get back to the engineers. Mr. Bauder suggested 

that the engineer should talk to the neighbors and Mr. Weese stated he would be glad to discuss the 

situation with them.  Mr. Neidig asked Mr. Weese if there has been any thought for an alternative 

site. Mr. Weese stated he does not know at this point. Mr. Kyle, LASA, stated they did look at 

several sites and this was the best out of all the alternative sites, but they will look at it again.  
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Urban Growth Boundary 

     Mr. Smith stated Mr. Bauder has asked for a discussion on the Urban Growth Boundary line 

and if there needs to be a refining of the boundary line. Mr. Bauder stated that he discussed this as 

a response to the LCPC requesting that the Township remove a property in the UGB because they 

added the Funk property to the UGB. Mr. Smith stated that the Funk tract was never actually put 

into the UGB, they just talked about it. Mr. Bauder stated that the Supervisors did approve the 

preliminary plan for the Funk tract even though the LCOC did not want them to at the time 

because of the UGB, and then they forgot about doing anything or about adding the property to the 

UGB. Mr. Bauder stated that he now has a concern because he feels it does not make sense for the 

property between Letort and Perth Hill Developments to be in the UGB. Mr. Smith stated that 

property is not in the UGB, the property is Low Residential Flex. Mr. Smith stated it is good to 

review the UGB but it should be directed to the MTPC which is the Board that should be 

reviewing that. He stated that if changes were to be made it would be an adopted process. Mr. 

Smith stated that Staff is suggesting to this Board and the MTPC, that any alterations at this point 

in time should not include the Funk tract because it is already in process of the applications right 

now and altering that could have a negative effect on that process. After some discussion, Mr. 

Breneman made a motion to send the information on the UGB to the MTPC and have them review 

the Urban Growth Boundary line. Mr. Bauder seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.  

 

Resolution #9-2009 

     Mr. May read the Resolution setting the compensation for the Township Manager. He stated 

that the salary for Township Manager for 2009 shall be set at $83,104.44 to include all benefits 

afforded to all township employees. Mr. Kreider made a motion to adopt Resolution #9-2009. Mr. 

Herr seconded the motion. The motion passed with a four to one vote. Mr. Bauder opposed.  

 

Authorization Purchase of Police Vehicles 

     Mr. May noted a letter from Chief Graeff requesting the purchase of two new vehicles as per 

the 2009 budget. Mr. Breneman asked how many police vehicles are available at this time. Chief 

Graeff stated there are 4 unmarked cars and 9 marked vehicles. Mr. Herr asked if these amounts 

are in line with the budgeted numbers. Chief Graeff stated yes. Mr. May made a motion to 

purchase the two vehicles, one Ford Crown Victoria for $23,500 and one Chevrolet Impala for 

$21,500 as per the request from Chief Graeff. Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which carried 

unanimously.  Ms Bare, 107 Chestnut Grove Rd, asked if the two older vehicles being replaced 

will remain in use or be taken off the road to be sold and if so, could they be donated to the fire 

companies. Mr. May stated they will be sold and we have donated some in the past and we could 

be looking into that at this time. Mr. Smith stated this also depends on the condition of the car that 

it would be worthy of giving to a fire department.  

 

Correspondence 

     Mr. Smith explained there are three training sessions requested. Mr. Smith requested that he 

attend the APMM Eastern Executive Development Conference for 2009, he noted a request from 

Mr. Dickert to attend the 13
th

 Annual KAFMO/PRPS Athletic Field Conference and a request from 

Chief Graeff for Detective Trish Mazer to attend the 2009 MAGLOCLEN Information Sharing 

Conference & Annual Business meeting. Mr. May made a motion to approve the requested 

training with the necessary expenses paid. Mr. Breneman seconded the motion, which carried 

unanimously. 
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Traffic Commission 

     Chief Graeff stated that the Traffic Commission Meeting for January was canceled due to the 

weather.  

 

Police Report 

     Chief Graeff stated the police report stands as submitted and noted that he has submitted a 

projected five year plan for the police department along with the year end report for 2008. 

 

Road Foreman’s Report 

     Mr. Harris stated that for the month of January they sent salt trucks out 15 times for snow or ice 

incidents. He noted they also continue to do routine maintenance. Mr. Breneman noted that he 

asked how much salt we use and he stated Mr. Harris told him that they use 60 tons every time 

they salt. Mr. Breneman noted that it is a little over $70 a ton.  

 

Park & Grounds Maintenance Report 

     Mr. Dickert reported that his monthly report has been submitted. He noted that there was a lot 

of cardboard this month for the recycling area. Mr. Bauder asked if we have to pay for removal of 

the cardboard. Mr. Dickert stated yes.  

 

Township Manager’s Report 

     Mr. Smith stated that his regular report has been submitted. He noted that he is currently 

working with Dan Zimmerman, Warwick Twp. and Bob Krimmel, East Hempfield, to look at the 

prospects of solar energy for municipal buildings since everyone will soon be feeling the effects of 

coming off the deregulation with power.  He also stated that the Cable Franchise Renewal 

Agreement will be coming up in 2011, however he and Ryan Strohecker have started working on 

this now because of the changes they are anticipating. Mr. Smith advised that the sample attorney 

fee to negotiate the franchise renewal agreement is $9,000 and indicated there are avenues to get 

that money back. He added that in the past, the agreements were drafted by the cable company and 

they would like to turn that around. Mr. Herr asked if this attorney has experience with this. Mr. 

Smith stated yes and we can add a lot of services to the Township from the cable company which 

they would not offer on their own. Mr. Strohecker stated we get approximately $177,000 a year 

from this agreement and we want to make sure we are getting the maximum possible benefits like 

services for the fire companies and stated that using the legal representative will aid in this 

negotiation. Mr. Strohecker stated the current agreement was 15 years, the cable company now 

wants 25 years and we want 5 years. Mr. Strohecker asked the Board if they could authorize the 

Staff to move forward and negotiate this agreement with a firm that they choose. Mr. May stated 

that he was in favor of the Staff moving ahead so they can proceed with the negotiations for the 

agreement with the Cable Company. Mr. Strohecker added that Dan Cohen, the attorney that 

charges a flat fee of  $9900 and he believes that there are grants that would be available. Ted 

Gingrich, 110 Bent Tree Dr, asked if the Township receives any increase when residents get an 

increase in the fees that are being charged by the cable company. Mr. Smith stated no. Bonnie 

Miller, 113 Bent Tree Dr, stated that is does pay to renegotiate an agreement and stated that the 

Supervisors might want to consider geothermal for the maintenance building. Mr. Smith added that 

there are a group of seven managers that are working to possibly pull the general liability risk 

together and have an intergovernmental agreement to have a general liability pool to cover all our 
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liability issues. Mr. Smith asked the Board if they concur that we continue looking into this. The 

Board agreed  

 

Building Permit Report 

     Mr. Kreider read the Building Permit Report listing 6 permits issued for the month of January 

2009, compared to last year there was 18 permits. He stated building continues to be slow.  

 

 

     Scott Haverstick, questioned a bridge he listed on Walnut Hill Road, to be replaced and asked if 

this was a mistake and was to be the bridge that is located on South Creek Road. Mr. Breneman 

stated the bridge on South Creek Road has been on the list of projects from the County for a long 

time. Mr. Harris stated this is a different one. Mr. Smith stated this is a Penn Dot bridge and they 

choose their own projects. Mr. Haverstick asked the Supervisors if there is any plan to fill the 

position of Assistant Manager. Mr. May stated they are not planning to fill it at this time. Mr. 

Smith stated that with evaluations, they have assigned some duties internally and they are looking 

either to fill the position within or create a different type of position with different responsibilities. 

Mr. Haverstick stated that he has concerns that there is one specific project that continues to take 

the time and effort of this Board and he feels there are some other issues that are not being 

addressed. Mr. Haverstick added that he feels they need to be mindful of that. Mr. Smith stated that 

he feels that the delegation of the duties of Assistant Manager, are being adequately addressed at 

this time. Mr. May stated that he would welcome talking to Mr. Haverstick about this situation and 

discussing some of the areas where he feels there are issues.   

 

     There being no further business, Mr. Kreider made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 10:00 

PM. Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

 

 

                                                                 Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

                                                                  Barry Smith 

                                                                  Secretary – Treasurer 

 

 

Recording secretary 

Rita J. Young 



Supervisors Meeting 

 

March 20, 2009                                                                                                                        9:30 AM 

 

      Chairman John May called the meeting to order in the Manor Township Municipal Building, 950 

West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA. He led those in attendance in the pledge to the flag. Roll call was 

taken. 

     Members present: John May, Richard Bauder, Jay Breneman, Allan Herr and L.Allen Kreider.  

     Staff present: Barry Smith  

     Visitors:  Donna Bare  

 

     Chairman May announced that the Supervisors held an Executive Session on Wednesday, March 

18, 2009 at 8:00 AM to consider the Police Negotiations and a Legal Issue regarding PALE v 

LCSWMA. 

    

     Mr. May provided an update on Civil Action No.CI-00-12447 People Against Landfill Expansion, 

Plaintiffs v. Lancaster County Solid Waste Management Authority, Defendant.   

     Mr. May made a motion to authorize management to negotiate terms and engage counsel to file 

briefs in support of certain restrictions on lots designated in the courts consent decree in legal 

proceedings docketed to No. CI-00-12447 and No. CI-00-12089.  Mr. Breneman seconded the motion 

and it was approved by unanimous voice vote.   

      

     There being no further business, Mr. Breneman made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Bauder 

seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. The meeting adjourned at 9:40 AM. 

 

 

 

                                                                               Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

 

                                                                               Barry Smith 

                                                                               Secretary – Treasurer 

 

 

      



 1 

                                          Supervisors Meeting 

 

March 2, 2009                                                                                                          7:30 PM 

 

      Chairman John May called the meeting to order in the Manor Township Municipal Building, 950 

West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA. He led those in attendance in the pledge to the flag. Roll call was 

taken. 

     Members present: John May, Richard Bauder, Jay Breneman, Allan Herr and L.Allen Kreider.  

     Staff present: Barry Smith, Chief Graeff, Ryan Strohecker and Rita Young. 

     Visitors:  See attached.  

 

Minutes 

      Mr. Kreider made a motion to approve the minutes from the February 2, 2009 as submitted. Mr. 

Breneman seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

 

Bills  

     Mr. Kreider made a motion to approve the bills for the month of February as listed. Mr. Herr 

seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously. 

 

Financial Report 

      Mr. Kreider stated that he has concerns with the amount of the electric being used in the parks. He 

would like to meet with Mike Dickert and go over things and try to save money.  Mr. Breneman stated 

that the Township has used $49,000 for salt so far this year and noted they will be using more after this 

snow storm today. Mr. Breneman made a motion to approve the financial report as submitted. Mr. 

Herr seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

 

Solicitors Report 

     Mr. Smith stated there was no solicitors report.  

 

Business From the Floor 

     Wilmer Shertzer, 3755 Locust Grove Road, stated he has concerns about a failed septic system 

located at 412 Central Manor Road, owned by Joseph Nadu and is a rental property. He stated he owns 

and farms the field boarding this property and the sewage running across his property will affect his 

crops. He asked that the Supervisors look into this problem. Mr. Smith noted he will contact the 

Sewage Enforcement Officer for the Township. 

     Jim Huber, 113 Shannon Drive, commended Mr. Smith on an article in the Sunday news about his 

family and the Phillies. He also commended Rita Young on her endorsement with the Republican 

Party to run for tax collector again.        

 

Old Business 

     Funding Update -  Mr. Smith stated that LASA has completed or is ready to complete the 

applications for grants for Penn Vest and Capital Funding Agency. He noted that LASA did receive a 

letter from Paul Bruder asking for an extension and the Board did agree to extend the deadline to May 

15, 2009 to see how the funding process goes. Mr. Smith also noted they need the resolution for CFA. 

Mr. Bauder stated that at the LASA meeting, CFA would make their determination some time in April 

and they would publish that. Mr. Smith stated CFA did respond that there will be a series of meetings 
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and it should be mid May when results are known. Mr. Kreider stated that Mr. Bruder has requested an 

increase in the escrow limit that was allocated for the research. He noted it was $5000 and they have 

already spent $2500 requesting the limit be increased to $15,000 due to additional work. Mr. Kreider 

made a motion to increase the amount for Mr. Bruder to $15,000 for the maximum escrow limit.  Mr. 

Bauder seconded the motion. Mr. Bauder stated that if we don’t increase this and don’t get the 

funding, then we will have other issues we will have to address. Mr. Herr asked Mr. Kreider if the 

increase to $15,000 would complete the work.  Mr. Bauder stated that he did not know if it would be 

enough. Mr. Kreider stated he did not know either. Mr. Kreider asked if Mr. Bruder has sent any 

itemized statement for money he has spent so far. Mr. Smith stated no. Mr. Bauder stated that he has 

given them some of the comments from residents and they are checking if everything has been done 

correctly. Mr. Breneman stated he would not be in favor of increasing the amount to $15,000 at this 

time but suggested they increase it to $10,000 and consider more if needed. After some discussion, 

Mr. Kreider amended his motion to set the maximum amount of the escrow limit for Mr. Bruder to 

$10,000.  Mr. Bauder seconded the motion. Joan Matterness, 213 Sutherland Road, asked if the 

$10,000 was another increase and if the first $5,000 was included in the motion. The Board stated the 

first $5,000 is included and the total limit of $10,000. The Board voted and the motion carried 

unanimously. 

     Mr. Kyle, LASA followed up on the grant applications stating they did get a revised date that they 

are hoping to hear from the Commonwealth Authority on May 14, 2009.  They should hear from Penn 

Vest at their April 20, 2009 meeting and noted that LASA is working hard for the grant applications. 

He noted the Penn Vest application has taken much more staff and time than they thought it would. 

Mr. Bauder asked Mr. Kyle about the 60 day extension and if that could be extended again if 

necessary. Mr. Kyle said the LASA Board would make that decision but it would be a reasonable 

request. Mr. Kreider asked Mr. Kyle if LASA is utilizing the fact that there are already buried lines for 

sewer in the Letort area where there are some manholes. Mr. Kreider stated that he did not see them 

listed in the Act 537 plans anywhere. Mr. Kyle stated he is not aware of any existing public sewer 

infrastructure in that area. Mr. Kreider stated that he was told by the installer that did the job that they 

were instructed by DEP regulations in the last phase of the Letort development to install sewer lines. 

Michele, design engineer for LASA, stated that there is storm sewer installed in the area and that 

shows on the plans but no public sanitary sewer. Mr. Kyle stated that if that would be the case, they 

would certainly like to know. Mr. Kreider stated he got his information from John Kline.  Mr. Bauder 

stated there are storm sewers and manholes there. Mr. Smith stated they will check it out.  

     Rail to Trail Project    Mr. May stated that Mr. Smith has been working with Rettew to move this 

project along. He noted the need for public input and that they need to set a time that the public can 

respond. He noted DCNR has two grants they have been looking at. One for acquisition of the land 

itself and the other is for development of the trail. He noted they are required to have public input and 

the minutes from the meetings where this occurred along with resolutions passed. Mr. May noted that 

they would like to meet this obligation in the April 6
th

 meeting and form a steering committee to work 

on the rail trail planning. He noted the steering committee will include members from the planning 

commission, the park and recreation board and some residents of the Township along with some 

qualified outside help. They will give input on the nature of the use, the way it is to be developed and 

built and the way it will be maintained. Mr. Smith noted that he had a conference call today with 

DCNR and the consultants at Rettew. He stated the grant that was submitted more than a year ago has 

finally been approved but it is a matter of finishing that process. The development grant is what is 

needed now along with the original grant that was submitted. Mr. Smith stated they will get notice out 

and prepare the necessary documents for the April Supervisors meeting and would also hope to 
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formulate the task force that night.  Mr. May also discussed the matching grants. Mr. Bauder asked 

how they will obtain public input and where the funding is coming from. Mr. Smith stated a public 

hearing will be included at the Supervisors meeting.  Mr. Smith noted funding is from our engineering 

budget and went over the work Rettew is doing for us.  Mr. Strohecker noted this is coming from the 

capital fund and approximately $25,000 has been used. Mr. Breneman noted they had discussed using 

extra tipping fees toward this project. Mr. Smith noted there are expenditures and also re-cooping 

expenditures and a number of these items are reimbursement items. He stated that the consulting fee 

paid to George and John Wainer is not. Mr. Kreider stated that he would like to see some people from 

the general public included in the committee. The Board discussed the possible make up of the 

committee.  

     Ted Gingrich, 110 Bent Tree Drive, asked if we are waiting for Norfolk Southern to complete 

anything. Mr. May stated they must complete some things but the Township also has to complete 

some things. Mr. Smith stated it is a complicated acquisition.  

     Manor Township Comprehensive Recreation and Open Space Plan Update - Mr. Smith stated that 

as directed he has made the necessary corrections to the plan and will take it to the solicitor to be 

prepared for adoption.  

      

New Business 

     Mr. May stated they have received a report from Highville Fire Company. 

     Mr. May stated Joan Matterness is presenting a report from West Lancaster Fire Company. Ms 

Matterness stated that she serves on the Board of Directors with the West Lancaster Fire Company and 

she presented the report. She also noted appreciation to the maintenance and road group for all the 

support they get from Manor Township.  

     Mr. Kreider stated that he would like to discuss the issue of licensing for establishing an ordinance 

on body art. He stated that the LIMC now has two ordinances, one from Lancaster City and one from 

Columbia Borough. He noted that the health official from Lancaster City has told him that there are 

some body art shops in Manor Township and one has a possible violation of sterilization of 

instruments. Mr. Kreider stated that Mr. Ahlfeld from the LIMC would like to do an ordinance this 

month if we choose. He noted Lancaster City is prepared to do our training and inspections for $100 

each time, which would be a fee passed on to the business. Mr. Kreider stated they would also charge 

the Township a certification fee of $25.00 which could also be passed on to the business. Mr. Kreider 

stated he feels strongly this is an important thing for us to do to protect our citizens. Mr. May stated 

that he feels we have to be prepared if we do an ordinance because he would hate to have an ordinance 

and fail to enforce it. He noted that he would like to review the two sample ordinances before making 

any decision about this. Mr. Herr asked if the two samples are proposed or actually adopted 

ordinances. Mr. Smith stated they are adopted and in effect. Mr. Kreider stated the LIMC would like 

an answer from us for their next meeting.  Mr. Bauder asked if there is a problem with body art at this 

time and have we had any complaints to date. Mr. Kreider stated no. Mr. Breneman stated if there is a 

problem with equipment that is not properly sterilized, then that is a problem to address. After some 

discussion, the Board agreed they would be willing to participate with a joint effort. Mr. Kreider will 

convey that information to the LIMC. 

     Fire Company Task Force Update   Mr. Breneman stated that the Fire Company Task Force is 

meeting every month and they are progressing very well. He stated they have put together the 

equipment and the budgets and the next meeting they will probably be approving a consultant to come 

in to look at the entire fire service to see where the needs are. 

 



 4 

 

     SALDO – Final Plan for LASA Pumping Station    Mr. Smith stated that the Planning Commission 

has come back with their recommendation and Al Olah, with Rettew can speak to the plan. Mr. Olah 

presented the plan for the LASA pumping station. He noted the lot, given 11A is .636 acres, known as 

the Crites property and stated that the remaining plot will be 2.367 acres. He stated this will be the 

pumping station for the LASA system and there will be minimum changes to the lot. It consists of a 

wet well below grade, a proposed bell and metering vault below grade with the gravity sewer. He 

noted an existing driveway above the flood plain that they will utilize along with stoning a portion 

they will need. Mr. Olah stated that the plan has been approved by the Zoning Board in December, it 

has been before the County and Township Planning Commissions and they did receive conditional 

plan approval. He noted three conditions listed. One, site data to show two lots after the subdivision, 

two, consider raising the electric control panel which they will raise another foot making it three feet 

above the finished grade and almost four feet above the flood plain, and third address the comments 

from Buchart/Horn, the Township engineer, which they are in the process of doing. Mr. Kreider asked 

how they will stabilize the stream bank after construction. Mr. Olah stated that they will use erosion 

control fabric, which helps establish restoration quickly and reduce erosion. He noted that they limit 

any damage during construction and try to stay away from stream banks when ever possible. Mr. Herr 

asked about rip-rap at the turn of the stream. Mr. Olah stated if LASA sees a problem in the future 

they will address it to protect their investment but at this point it is not part of their plan and not an 

issue for them. Mr. Smith noted that anything being done at the stream would need to go through a 

permitting process but this issue is not subject to this land development plan.  

     Les Neidig, 137 Carol Drive, read a letter concerning the location of the pumping station and the 

amount of water that goes through the area. He noted a problem at Central Manor and Anchor Roads 

when during heavy rain the flow of water is too much for the bridge located there. He stated that he 

has concerns that this location is not the best for the pumping station. Mr. Neidig stated that even 

though the Zoning Board and the Planning Commission have approved this plan, the final decision is 

up to the Supervisors and he ask that they have LASA add a considerable amount of riprap layered on 

the creek bank from the bridge to a point approximately 220 feet up stream on the east bank of the 

creek. The Board discussed the flooding at the area and Mr. Olah went over facts and stated that their 

design does abide with FEMA. Mr. Kyle, LASA, stated that in regards to the riprap in the stream, 

LASA has always been willing to improve an area if there would be any danger to their infrastructure 

and if the need occurs, they would be willing to get the necessary permits to make improvements. Mr. 

Smith referenced a stream restoration off Manor Blvd. where LASA improved the area without being 

mandated, because they saw the need to improve the area.    

     Maria Elliott, Esq. with Barley Snyder and representing LASA, commented on future 

developments and the impact of that, along with the zoning approval of this project as a special 

exception and that because of all this, LASA has taken careful consideration of all the requirements 

under the zoning ordinance that has needed to be met.  

     Jim Huber, 113 Shannon Drive, asked if Mr. Olah would repeat what the two comments were from 

the Conservation District. Mr. Olah stated one was to provide the erosion control matting along 

anything within 50 feet of the stream and the second one was concerning a pipe that cuts across the 

road where they want a BMP best management measure used, where we are proposing a stone filter.  

     Mr. Kyle noted that the issue of flooding at their pumping stations is a regular concern for LASA 

and asked that Mr. Neff, Maintenance Director for LASA explain their procedure. Mr. Neff went over 

the provisions that are in place in the event that a pumping station should fail. He noted the amount of 

homes in the Letort Hills and Perth Hills area and how they would bring tankers in to truck the sewage 
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away in the event the pumping station would flood or mal function. He noted they have done this 

without any problems, in areas with a much bigger population than these two areas. He went over a 

few past problems and the speed at which they have been corrected.  Mr. Kreider asked what the time 

frame would be to respond if a problem occurred. Mr. Neff stated they can have someone on the scene 

and pumping within 20 to 40 minutes. Mr. Neff stated he has been with LASA for 28 years and they 

have never lost a pumping stating in the time he has been with them. He noted that he understands the 

residents concerns but you can look at LASA’s track record to see how they are prepared for any 

event. There being no further questions, Mr. Herr made a motion to approve the submitted plan for the 

LASA pumping station as submitted, and meeting the comments and conditions as stipulated by the 

MTPC and the final review letter from Buchart/Horn on 2/10/09.  Mr. Breneman seconded the motion. 

The motion carried by a 4 – 1 vote, with Mr. Bauder opposing.  

     SALDO Revision Update Authorization to Forward to Planning Commissions   Mr. Smith noted 

that a clean version of the amendments after going through the review process and has been provided 

to the Supervisors. He noted that at this point it should be submitted to the MTPC, the LCPC as 

required and also to the Solicitor to prepare for adoption. Mr. Bauder noted that he did have some 

concerns but they have been addressed and stated that this is an amendment to the official document. 

Mr. Smith noted that this is the entire ordinance and the amendments are embedded in that. Mr. 

Bauder made a motion to forward this document on to the MTPC. Mr. May seconded the motion, 

which carried unanimously. 

     Meadow Lane Request for Letter of Credit Reduction  -  Mr. Smith stated that he has been on the 

site and the requirements have been met for storm water, which is what this letter of credit is for.  Mr. 

Bauder made a motion to approve the request for reduction in the Meadow Lane Letter of Credit 

number D004994 in the amount of $89,525., which would leave the new balance of $36,425. Mr. May 

seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

     Central Manor Bakery and Grille Request for Parking Surfacing Approval  -  Mr. Smith stated the 

Central Manor Bakery and Grill has met with the Staff at Manor Township and are in the process of 

making improvements to their facility. He noted that they would like to keep the existing stone parking 

lot but because of the application they are seeking, they need approval to allow that to remain stone. 

Mr. Smith stated that because of the change in use they are requesting, it forces them to comply with 

other rules, being a paved surface or ask to maintain it as it already exists, which would be the 

Supervisors decision and not Staff.  Mr. May made a motion to allow the Central Manor Bakery and 

Grill to have the existing parking area remain as it is, impervious stone, with no requirements for 

further paving. Mr. Breneman seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously. 

 

Personnel Organization 

     Mr. Smith stated that there has been discussion on the structure of the Staff and as a result of that, it 

has been determined that he would like to restructure the Public Works Department. Mr. Smith stated 

he believes it would be effective to establish a position called Public Works Director, similar to road 

foreman, but a few changes. He noted that the position would include the entire public works function 

and have responsibilities over road maintenance along with parks and grounds. Mr. Smith asked that 

the Board establish the position of Public Works Director and asked that Mr. Harris, the current road 

foreman, be appointed to the position of Public Works Director. Mr. Smith noted if this occurs, he 

would look at existing job descriptions in the public works area, revise them and bring them back to 

the Board for approval. Mr. Smith went over the structure for the Staff.  Mr. Herr stated he would be 

in favor of this and stated other Townships have done this.  Mr. Breneman made a motion approve the 

job description for Public Works Director. Mr. Bauder seconded the motion, which carried 
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unanimously. Mr. Breneman made a motion to appoint Mark Harris to the position of Public Works 

Director. Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

     Assistant Manager - Mr. Smith stated that Mr. Laudien left a number of months ago and the 

position of assistant manager has not been filled. He stated that he has been evaluating the different 

jobs and responsibilities and he feels it is appropriate to have some one in the position of assistant 

manager. Mr. Smith recommended that Ryan Strohecker, our current finance director, be promoted to 

the assistant manager position. Mr. Smith noted that Mr. Strohecker would retain oversight of the 

finance department and he is not proposing to hire a new finance director however the job description 

would be changed slightly. Mr. Bauder made a motion to promote Mr. Strohecker to the position of 

assistant manager. Mr. May seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.  

 

Correspondence 

     Mr. Smith noted the following requests for training and the appropriate staff be able to attend. He 

listed the Public Employer Labor Relations Advisory Service Training Conference, the APMM Spring 

2009 Conference and the Local Government Administration Series Ethics Act. 

     Mr. Smith also stated two requests from Chief Graeff being Officer Mark Burkholder attend the PA 

Commission for Crime Delinquency for Crime Prevention and permission for Officer Tom Moser to 

attend the PA Technical Officers Association Course on handguns.  

     Mr. May made a motion that the above courses and seminars be approved and directed staff or 

employees attending with the necessary expenses paid. Mr. Kreider seconded the motion, which 

carried unanimously. 

 

Traffic Commission 

     Chief Graeff stated that the Traffic Commission met Wednesday February 25, 2009 and all 

members were present. He noted a request to lower the speed limit in Millstone Village from 25 to 15 

MPH and the placement of children at play signs. Chief Graeff noted a speed study was completed by 

Officer Gardner with a recommendation that the speed limit remain at 25 MPH and the request was 

denied. The request for the children at play sign was approved. Chief Graeff also noted speeding 

checked on Manor Blvd. where there was a large amount of cars that were speeding and a number of 

citations were issued as a result.  

 

Police Report 

     Chief Graeff noted that he has submitted his report for the month of February and went over the 

number of calls and events.  

 

Road Foreman’s Report 

     Mr. Smith stated that Mr. Harris has submitted his report but is not here because he is out working 

because of the snow tonight. Mr. Smith explained the process how some of the maintenance force is 

sent home to rest while others stay plowing and then change to meet the obligation of how many hours 

someone is legally permitted to be on the road.   

 

Park & Grounds Maintenance Report 

     Mr. Smith stated that Mr. Dickert has submitted his report and he is also involved with the snow 

plowing. 
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Township Managers Report 

     Mr. Smith stated that he has submitted his report and has already discussed issues listed. Mr. 

Bauder asked if the pension review is pending. Mr. Smith noted that they meet on a regular basis with 

RJ Hall and a representative from Principal to give us an update on the state of pensions. He noted the 

listed item was just a briefing and not an official evaluation report. Mr. Bauder asked if Mr. Smith had 

any information on our obligation for the MMO.  Mr. Strohecker stated that they will be doing the 

actuary studies over the next several months and noted that some of the changes made by the State and 

the economy may affect some of the evaluations. 

 

     Jim Huber, 113 Shannon Drive, commended the Supervisors and Township Manager for the 

outstanding job the road crew does in snow removal. He noted he compares it to other townships and it 

is far superior. 

 

 

Building Permit Report 

     Mr. Kreider read the Building Permit Report noting that building continues to be slow. He 

compared permits issued for the month of February this year at 11 and in 2008 there were 12. He 

noted that the total number of permits for the year to date for 2009 is 17 and it was 30 in 2008. 

 

 

     There being no further business, Mr. Kreider made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Mr. May 

seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. The meeting adjourned at 9:15 PM. 

 

 

 

                                                                               Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

                                                                               Barry Smith 

                                                                               Secretary – Treasurer 

 

 

Recording secretary 

Rita J. Young 

  

      



                                    Manor Township Supervisors Meeting 

 

April 6, 2009                                                                                                      7:30 PM 

 

 

     Chairman John May called the meeting to order in the Manor Township Municipal Building, 

950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA at 7:30 PM. He led those in attendance in the pledge to 

the flag. Roll call was taken. 

     Members present: John May, Jay Breneman, Allan Herr, L.Allen Kreider and Richard 

Bauder. 

     Staff present: Barry Smith, Ryan Strohecker, Mark Harris, Chief Graeff and Rita Young. 

     Visitors present:  See Attached. 

 

     Minutes    Mr. Breneman made a motion to approve the Minutes as drafted from the March 2, 

2009 meeting.  Mr. Kreider seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

     Mr. May stated that there was an Executive Session held on March 18, 2009 for the purpose 

of reviewing a personnel matter and some on going litigation between LCSWMA (Lancaster 

County Solid Waste Management Authority) and PALE (People Against Landfill Expansion). 

Mr. May also noted a meeting was held March 20, 2009 to act on what was decided with the 

litigation.  Mr. Herr made a motion to approve the minutes from the March 20, 2009 meeting. 

Mr. Bauder seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

     Bills     Mr. Kreider made a motion to approve the Bills as listed, seconded by Mr. Breneman.  

The motion carried unanimously. 

     Financial Report     Mr. Kreider made a motion to approve the Financial Report as submitted. 

Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

     Solicitors Report   Mr. Smith stated he spoke to Mr. Thomas, our representative for the PALE 

vs. LCSWMA case and it is currently underway.  

 

Business From the Floor 

     Robert McLane, 206 Manor Avenue, gave statistics and made comments on the resource 

usage of the people of the United States. He noted we use more food, fuel, land and water than 

any other country. He had many concerns about what is going on in Manor Township in 

reference to development of our farms and the use of our lands. He expressed concerns with the 

way “sprawl” land use is going on.  Mr. McLane noted that the Shertzer farm, located in Manor 

Township, will have public auction and requested that the Supervisors return the land to 

Agricultural Zoning before it is too late and gets sold for development. Mr. Bauder stated he 

does agree about urban sprawl and expressed concerns with the land on the South side of Funk’s 

Farm Market in Manor Township that is zoned Rural and stated that he would like to open the 

floor for those areas to have them rezoned back to Agricultural through way of the Manor 

Township Planning Commission.  Mr. Kreider agreed. After some discussion, Mr. Bauder made 

a motion to request that the Manor Township Planning Commission consider increasing the 

Agricultural Zoning district in Manor Township, starting with the South side of Millersville, and 

consider the change from Rural Zoning to Agricultural Zoning for the farms. Mr. Kreider 

seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. Mr. Bauder stated that in response to Mr. 

McLane’s request to rezone the Shertzer Farm, that land is in the Urban Growth Boundary of our 

Comprehensive Plan and we could not do that at this time. Mr. McLane requested the 



Supervisors go to the public auction and inform them that in the future they may rezone the farm 

to agricultural and no development could take place. Mr. May stated that is something that the 

Supervisors could not do and if they did, legal process would follow.  

     Ann Willett, 69 N Duke St, expressed concerns with the proposed expansion of the Country 

Manor Apartments located on North Duke St and the increased traffic that it will generate. She 

requested that a traffic study be done before the plan is approved. Mr. May stated that this sketch 

plan will be reviewed in the meeting tonight.  

 

Old Business 

     Letort Manor/Perth Hills Sewer     Mr. Smith gave an update stating he has been in touch with 

Mr. Bruder and DEP to schedule a meeting but he had no update on the funding at this time. Mr. 

Bauder stated he received a letter from Mr. Bruder to LASA requesting that activity be stopped 

until certain issues are clarified. Mr. Breneman asked why all Board members are not given 

copies of this type of correspondence when it occurs and that he did not receive a copy until 

today. Mr. Breneman stated that Mr. Bruder works for the Board of Supervisors and not just two 

individuals of the Board. Mr. Kreider stated they can not distribute correspondence to everyone 

so he gives it to Mr. May and hopefully Mr. May passes it on and this is because of the Sunshine 

Act and how it works. Mr. Breneman stated the information should be placed in their mailboxes 

and there is no excuse for information not being distributed.  Mr. May stated when it is a member 

of council representing the Township then you could send the information to everyone. Mr. 

Smith suggested that the original letter be sent to the Township and he would see that a copy is 

distributed to each Supervisor. Mr. Bauder stated they did form a sub-committee of two to avoid 

the problem of the Sunshine Act, but he agreed that the information should be passed on to the 

entire Board.    

     Deb Guthrie, 1101 Central Manor Road, stated that the people involved in this issue have the 

right to know what has been recommended or what has been talked about by the attorney. Mr. 

May stated that he feels an update may not be appropriate because they are still in the process of 

having legal council represent them. Mr. Kreider stated that most of the meetings are attended by 

a representative from LASA and some of the information may not be for LASA.  Mr. Bauder 

added that there is some information that they are not clear on yet and would want to clarify it 

before they would issue a public statement. Mr. Kreider stated that he personally feels that unless 

the grant money becomes available from the State, to pay for the infrastructure costs, he would 

have opposition to sewer in Perth Hills and the Barley property. He stated there is a problem at 

six homes in Perth Hills and five are large enough to put in a new septic system and he feels that 

since the Barley property does not have any homes, he can not justify putting sewer through it. 

He suggested that they deal with Perth Hills when the other land is developed. He noted that they 

have asked LASA to stop until May but they continue to move ahead putting pressure on the 

residents and he feels they are totally wrong. Mr. Kreider asked that the other Board members 

have LASA stopped tonight from moving ahead. The Board discussed how things proceeded 

over the past year and Mr. Bauder stated that he made a motion in the past to have LASA stop 

working but the motion did not carry and he would like a motion tonight to stop LASA from any 

more work on the site.  

     Betty Keperling, 206 Bender Road, read a prepared statement noting that they have been 

contacted by LASA that a pumping station will be placed in their yard. She expressed concerns 

and six reasons why she does not want the pumping station located in her yard. She noted that 

the amount of compensation that LASA has offered them is unacceptable.  



     Nelson Keperling, 206 Bender Road, also expressed concerns with the pumping station being 

placed in his front yard noting that LASA’s second offer of compensation, at $1,075.93 is 

unacceptable because they have been told by realtors that the pumping station will reduce the 

value of their property by 30 to 40 thousand dollars. Mr. Keperling urged that the Supervisors 

not sign off to LASA with all these issues hanging and asked that they check the numbers again 

to make sure Perth Hills is even a needs area for public sewer.  

     Ray Dyer, 139 Nicholas Road, stated he also received a letter from LASA on March 13, 2009 

requesting he sign an easement agreement by April 10, 2009. He stated that he sent LASA a 

letter on March 20, 2009 noting he had questions about set backs and a few other issues and has 

not received any response back from them.  

     Doris Chickering, 17 Dublin Drive, noted that the sewer will go in the back of her property 

and along the side of her house. She expressed concerns that the information she received is that 

the easement along the side will be 30 inches from the foundation of her house. She stated that 

she did send a letter to Mr. May with her concerns.  

     Mr. Kyle, LASA was available to answer questions. Mr. May stated that he thought in the 

original plan, the entire area was to be designed with grinder pumps and there would be no 

pumping stations. Mr. Kyle said they did go back and forth with the design several ways after the 

studies were evaluated and finally settled with having a pumping station. Mr. Herr asked why 

grinder pumps can not be used to eliminate the pumping station. Mr. Kyle stated that the main 

reason from a design standpoint is that the long term operations maintenance is an issue with 

grinder pumps. Mr. Herr stated if feasible, he would like to see the grinder pump being used 

instead of the pumping station on the Keperling property. Mr. Kyle stated that LASA does prefer 

to have a few grinder pumps when possible and they do prefer to have gravity systems when ever 

possible. Mr. Bauder stated that he suggested putting decentralized systems in the properties and 

pump the black water to the LASA gravity system in the 41 properties in that area. He added that 

each property would still have a septic system and a water pump to maintain and asked Mr. Kyle 

if LASA has done this at all anywhere else. Mr. Kyle stated that LASA has no such systems. 

After some discussion, Mr. Kreider asked Mr. Kyle if LASA had refused to take black water in 

the past. Mr. Kyle stated that LASA is working with the Act 537 Plan which authorizes them to 

build a public sewer system and because of that they were not prepared to consider decentralized 

systems. He noted that to go the way just discussed, the property owner would have to operate 

and maintain a septic system in combination with a sewage pump flowing into a public sewer 

and that would not be less cost to the homeowner. Mr. May questioned the letter to LASA from 

Mr. Dyer. Mr. Kyle apologized for no response yet to Mr. Dyer and stated that they are working 

on several letters of response to residents but he will make sure that they in fact have Mr. Dyers 

letter. Mr. Kyle stated that LASA has been trying to move ahead with the easements due to 

events that are pressing LASA to proceed, noting bids that need to be opened where they have a 

short period of time to award and proceed on that contract and he explained the issues. Mr. 

Bauder asked if the construction can’t be separated from the easement issues. Mr. Kyle stated 

that full construction can not proceed without the easements in hand. Mr. Bauder stated that this 

Board has been asked to make a fundamental decision about amending the Act 537 Plan in May 

after results from funding. Mr. Kyle stated that the easements would not be necessary if the 

Township Supervisors decide not to authorize the project to move forward and LASA is asking 

the Supervisors to make the decision before they award contracts and that is how all the issues 

are tied together. Mr. Kyle stated that in reviewing Mr. Bruder’s letters, he can not find 

anywhere he has asked LASA to stop processes and stop proceeding on the project, but what he 



has asked LASA for is an extension to the dead line which they did agree to extend. Mr. Kreider 

stated he still has a problem that they are asking to proceed without funding in place and asked 

Mr. Kyle if the funding is still a possibility. Mr. Kyle stated that both grant applications have 

been submitted with positive feed back, but what has changed is the dates of the CFA Board and 

that may not happen until May. He noted that it is a timing issue because Manor Township has 

stated that they are not prepared to issue a go or no go until they have the results of the CFA 

application.  

     Ed Shane, 104 Velma Lane, asked LASA if they will be receiving off-set credits for putting 

this sewer in and do the Supervisors need off-set credits from Letort Manor and Perth Hill to 

develop the Barley property. Mr. Smith stated that the off set credits do not change anything for 

the Barley tract. He noted that developing that piece of land will be subject to sub-division, land 

development and zoning regulations. Mr. Smith stated he does not know what LASA gets credits 

for. Mr. Kyle stated LASA can claim credits for those off-sets for taking the existing on site 

septic systems off line and putting them into public sewer. Mr. Kyle explained that DEP adopted 

a policy that allows NPDS permit holders to get credit for every on lot system that is taken out of 

service and the flow sent to their treatment plant, because an on lot system pollutes more than a 

treatment plant, because of the strict regulations at a treatment plant. Mr. Kyle stated that the 

septic system has to be in place as of 2001 or 2002 for it to count. If it is a new system, they do 

not count. Mr. Shane stated that he interprets it differently, explaining that he feels that LASA 

needs to expand the sewer system and get those off set credits to be able to include the Barley 

property. Mr. Kyle stated that is partially correct in that if LASA had no capacity they would 

need to require any new development to provide credits to off set the cap load if they were not 

able to upgrade or expand a plant to accommodate the load. Mr. Bauder stated that the Feb. 18, 

2009 letter from Mr. Bruder that he previously referred to stated that the Township believes that 

it would be in best interests to temporary delay moving forward with this project until they can 

be sure of grant money to off set the cost.  

     Melissa Rugh, 103 Catalpa Lane, asked the Supervisors why they have not put a hold on this 

project, totally stopping it until they know results of the grants and easement issues are resolved. 

Mr. Bauder stated that he has been trying to put it on hold for over a year and he has made a 

motion. Mr. May stated that he does have questions on what it is going to cost but they don’t 

have those answers and if they don’t proceed, they can’t get the answers. He noted that this 

Thursday they should get some firm costs and he added that he has always been in favor of the 

Township helping with some of the cost. They discussed the costs, and the fact that they need to 

keep moving because of the economic times. Mr. Herr stated that they really don’t know the cost 

until bids would come in on Thursday. Mr. Bauder disagreed with that and feels they have 

proceeded foolishly stating that the estimates were valid estimates and they were unacceptable 

and they should not have gone on until they had true costs.  The Board discussed the range of 

bids and that they can not make decisions before having the costs. Mr. Bauder felt the issue with 

the Keperling property is unacceptable.  

     Brian Flaherty, 121 Carol Drive, stated that he will loose his house because of the cost of this 

sewer project noting several issues.  

     Clair Becker, 18 Money Hill Road, stated that he had petitioned a year ago, asking that they 

delay the Money Hill area and not put the grinder pumps in because the area could be connected 

to a gravity system when the other land is developed. He asked why they can’t wait for that. Mr. 

Kyle stated that they did look at every gravity option but found it was not feasible at that 

location. 



     Mr. May questioned Ms. Chickering’s concern that the line will be within 30 inches of her 

house.  Mr. Smith stated it is an easement. Ms Chickering stated it is the use of the large 

equipment that close to her house that concerns her.  Mr. Smith stated that he did talk to Mr. 

Ferdick to evaluate this issue. Ms Chickering requested that the Supervisors represent all the 

people and second the motion to stop this process. Mr. May stated that LASA can not proceed 

without approval. Mr. Bauder stated that he did make a motion to cease all this activity with 

easement offers and ultimatums before this discussion.  Mr. Kyle stated that LASA has never 

received a directive from the Manor Township Board of Supervisors to stop the actions on this, 

and actually they were directed to proceed through the bidding phase to get the bid numbers. Mr. 

Kreider stated that the Attorney advised that the sooner you stop the better and he asked when 

they are going to stop this. Mr. Bauder stated that he has a motion on the floor. Mr. Herr asked if 

everything stops, then where does that leave them. Mr. Breneman stated that would mean you 

can’t even open bids. Mr. Bauder stated that the situation with the Keperling property is totally 

unacceptable and he wants something done about that. After some discussion,  Mr. May 

reminded the Board that in the case of the Keperling property, there is a legal procedure to 

follow and that would have nothing to do with this Board. Mr. Bauder agreed that they would 

have to file a civil action suit. Mr. Kreider questioned the Letort Manor area and if that could just 

be serviced with sewer through gravity flow system and encouraged that they leave the Perth 

Hills area and Barley farm alone for now. Mr. Smith noted that to do so would necessitate an 

amendment to the Act 537 Plan, which could be done.  

     Deb Guthrie, 1101 Central Manor Road, stated that she would like to see that no residents 

sign the easement agreements from LASA and make them take everyone to court and this would 

delay the project greatly.  

     Les Neidig, 137 Carol Drive, stated that he feels the easement requirements should not have 

to be done before the bids go out. He felt that the Supervisors are making the final decisions and 

the easements should not have to be done until they make a decision. He also stated that he 

would like to know if anyone has looked into applying for any government stimulus money.  Mr. 

Neidig expressed concerns that the PA One call is out marking utility lines with flags. Mr. 

Bauder agreed that the cost of the easement should not matter at this point. Mr. Bauder stated 

that they did receive information about the stimulus money in their correspondence. There was 

discussion on the grant applications and requests for funding that would not have to be paid 

back. Mr. Neidig noted that they have been offered 30 cents a sq. foot and they would have to 

pay taxes on that and also the property value will go down because of the easements on his 

property. Mr. May stated that he was not sure they would have to pay tax on that.  

     Carol Shane, 104 Velma Lane, stated that she would like to have the Supervisors call for the 

vote for the motion that is on the floor, so she can see where the Supervisors stand.  

     Mr. May wanted clarification of the motion before they vote. Mr. Bauder stated he made a 

motion to request that LASA temporarily suspend all physical activities including acquiring 

easements but not to include the bidding process, stimulus information and grant acquisitions so 

that the cost options become clear. Mr. Kreider seconded the motion. The Board discussed the 

easements and the procedure for them. Mr. May stated this problem will never go away. If 

stopped, they would have to do a new Act 537 Plan, study it and then there will be a 

consequence from that new study. Mr. May stated that if Perth Hill could be taken out of the 

equation, then the cost for the rest of the people would go even higher.  



     Carol Shane, 104 Velma Lane, stated that there are many options for all this and the project 

should have been stopped a year ago until all options were explored. She felt that the Board 

should have taken more responsibility for all this.  

     Mr. Dyer expressed concerns with all the bid process and stated that if they don’t get any of 

the funding, then all this will be out of their own money because the Township has not promised 

to pay for any of this. Mr. Kreider stated that if the Township promises to pay for this instillation 

and infrastructure, then all the residents in Manor Township that have paid for installation of 

their own septic systems would be in this room asking the Township to pay for some of theirs.  

     Mr. Asche, stated that he believes this is the first time that an infrastructure fee has ever been 

passed on to the homeowner and that is a regulation that was changed in LASA’s laws after they 

found out what the cost would be for this project. Mr. Asche stated that all they want is to be 

treated like all the past developments and pay the connection fee and the monthly service fee, but 

not the infrastructure fee. Mr. Kreider stated the difference is that when a developer starts a 

development, he pays for all this and it is added into the cost of the home. Mr. Asche stated he 

understands that but they do not have that option. Mr. Kreider stated this is all part of the 

problem.  

     Mr. May called for the question for the motion on the floor being made by Mr. Bauder and 

seconded by Mr. Kreider. The motion carried unanimously.  

     Deborah Guthrie, stated that she is recommending that the entire project for Perth Hills be 

dropped and a new study preformed. She noted the study should be complete with no 

assumptions and guesses. She noted proper procedures should be followed and recommended 

that the study be done by a neutral firm. She also asked that the farmers improve the method they 

use for manure and fertilizer. Ms Guthrie stated she would like the Supervisors to work with the 

people involved for the new study. She noted that this is the responsibility of the present 

Supervisors and the Township needs to pay their part. Mr. Bauder stated that the Supervisors can 

respond to all her concerns but not do anything about her concerns about the farmers. He noted 

that PA has a Nutrient Management Act where farmers are permitted to put a certain amount of 

animal waste per acre and it is a state regulated program.  

 

Rail Trail 

     Mr. Smith stated that Rettew Associates have been working on this project for the Township 

with both design and funding. He stated Mr. Lauriello will present information that will have an 

impact of the cost elements. Mr. Smith explained the project responsibilities for the Township 

noting funding sources, but noted that if the funding sources do not evolve, then the Township 

would be responsible. Mr. Smith stated the sources as, LCSWMA and one million from the 

County through the growing greener program but we are responsible to acquire that.   

     Mark Lauriello, Rettew Associates, gave a brief presentation for the Manor Township Rail 

Trail. He stated some is for the DCNR requirements that must be met in order for the Township 

to acquire the funds from the Growing Greener program. A publicly advertised meeting to 

update the people is part of that requirement, along with a resolution that will be done tonight. 

Mr. Lauriello also noted that the Township set up a task force to work with the consultants to 

provide recommendations to the Supervisors. Mr. Lauriello went over the plans and the 

perimeters of the project. With diagrams, he noted the Northern limit of the proposed trail would 

be along River Road at the base of Turkey Hill and then proceed along Norfolk Southern 

abandoned rail line southward. Mr. Lauriello stated there are two rail lines located along the river 

in this right of way, an active line along the river and the upper line is approx. 50 feet above, 



where the trail will be. He stated that the trail would proceed south to the Safe Harbor railroad 

trestle bridge that borders Manor Township and Conestoga Township. He noted it is a five mile 

trail and a separate project will be to convert the trestle bridge into a pedestrian bridge. Mr. 

Lauriello stated that should the Township proceed, they would next need to pass the proposed 

resolution, then a sub division plan. He noted the plan would be for the entire five mile stretch 

including the Safe Harbor railroad trestle, separating the trail from the active line and 

establishing a line for division that would satisfy Norfolk Southern. Mr. Lauriello stated that the 

plans would need to be submitted to Norfolk Southern and they will need to approve and accept 

the division line and a security separation in terms of a fence between the rail trail and their 

active line. Mr. Smith stated that the bulk of this will be through the Manor Township Sub 

Division and Land process and the County will do the portion that is located in Conestoga 

Township. Mr. Lauriello went over the details for the trail and noted they are subject to the 

recommendations from the task force that will be developing the trail. He noted that once the sub 

division is complete, they will have settlement with Norfolk Southern where they will retain 

rights to their utilities and then development of the trail will follow. The cost estimate for this 

project is 2.5 million dollars with commitments from DCNR Growing Greener Grant for 1 

million, Norfolk Southern for 1 million and LCSWMA has agreed to contribute $275,000 to the 

project. This would leave $244,000 for the Township but hopefully there will be additional 

monies. Mr. Smith added that the contribution from LCSWMA will possibly be higher. Mr. 

Bauder asked if the monies committed are firm. Mr. Lauriello stated yes as long as the Township 

follows through with the necessary forms and follows the rules.  

     Joan Matterness, 213 Sutherland Road, asked if the fence will go along the entire 5 mile trail. 

Mr. Lauriello stated yes with just a few exceptions. She noted concerns with the wildlife in the 

area. Mr. Smith noted that the fence will be positioned so that it will have the least amount of 

impact on the wildlife and visual aspect of the trail. Mr. Kreider stated he is concerned with the 

Amtrak poles.  Mr. May stated Amtrak makes no promises but stated that they will have public 

meetings before moving their poles. Mr. Lauriello stated that they have been in contact with 

them.  

     Clare Becker, 18 Money Hill Road, asked if Amtrak will have easements to maintain their 

lines. Mr. Smith stated yes they will have right of way to the trail. 

 

     Resolution #10-2009    Rail-Trail Phase I Grant Agreement     Mr. May read Resolution #10 

2009 whereas Manor Township desires to undertake the Rail Trail Phase I Project which 

includes the Signature Page for Grant Agreement. Mr. Breneman made a motion to authorize 

John May, Chairman of the Board of Supervisors to sign Resolution #10-2009 to execute the 

Signature Page for the Grant Agreement.  Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which carried 

unanimously. 

     Trail Task Force      Mr. May stated that the following people, with the exception of Mark 

Harman, have agreed to serve on the Trail Task Force.  He listed Scott Haverstick MTPC, David 

Felpel Providence Twp, Daniel Good MT, Christine Brubaker MT, Henry Huffnagle Lancaster 

Twp, Denise Wade Turkey Hill Rep, Mary Glazier MTPC, Brandon Danz MTP&R, Mark 

Harman MT, Courtney Barry MTP&R, Kyle Ream MTP&R and Margo Brubaker Lancaster 

City. Mr. May moved to appoint the listed persons, subject to Mr. Harman agreeing to serve, to 

the Rail-Trail Task Force. Mr. Breneman seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

 



     Country Manor Sketch Plan   Mr. Smith stated this sketch plan will be presented by RGS 

Associates. Mr. Cris Vanarche, RGS Associates, representing Dave Charles, presented a sketch 

plan for a tract of ground on Duke Street. He stated the project is 6.7 acres on the west side of 

Duke Street, noting it is RH Zoning and is located in the UGB. There are 4 existing apartment 

buildings currently located on the site and looking to expand the site to include 3 more, 2 ½ story 

apartment buildings that would hold 16 units each. He stated there is public sewer and water, 

storm water management and a traffic study was completed. Mr. Vanarche went over the plans 

noting they have submitted this to the MTPC on March 9, 2009 and will comply with any 

regulations and ordinances needed. They have been in contact with the fire department to make 

sure access is good and also discussed what they would like to include in the site if it would be 

possible to purchase the property at the entrance of the site, noting this would allow them to 

create a boulevard. He explained the storm water management plan and other aspects of the site.  

In summary, there are 32 units presently on the site, they are proposing an additional 48 units for 

a grand total of 80 units, which is allowed and they will need to acquire a waiver for the one 

point of access to the site. Mr. May stated they did receive a letter of concern about the traffic on 

Duke Street due to the increased number of units and his personal concern would be the single 

point of access. Mr. Smith stated they did discuss this and are hoping they might improve it by 

widening it. Joan Matterness questioned the intersection at Letort Road noting it is already a 

problem intersection and asked about open space. Mr. Smith stated that due to the amount of 

space in this site, it was an opportunity to get the fees in lieu of for parks.  Mr. Bauder 

questioned the traffic study and the impact it may have on that same intersection. Mr. Smith 

stated that Millersville Borough does have some plans to improve that intersection.  Mr. Herr 

asked what the size and price range of the units were going to be and any green areas for the 

development. Mr. Charles stated that they will be one and two bedroom unit garden apartments 

and will be rental units. He also stated there will be a walking trail and possibly a tot lot area.  

 

     Resolution #11-2009    Mr. May stated this is Resolution #11-2009 adopting the Manor 

Township Comprehensive Recreation and Open Space Plan 2008 Update. Mr. Smith stated this 

has been advertised and on notice for the Boards consideration and recommended that the 

document be adopted. Mr. Bauder stated that he would encourage the Board to adopt this tonight 

because there are some provisions with impact to developments. Mr. May made a motion to 

adopt Resolution #11-2009. Mr. Bauder seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously. 

 

     Charlestown Road Box Culvert Replacement Contract Award   Mr. Smith noted a letter of 

recommendation from Rettew regarding the bid tabulation for the culvert and recommended 

awarding the bid to Able Construction in the amount of $204,082.00.  Mr. Bauder made a motion 

to accept the bid from Able Construction Company in the amount of $204,082 for the 

Charlestown Road Box Culvert replacement. Mr. Breneman seconded the motion, which carried 

unanimously.  

 

     Resolution #12-2009 Adopt Escalator Clause    Mr. Smith stated this is a standard resolution 

to keep us in compliance. Mr. Herr made a motion to adopt Resolution #12-2009 adopting the 

Escalator clause as published in PennDot Specifications Publication 408 Section 10.04 Price 

Adjustment of Bituminous Materials. Mr. Kreider seconded the motion, which carried 

unanimously.  

 



     Award Bids for Projects and Materials   Mr. Smith stated that the bid openings were this 

morning and Mr. Harris commented on the totals.  

     Seal Coat   Mr. Harris stated the Seal Coat had two bidders and the low was Stewart & Tate 

for the CRS-2PM @ .35 gal per sq yd at .91 Unit Price for a total $42,433.30 and recommended 

the contract be awarded to Stewart & Tate. Mr. Herr made a motion to award the bid as proposed 

to Stewart & Tate, seconded by Mr. Breneman. The motion carried unanimously.    

    In Place Paving    Mr. Harris stated the low bidder was Highway Materials for Superpave 9.5 

mm at a Unit Price of 59.92 per ton for a total of $86,884.00 and recommended the contract be 

awarded to Highway Materials. Mr. Harris noted there was a savings here because the cost of oil 

is down and this had been budgeted at 82 a ton. Mr. Harris noted that they will be aggressive at 

doing the work this year since prices are down for the time being. Mr. Kreider made a motion to 

award the bid for In Place Paving to Highway Materials as proposed. Mr. Bauder seconded the 

motion, which carried unanimously. 

     Materials      Mr. Harris stated there were several bids for this and noted that they do not 

award bids to places that are too far to transport from. He stated this year they did stated that the 

vendor must be within ten miles of the maintenance building. Mr. Harris noted that the 2A stone 

came in at a low bid from Independence Quarry at 4.25 per ton but since they were 16 miles 

away, they are recommending that we accept the bid from County Line Quarry at 4.80 per ton 

for 1635 tons. Mr. Herr made a motion to award the bid as proposed to County Line Quarry. Mr. 

Breneman seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.   Mr. Harris stated the Superpave 

bids from Highway Materials as follows: 210 tons Superpave 9.5 mm  @ 47.25 unit price Fob, 

1350 tons Superpave 9.5 mm delivered @ 47.25 unit price Fob, 150 tons Superpave 19 mm @ 

41.50 unit price Fob and 2205 tons Superpave 25 mm @ 42.20 unit price Fob. Mr. Harris noted 

that the bids from Independence Quarry were lower, but again the distance was too far. Mr. 

Breneman made a motion to award the bids for Superpave as listed. Mr. Herr seconded the 

motion, which carried unanimously.  Mr. Herr recommended that he, Mr. Harris, Mr. Smith and 

Mr. Kreider consider adding a project to the road work schedule because of the significant 

savings in some of the materials this year. Mr. Harris stated he could do that.  The Board agreed 

Mr. Smith to proceed with this.  

 

     McAndrew & Hegener Improvement Guarantee Agreement and Letter of Credit   Mr. Smith 

noted the developer’s agreement has been submitted along with the letter of credit and 

recommended that they accept the agreement and funds as submitted in the amount of $5,104.55.  

Mr. May made a motion to accept the Improvement Guarantee Agreement from McAndrew & 

Hegener and the Letter of Credit in the amount of $5,104.55.    Mr. Herr seconded the motion, 

which carried unanimously. 

 

     Star Rock Dairy NPDES Notice    Mr. May stated this is a standard required notice and no 

action needs to be taken. 

  

     Mountville Borough Police Contract Negotiations   Mr. Smith stated that he and the Chief 

have been reviewing items on preliminary work on analyzing the existing contract and possibly 

what they might want to be looking for in the next contract. He asked if the Supervisors would 

like them to continue to proceed with Mountville for contracted police service for the coming 

years. Also, who would they prefer be on that panel. Mr. Bauder asked the Chief if his 

recommendation would be to continue the contract. Chief Graeff stated yes.  Mr. Bauder made a 



motion to authorize Chief Graeff, Mr. Smith and the public safety committee to negotiate with 

Mountville regarding the future contract for police services. Mr. Kreider seconded the motion 

and asked the population for Mountville Borough.  Chief Graeff stated approximately 2450. Mr. 

Breneman stated Mountville has requested more presence of the police force and Chief added 

that we have done that. Mr. Smith noted that they will be addressing the issue of the cost for the 

amount of coverage. Being moved and seconded the motion carried unanimously. 

     Lancaster Township Request for Police Service   Mr. Smith stated that Lancaster Township 

Manager Bill Laudien contacted Manor Township for possible discussion of Manor Township 

policing a portion of Lancaster Township. Mr. May stated he would encourage us to explore the 

possibility. Mr. Smith stated that Lancaster Township has informally contacted Manor 

Township, Southern Regional and East Lampeter to see if there would be any interest in splitting 

the police coverage of Lancaster Township. He noted they could explore it and see where it leads 

and added that Lancaster Township is looking for new service not a bargaining chip for their 

present coverage. Mr. Breneman noted they are looking at cutting up the areas and those closest 

would cover that area. After some discussion, the Supervisors agreed that Mr. Smith and Chief 

Graeff investigate the options.  

    

Correspondence 

     Mr. Smith stated the following requests for training sessions. 

                      Phil Shertzer to attend the Crafco Inc. Super Shot crack sealing training.  

                      Sgt. Gundel to attend the Van Meter & Associates Productivity Training and 

                      Barbara Shoff to attend the National Notary Association Seminar. 

  Mr. Bauder made a motion to approve the three listed sessions with the necessary expenses 

paid. Mr. Herr seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously. 

 

Traffic Commission 

     Chief Graeff stated the Traffic Commission met on Wednesday March 25, 2009 with all 

members present. He stated old business included children at play signs at Hershey Mill Road. 

There was no other business.  

 

Police Report 

     Chief Graeff stated he has submitted his monthly report and noted the statistics for the year. 

Chief also noted receiving approval by the Department of Community and Economic 

Development for the Taser Grant for $21,250. He hopes to get the money within the next six 

weeks.  

 

Public Works Director Report 

     Mr. Harris reported that the compost site has been going very good and people are using the 

compost. He noted that for the month of April they will be partnering with Lancaster Township 

for street sweeping. He stated they are looking at a busy month ahead.  

 

Township Manager’s report 

     Mr. Smith stated he has submitted his report for the month and asked if there were any 

questions.  

 

 



Building Permit Report 

     Mr. Kreider went over the building permit report and the amount of permits for the month of 

March was 17. 

 

 

     Jim Huber, 113 Shannon Drive, stated that the Township should continue to be aware of the 

fact that Lancaster Township does not just border along Manor Township.  

 

There being no further business, Mr. Herr made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 10:45 PM. 

Mr. Kreider seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

 

 

                                                           Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

                                                            

 

           Barry Smith 

                                                           Secretary – Treasurer 

 

Recording secretary 

Rita J. Young 

 

 

      

 

 

      

       

 

 

 



                         Manor Township Supervisors Meeting 

May 4, 2009                                                                                                    7:30 PM 

 

 

     Chairman John May called the meeting to order in the Manor Township Municipal Building, 

950 West Fairway Dr, Lancaster, PA. He led those in attendance in the pledge to the flag. Roll 

call was taken. All Supervisors were present.  

Members present: John May, Jay Breneman, L.Allen Kreider, Allan Herr and Richard Bauder. 

Staff present: Barry Smith, Mark Harris, Chief Graeff; Ryan Strohecker and Rita Young. 

Visitors present:  See attached. 

     Minutes   Mr. Kreider made a motion to approve the minutes as drafted. Mr. Breneman 

seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

     Bills     Mr. Herr made a motion to approve the bills as listed. Mr. Bauder seconded the 

motion, which carried unanimously. 

     Financial Report    Mr. Bauder asked questions about the Highway Fund amounts listed and 

Ryan Strohecker stated the numbers reflected are from changing banks and need corrected. Mr. 

Kreider made a motion to approve the Financial Report as presented. Mr. Breneman seconded 

the motion. The motion carried unanimously. 

 

     Solicitors Report    Mr. Smith stated that Mr. Thomas has filed the brief for the PALE vs. 

LCSWMA case but he has not heard any other information.  

 

Business From the Floor 

     There was no business from the floor. 

 

Old Business 

     Letort Manor / Letort Hills Sewer    Mr. May read a letter from Alex Henderson III, Chairman 

of the LASA, dated April 23, 2009, stating LASA is pleased with the results from the bidding 

process for the Letort Manor / Perth Hills project. The letter noted that LASA will continue to 

pursue grant funding but noted that in order to achieve the benefit of the favorable bids before 

they expire, LASA must promptly move forward. The letter noted that last month the Manor 

Township Board of Supervisors passed a motion that LASA cease to pursue easements. On April 

23, 2009 the LASA Board unanimously voted to request that the Manor Township Board of 

Supervisors, at their May 4, 2009 meeting, clearly vote to either support the Letort Sewer 

extension project or request LASA to end the project.  Mr. May stated that at the last LASA 

meeting, he was surprised how low the bids came in and he was pleased with the results. He felt 

that if they do not move forward, they will miss the opportunity for these low bids and he would 

like to see the project move forward. Mr. May made a motion that the Board of Supervisors 

irrevocably and unconditionally endorse the Lancaster Area Sewer Authority/Letort Manor, 

Perth Hills sewer extension project including the acquiring of the necessary easements for the 

extension and that we along with LASA, continue to seek supplemental funding and cost savings 

wherever possible. Mr. Herr seconded the motion.  Mr. May opened the floor for discussion and 

noted that he has received some letters of support for the project. Mr. May stated that he is sorry 

to say that there are people in the Letort area that are in favor of getting sewer but unfortunately 

they feel afraid to come forward. Mr. Kreider asked Mr. Kyle if he is confident that the low bid 

is a legitimate bid. Mr. Kyle, LASA stated that the engineer, Rettew, has reviewed all three low 



bids and they were very close and qualified. He noted that this low bidder is qualified. Mr. 

Kreider asked if any of the bidders have had any problems reading the requirements of the bids. 

Mr. Kyle stated there were two pre bid meetings where questions were answered and he feels 

confident that all bidders understood. Mr. Bauder asked who is responsible for cost over runs 

where your estimate is 5.4 million and the projected special purpose fee is projected to be 4,450 

per customer. Mr. Bauder noted that LASA has agreed to pay 1/3 and questioned a 6 million 

dollar amount. Mr. Kyle stated that the special purpose fee will be recalculated at the time of the 

first connection in 2010 and the best projected estimate is the total project cost of 5.4 million, 

and includes a reduced contingency. He noted there is a contract for engineering and it will be 

LASA’s responsibility to control the costs. Mr. Bauder went over a chart he prepared and noted 

that by his estimates, it appears that LASA will get a bigger savings than the residents. Mr. Kyle 

stated that the numbers reflect LASA’s willingness to pay 3 million, or 1/3 but to front the future 

special purpose fee so it is by ratio and the total cost to LASA is much higher. Mr. Kreider asked 

if there was a performance bond required. Mr. Kyle stated yes. Mr. Krieder asked about the 

project engineering costs. Mr. Kyle stated that is a fixed price and low bidder was Rettew. Mr. 

Bauder asked what happens if the bidder goes out of business. Mr. Kyle stated that is what a 

performance bond is and they would call it in.  

     Ken Asche, 116 Spring Meadow Lane, asked if the bidders are acceptable and you have 

contingencies built into those bids, then why are you not able to give homeowners a positive 

number not to exceed.  

     Deb Guthrie, 1101 Central Manor Road, read a letter stating what she feels are issues that the 

Supervisors, representing Manor Township, should require LASA to find solutions to. She listed 

things that she felt LASA must be responsible for and other items such as not placing the sub 

station on the Keperling property, placing the sub station on the Barley property, fair market 

value of their land, LASA responding to individual requests, LASA replacing or fixing any 

fences, buildings or shrubbery that might be moved due to easements and restrictions on 

manhole placement. Her letter requested all things to be in writing and proof of LASA’s right for 

easements in the flood plain. She noted all repairs shall be completed to the original state or 

better and homeowners will not accept any environmental responsibility. Ms Guthrie requested 

that the Supervisors vote tonight to instruct LASA to provide a copy of the spread sheet and 

engineering plans from the bid that shows the exact break down of the costs, to each homeowner. 

She stated the right to know law entitles them to this information and requested that the 

homeowners be given 30 days to study the bid and make comments. Mr. Bauder questioned Ms 

Guthrie’s request to study the bid details for 30 days noting that it would not be feasible to 

provide engineering plans to people. She noted that residents who understand those bids should 

be entitled to an entire copy of the bids along with the spread sheets with the calculations for 

each individual property. Mr. Schlemmer, 145 Carol Drive, noted that the information is in the 

Act 537 Plan, with costs, which the Supervisors approved. He noted that numbers have been 

changed and they would like them clarified.  

     Russ Guthrie, 1101 Central Manor Road, stated that he has been disappointed for the last 4 

years with the actions of the Supervisors in this project. He went over events from the last four 

years and amounts proposed for this project. He expressed concerns with not informing the 

residents with the costs of this project. Mr. Guthrie went over the amounts from the past several 

years and information about funding options noting that it was proposed for Twp. to pay 1/3
rd

, 

LASA to pay 1/3
rd

, and residents would pay 1/3
rd

.  He noted that now the Twp. is saying they 

may not pay 1/3
rd

 which would put the resident at paying 2/3
rd

 the cost. He felt that the 



Supervisors are responsible for this cost to the homeowner since they are the people responsible 

for passing the Act 537 Plan. He noted they are also responsible for any dealings with LASA and 

even though this Board tries to pass on the responsibility, the Supervisors are still responsible for 

this project. Mr. Guthrie questioned the 30 day notice that was published and noted that he felt 

the proposed plan of adoption action was never provided 30 days before it was picked up. He 

also questioned the 30 cents a sq. foot that LASA offered and they were not willing to negotiate 

the price. Mr. Bauder stated that he wished he could take his vote back from 2006 when he 

approved the Act 537 Plan but he can’t. He stated we now have to look at the options and the 

pressure and noted some conditions he would like met before he could vote to approve this. Mr. 

Bauder stated that because he feels the Supervisors were negligent in informing the citizens, he 

felt the citizens should not be responsible for any of the special purpose fee. Mr. Bauder noted 

that he has heard the argument that why should the rest of the Township help pay for 260 people 

and he stated that the Township should pay because we are the ones that messed up. He would 

also like the easements be settled equitably. He also noted that he would like the pumping station 

moved across the street to the Barley property but stated that there is a problem because it is a 

preserved farm.  

     Deb Guthrie, 1101 Central Manor Road, commented that she felt LASA should pay for the 

infrastructure and no one should be paying the special purpose fee.  

     Ken Asche, 116 Spring Meadow Lane, stated the advertisement for this was Perth Hills/Letort 

Manor and some people being affected do not live in these developments, therefore that was not 

proper notification. Mr. Asche noted that Mr. May has expressed that he was in favor of the 

Township helping with the cost but did not now how much the Township is willing to put 

forward. He also expressed concerns with the nutrient credits and who gets them. Mr. May stated 

that his position has not changed and he is still willing to see what the Township can do to 

reduce the cost to the residents.  

     Melissa Rugh, 103 Catalpa Lane, read a letter to the Supervisors stating that all the residents 

want to be treated fairly. She stated that poor decisions made by this Township are documented 

in the Act 537 Plan that was approved by the Supervisors and residents believe if the 537 plan 

was taken to court there are significant legal issues surrounding it that the courts would require 

the Township to re-do the plan. Ms Rugh stated that the right of way issues and the infrastructure 

issues could be settled if LASA offered just compensation. She expressed concerns that these 

homeowners are burdened with the costs to correct past decisions made by Manor Township 

Supervisors, supply pollution credits to LASA for sale or future use, possibly help EPA’s efforts 

to improve the water table somewhere in the county and help EPA with their current law suits 

and provide for future land development. She concluded that the residents feel they are being 

taken advantage of.  

     Russ Guthrie, 1101 Central Manor Road, stated he feels the Township needs to put money 

into this project and even though they are 266 residents out of the 7,000 taxable properties in the 

Township then he would like at least that ratio of money put in.  

     Mr. May read a letter from Phil Kratz, 633 Letort Road, who could not be present, and noted 

that Mr. Kratz was in favor of the installation of sewer and stated his compensation for the corner 

of  his property is $245.70 plus an additional $3800 as an incentive for signing the right of way.  

Mr. May noted Mr. Kratz stated that he did feel the Township should help with some of the cost 

but felt they will never get a better price for sewer being installed. Mr. Kratz stated there are bad 

septic systems in the development and he felt that the installation of sewer would increase the 

resale value and recoup much of the cost of the properties. 



     Mr. Bauder read a letter from Joel Behrens, 139 Bender Mill Road, stating that he is against 

the proposed sewer and he has never had any problems with his septic system or his well. Mr. 

Bauder noted that Mr. Behrens requested that the Supervisors vote against the sewer installation.  

     Mr. May noted that there have been a lot of comments on the fair market proceedings and he 

stated that there are legal procedures set up to determine that. He stated that Manor Township 

has nothing to do with the process of fair compensation and they never, under the law, get 

involved.  

     Walt Schlemmer, 145 Carol Drive, noted that he has 12 acres and two lots that LASA will be 

crossing and he feels his compensation is not fair. He felt that it should be determined on the 

amount of ground they are crossing, not the same amount for each property.  

     Ken Asche, 116 Spring Meadow Lane, stated that in reference to the compensation that Mr. 

Kratz got, it was a good deal, however that is not the same case for everyone else.  

     Russ Guthrie, 1101 Central Manor Road, commented on the 30 cents that LASA has offered 

and that they can go to court if not accepted. He also noted that the fair market value was 12 

cents a foot for the farm land and LASA paid 30 cents and that farmer signed the agreement,  so 

in his opinion, this is not fair. 

     Bonnie Miller, 113 Bent Tree Drive, commented on the septic systems and resale of houses in 

Letort and asked the Supervisors if they have ever educated the communities on the 

responsibilities that the Township has to the State to see that the regulations of the State and 

Federal government is carried out.  

     Deb Guthrie, 1101 Central Manor Road, stated that she disagreed with Mr. May that the 

Township is not responsible for the compensation for the easement issues because the 

Supervisors are the people responsible for LASA being there and have the authority to tell them 

that they must give just compensation.  

     Scott Haverstick, 1970 Water Street, stated that he has attended these meetings for over a 

year, and does have sympathy for the residents for a 16,000 bill for sewer installation. He noted 

there seems to be a question whether or not they even need sewer in the location. Mr. Haverstick 

expressed concerns to going back and starting this project over again because it could end up 

costing more. He noted concerns that this is a state mandated thing and the statements that the 

residents have not had their say don’t make sense because they have been expressing their 

comments for over a year at these meetings. Mr. Haverstick stated he feels the Supervisors 

should go ahead contingent upon every effort to contribute to bring the price down as much as 

possible. He added that there are 15,000 other Manor Township residents that may not be willing 

to pay for sewer installation for other people and noted that when sewer came to Washington 

Boro a few years age, no one helped him pay for his installation.  

     Carol Shane, 104 Velma Lane, noted that in her opinion only two Supervisors have shown 

concern for this project, Mr. Bauder and Mr. Kreider. She felt that Mr. Smith being on the Board 

of LASA is illegal and the whole project is tilted to development of the other property in the 

area. She felt the sewer project is unnecessary because there are only 24 properties that have 

problems and not a majority of the properties.  

     Ken Asche, 116 Spring Meadow Lane, stated all they are asking for is to be treated the same 

as the resident in Washington Boro when that sewer was installed and the residents did not have 

to pay for the infrastructure fees. 

     Mike Kyle, LASA, agreed with Mr. May that the easement issues are not the responsibility of 

the Township but did state that every additional cost that LASA spends on an easement is passed 

directly on to the special purpose fee. He noted that LASA does take negotiations very seriously 



and they have tried to stick with what they have paid in the past and they do take care of their 

easements. He also noted the costs from the Washington Boro project at $3750 connection fee 

compared to the $6400 connection fee for Perth Hill. In addition, the Washington Boro financing 

agreements were for 5 years at $65.25 a month payment. What is offered to Perth Hills/Letort 

residents is over a 15 year period of $38.00. Mr. Bauder asked Mr. Kyle what the tapping fee 

would be. Mr. Kyle stated the proposed tapping fee is $2000 and $4450 with a total of $6450. 

Mr. Bauder asked if the funding issue is still in play. Mr. Kyle stated yes, they have a package 

before CFA for the H2O PA grant but they may not know until July or August until they get an 

answer from them. Mr. Bauder also asked if there were any other alternatives for the pumping 

station in the Keperling property to be moved over to the Barley property. Mr. Kyle stated that a 

written opinion from their Solicitor states the pumping station can not be placed there due to the 

County Agricultural Preserve Board regulations.  

     Melissa Rugh, 103 Catalpa Lane, asked if there is a cap on this project if there were a lot of 

over runs. Mr. Kyle stated that they will do every thing they can to keep the cost as low as 

possible.  

     Mr. Breneman asked Mr. Kyle if the $6450 is the total cost and the only other cost would be 

any plumbing costs to the home owner. Mr. Kyle stated yes.  

     Mr. Herr asked if any additional costs of easements above the projections would affect that 

$6450 cost.  Mr. Kyle stated yes, for every $100,000 additional cost the special purpose fee 

would go up about $175.  

     Mr. Bauder asked if the easement estimate included the $3800 offer. Mr. Kyle stated yes.  

     Mr. Breneman asked what happens to that offer if the legal process were to go forward. Mr. 

Kyle stated they wanted to use that to avoid the condemnation process of the land.  

     Melissa Rugh, 103 Catalpa Lane, stated that she feels LASA is putting the easement people 

against the non easement people and she noted she will stand behind the easement people no 

mater what the extra cost per household.  

     Jere Delieo, 148 Bender Mill Road, reminded the Supervisors that there are still a lot of 

people opposed to the sewer project. It will be costly plus monthly payments. He noted they do 

not need and do not want sewer.  

     Mr. May called for the question.  Mr. Breneman stated he has spent a lot of time on this and 

has looked into the value of real estate for this area. He noted that real estate people have stated 

the value of the properties in this area is depressed 20 to 25% and prices are lower than normal 

because this area is perceived as having septic problems whether you have problems at this time 

or not. He noted they all stated that within three years, after sewer and the roads will be redone, 

the property values will be back to 100 or 105 % of the value.  

     Bonnie Miller, 103 Bent Tree Drive, stated that any property increases in value 3 to 5 % a 

year and if you put water in along with the sewer then this developments real estate value will 

greatly increase. Mr. May stated that they have been in contact with Columbia Water Company 

and they are willing to put water in.  Ms Miller stated the Supervisors should remind the 

residents that this is State mandated and they, as Supervisors, are under the gun to uphold state 

mandated regulations and do this project. She noted that if you want to sell a property, then it is 

the home owner’s responsibility to have a safe and healthy home and that means a working 

septic system.   

     Mr. Herr stated the obligation that the Supervisors have is to provide something in this area 

for safe sewer and they have had a lot of contact from a lot of people outside this area that have 

stated they have had to pay for their own things and they do not want their tax dollars paying for 



others sewer. They have also asked if they will be able to come to the Township when their 

septic system has problems, to have the same amount of money given to them and Mr. Herr 

stated that answer is no. Mr. Herr stated that if they do not accept this bid, and the bid process 

was done again at a later date, the cost will probably be much higher.  Mr. Herr stated as a 

Supervisor he feels an obligation to do something and he takes offense to the comments that they 

have not been involved because he has. He has listened to comments not only from the residents 

attending these meetings, but the comments from residents that are not in the Letort Manor / 

Perth Hills developments. He noted speaking to people who live in the effected area and want the 

sewer but have not spoken about it because they feel intimidated by some others. Mr. Herr also 

noted that they can take advantage right now of a 0% loan for 15 years and noted he feels they 

should move ahead even though there will still be disagreements.  

     Mr. May read the motion on the floor, made by him stating he has moved that they 

irrevocably and unconditionally endorse the Lancaster Area Sewer Authority/Letort Manor, 

Perth Hills sewer extension project including the acquiring of the necessary easements for the 

extension and that we along with LASA, continue to seek supplemental funding and cost savings 

wherever possible.  

     Mr. Bauder asked that the motion include the Township take the risk and pay the special 

purpose fee if we don’t get any funding stating it would be 1.2 million dollars. He noted he did 

not want to see anyone put out of their home. 

     Mr. May stated he is not opposed to the Township contributing a portion of the fee when 

grants and funding results are in, however he does not want this to be part of the motion on the 

floor.  Mr. May called the question. The motion carried with a 3 to 2 vote. Mr. May, Mr. Herr 

and Mr. Breneman voted in favor and Mr. Bauder and Mr. Kreider voted against.  

     Fire Services Task Force Update   Mr. Breneman gave the update for the Fire Task Force and 

noted that the meetings are going very well. He stated that the consultant met with two fire 

companies and they actually have a target for the end of the year. Ted Gingrich, 113 Bent Tree 

Drive noted that he attends the meetings and everyone is pleased with the progress.  

 

New Business 

     SALDO   Marvin & Marjorie Slaymaker Lot Add-On Plan   Mr. Smith noted this lot add-on 

is a briefing item for action in June. He noted that the MTPC has recommended that this lot add-

on plan be approved for the request of the waiver of Section 403.4M Storm Water Management 

and the waiver of Section 403.4T Clear Sight Triangle. Scott Haverstick, 1970 Water St, MTPC 

Chairman, noted they did look at this plan and have recommended approval but the Board has 

concerns about a lot that was expanded as part of this project and far exceeds the limits that the 

ordinance provides. Mr. Kreider stated he agrees with Mr. Haverstick and noted this building is 

on an agricultural lot and Mr. Slaymaker has stated that it will be for agricultural storage 

however he does have a business on the same lot. Mr. Kreider stated he would like it be placed in 

the minutes that the use for this building be agricultural use only and not storage of his business 

equipment or vehicles.  Mr. Smith stated that those comments have been stipulated in the 

building permit process that Mr. Slaymaker has gone through and with zoning and added that we 

may have to do a follow up and inspection at some point in time. He noted that we hope for 

compliance but if we would get complaints it would be the Township responsibility to check into 

it and Mr. Slaymaker has been made aware of this. Mr. Smith also stated that they are going 

through a fairly extensive process with the storm water issues and expansion of a stoned area 

trying to look at aerial photos to see when expansion occurred and the amount of expansion that 



has occurred.  Mr. Herr questioned the requested waiver for storm water management noting the 

size and scope of what is being done. Mr. Haverstick stated this is just a sub-division plan, but as 

a side issue, he would think they are not in compliance with the original request construction for 

this site and that is another issue. Mr. Breneman made a motion to approve the lot add-on with 

the recommendations that have been added by the MTPC and the conditions set forth in the 

Rettew Associates letter dated April 6, 2009 being met. Mr. Bauder seconded the motion, which 

carried unanimously. 

     Resolution Act 32 Tax Collection     Mr. May stated he and Mr. Breneman attended a County 

Supervisors dinner where this was discussed. He noted it is two competing resolutions. Mr. 

Smith stated the difference to the two resolutions is in who would be elected to the Board and 

how they will be elected. He noted in the details the main issue is staff members who currently 

receive the retirement pension plan of the teachers. He said this has always been a stumbling 

issue for Townships and Boroughs as well as the City, but for school district they find it to be a 

reasonable benefit to staff. This would change but they would honor all commitments to current 

employees but change future employees. Mr. Smith stated the School District believes they have 

enough votes to keep as is or start over. The Supervisors and Managers believe they have enough 

votes to win. After several questions, Mr. May suggested they adopt this resolution as the next 

consecutive resolution in the book for 2009, seconded by Mr. Breneman. Mr. May felt it is in 

their best interests to adopt this. The motion carried unanimously. 

     Award Bids for Blacktop Project     Mr. Smith stated the bids were properly advertised and 

properly noticed to the public. Bids were opened this morning with three bidders. He stated the 

bids were McMinns Asphalt @ $64.95 a unit Wolmax @ $66.85 a unit, and Highway Materials 

@ $59.97 a unit price. After reviewing the bids, Mr. Smith stated they are recommending 

Highway Materials be awarded the paving bid.   Mr. May made a motion to award the paving bid 

to Highway Materials at $59.97 a unit price. Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which carried 

unanimously.  

     Lancaster County Agricultural Preserve Board Challenge Grant    Mr. May stated the 

Township can give a percentage of money that would help the farms in Manor Township be 

moved up on the list of farms to be preserved. Mr. Smith stated that they did not include a 

contribution in the current budget year. Mr. Herr noted that he will excuse himself from this 

discussion and vote because his personal farm has been on the preserve list for 8 to 10 years. Mr. 

May stated he felt it would be a good idea. Mr. Breneman stated the culvert bid came in under 

budget and asked if any money could be moved from that source. Mr. Smith stated one issue is 

that it is currently only May and we do have the rest of they year to go. Mr. Breneman suggested 

we make sure it is a budget item for next year.  Bonnie Miller, 103 Bent Tree Drive, noted that 

she thought the preservation money came from State and County contributions, so if the 

Municipality donates is this year to year?  Mr. Haverstick, 1970 Water St., added that if the 

Supervisors cannot do anything this year, at least put it into the budget next year. Ted Gingrich, 

110 Bent Tree Drive, asked if any money given would go directly toward farms located in Manor 

Township.  Mr. Smith stated yes. The Supervisors agreed to table this at this time.  

     Eagle Heights Surety Bond     Mr. Smith stated that the Developer is requesting to replace the 

original sub division bond by swapping a proposed maintenance bond for the one we currently 

hold. The amounts would be the same with no changes and Mr. Smith recommended we do so. 

He noted it is Bond No. 39BC SBV0675M. Mr. Bauder made a motion to replace the original 

bond with Bond No. 39BCSBV0675M effective immediately for the amount of $404,724.80. 

Mr. Kreider seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 



     Woods Edge Phase II, Section 4 Financial Guarantee    Mr. Smith stated this is a request from 

Woods Edge reduction of letter of credit and noted the two banks being used, Fulton Bank and 

Susquehanna Bank.  Mr. May made a motion to approve the Letter of Credits reduction for 

Fulton Bank # D003365 currently at $344,021.70 granting a reduction of $61,365.13 and leaving 

a balance of $282,65.57, and also grant a reduction for Susquehanna Bank #0130988988 in the 

amount of $344,021.70 granting a reduction of $61,365.13 leaving a balance of $282,656.57.  

Mr. Breneman seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.  

     Rohrer Dairy Stormwater Improvement Guarantee Agreement    Mr. Smith noted this request 

to release this Letter of Credit for stormwater in the amount of $30, 079.00, #005139 and Mr. 

Smith recommended this be granted. Mr. Bauder made a motion to release this Letter of Credit 

for the Rohrer Dairy. Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.  

     Request to purchase TASERS    Mr. May noted this was a grant that was given to the Police 

Department. Mr. Bauder questioned the part listing cameras. Chief Graeff stated the video 

camera is in the handle of the tasers and records video only with no audio. Mr. Breneman made a 

motion to purchase 15 tasers with cameras and the necessary equipment to go along at the cost of 

$ 21,259.61.   Mr. May seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.  

     UGI General Permit Notice   Mr. Smith stated this is a standard permit notice noting that UGI 

has mapped out a route for installation of a gas pipe that will go across the Conestoga Creek.  

     LCSWMA  NPDES Notice    Mr. May stated this is a standard notice that is given with no 

action required. He added that this notice is in reference to stormwater being discharged at the 

Frey Farm Landfill and they are required to give notice.  

     Fireworks Notice   Mr. Smith noted that the Supervisors passed a Fireworks Ordinance that 

requires an applicant to give 90 days notice and as Staff they are to enforce that ordinance.  Mr. 

Smith stated there are two requests for an exception to this ordinance where the request is before 

they would have a 90 day time frame. It is from the Conestoga Country Club for a celebration on 

July 3
rd

 and a request from Paula Reilly for a display at a wedding reception May 16
th

. Mr. 

Bauder made a motion to approve the two waiver requests for the firework ordinance. Mr. 

Breneman seconded the motion and asked if there are any requirements to inform the residents. 

Mr. Smith stated the only thing the Township does is send a letter to the fire chief in the 

corresponding running area and send a letter to the Chief of Police. The motion carried 

unanimously.     Bonnie Miller, 113 Bent Tree Drive, asked if the Township has any liability in 

granting this permit. Mr. Smith stated there are protections in place for the Township but the 

person doing the fireworks should be insured.      Joan Matterness, 213 Sutherland Road, asked if 

the bids were to be awarded for a project listed on the agenda. Mr. Smith noted that this listing 

was a miss print and had been removed.  

     Planning Commission Vacancy    Mr. May stated that two people have expressed interest in 

filling this vacancy. Mr. Smith noted a letter from Don Mann and also Joan Matterness has 

expressed interest in this. Mr. May suggested interviews be done by the Supervisors at the 

convenience of the applicants.   

 

Correspondence  

     Mr. Smith noted a request for training from Chief Graeff for Officer Moser to attend rifle 

instruction. Mr. May made a motion to approve Officer Moser attend with the necessary 

expenses paid. Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.  

 

 



Traffic Commission Meeting 

     Chief Graeff stated that the Traffic Commission met and there was no old business and no 

new business.  

 

Police Report 

     Chief Graeff noted his report has been submitted and stated the complaints for the month 

were 271 making the total for the year 1122. He went over the rest of the statistics and noted that 

the amount of robberies in the first four months of 2009, are already at the total of all of the 

robberies for the year of 2008, which is very unfortunate. Mr. Breneman questioned the amount 

of time the Police spend in Mountville noting they may need to look at that the next time the 

contract come up.  

 

Public Works Director Report 

     Mr. Harris stated that for the month of May they will be working on paving Seitz Road but he 

is also hoping to talk to the black top vender and be able to schedule all the paving before the 

prices go up.  

 

Township Managers Report 

     Mr. Smith stated his report has been submitted. Mr. Smith stated that Timothy Harris is a 

student that did a career shadowing day with him. Mr. Smith also noted that there was a request 

for Rita Young to attend the annual tax seminar to meet necessary requirements for certification. 

Mr. May made a motion that Rita Young attend the tax seminar with the necessary expenses 

paid. Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.  

 

     Country Classic     Mr. May asked Mr. Strohecker how the event went. Mr. Smith noted that 

Mr. Strohecker did a great job, this being the first year he was in charge of the event. Mr. 

Strohecker stated he was please. The numbers were up and all the feed back he got was good. He 

thanked all the many people involved including the Police and road crew that kept all safe. Mr. 

Haverstick noted that the event was great. Mr. Strohecker did give thanks to Mr. Laudien for all 

the help he gave him in continuing the event from when he was in charge of it.  

 

Building Permit Report 

     Mr. Kreider gave the building permit report listing all the permits and costs.  

 

     There being no further business, Mr. Breneman made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Mr. 

Herr seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.  The meeting adjourned at 10:20 PM. 

 

 

                                                                          Respectfully submitted, 

 

                                                                          Barry Smith 

                                                                          Secretary – Treasurer 

 

Recording secretary 

Rita J. Young 

 



                                                                                                                                                                                  

Manor Township Supervisors Meeting 

 

Monday, June 1, 2009        Time: 7:30 P.M. 

 

 Chairman John May called the meeting to order in the Manor Township Municipal 

Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA.  He led those in attendance in the Pledge of 

Allegiance to the Flag.  Roll call was taken.  All Supervisors were present. 

 

Staff Present: Barry Smith, Mark Harris, Chief Graeff, Ryan Strohecker and Evelyn Rineer 

Visitors present:  See attached. 

 

Minutes – Mr. Breneman made a motion to approve the minutes as drafted.  Mr. Herr seconded 

the motion and the motion carried unanimously. 

 

Bills – Mr. Bauder made a motion to approve the bills.  Mr. Kreider seconded the motion and the 

motion carried unanimously. 

 

Financial Report – Mr. Kreider made a motion to approve the Financial Report.   Mr. Herr 

seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously. 

 

Solicitor’s Report – Mr. Smith advised there was no solicitor’s report this evening. 

 

Business From the Floor 

 Ed Shane, 104 Velma Lane, read a letter that he and his wife had sent to the Supervisors 

several weeks ago.  The letter stated they believe the Township is responsible to pay for part of 

the sewer project, they know several lots in Letort Manor should never have been developed, 

they indicated the supervisors decision regarding the project was based on a questionable survey 

by Arro, they stated the Township did not require residents to maintain their septic systems, that 

residents face destruction of their properties with this project and they are concerned that the 

final cost of the sewer system will not be close to current estimates.   Mr. May acknowledged 

receipt of the letter and stated the Township has a copy of the letter. 

 Melissa Rugh, 103 Catalpa Lane, stated that residents feel LASA was given a blank 

check into their bank accounts when the motion was approved to move forward with the sewer 

project.   Ms. Rugh asked what is the Township willing to contribute and where does the 

Township stand on grants.   Mr. Smith referred to the grants stating nothing has been finalized in 

terms of the review or award of grants.  LASA will contact the Township if they receive any 

word regarding funding.  Ms. Rugh asked what grants are still available.   Mr. Smith advised the 

capital improvement is the one they are looking at.  Mr. Smith explained the difference between 

the PennVest that was a loan and a grant.  Ms. Rugh asked if there was anything from the 

stimulus package.  Mr. Smith advised the stimulus package is part of the same process with 

capital improvement.   Mr. May stated he felt the township should contribute something to 

defray the cost of the sewer; but he is not ready to put out a figure.   Mr. May advised there are 

other economic uncertainties facing the Township and they are already in a deficit mode for this 

year.  Mr. May does not feel this is the time to make a commitment or make a determination.   

Ms. Rugh stated she talked to Mr. May regarding trying to keep a handle on LASA’s spending 

and the overtures they do expect on the project and someone should be overseeing that.  Mr. May 

feels the Township should stay in touch with LASA on a daily basis.  Ms. Rugh asked if there 

would be more than one Supervisor responsible for keeping up with the spending of the project.   
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Mr. May stated he does not feel any one of them should have that responsibility but they would 

think about that.  He does feel the Township should stay on top of the project.  Mr. Bauder 

advised several of the Supervisors attend the LASA Board Meetings and in that way they are 

keeping informed regarding the project.  Mr. Bauder stated he was opposed to the plan and did 

not think Perth Hills should have been included in the plan.  Now that it is in play, Mr. Bauder 

feels they Township should fund the special purpose fee.   Ms. Rugh asked each Supervisor their 

position regarding the funding.   Mr. May, Mr. Herr and Mr. Breneman agreed that they would 

not make any commitment regarding funding until they receive final figures.  Mr. May stated he 

and Mr. Bauder differ to the extent that Mr. May does not feel they should cover the entire fee.   

He believes the residents will have an improved property, they will have to pay something and 

they will not have that special purpose fee covered completely as far as he is concerned.  There is 

a possibility that it will be lowered to a workable amount but he does not want to see it 

eliminated completely.   Mr. Bauder stated the fee is unique and he talked about how it was 

handled in West Lampeter.    Mr. Bauder read a statement “The special needs clarification was 

established by a highly flawed process which included neither the citizens nor the Township 

Supervisors in the development.  There was no certification of the data carrying process.  An 

OLD system was listed where none existed.  Other malfunctions were never verified.  The 

advertisement requirement was deceptive and illegal intentionally screening public participation 

and conspicuously did not include any mention of cost.   No evidence was presented that 

essential gravity system is any benefit to the environment or the citizens.  There is a large body 

of impeccable evidence in Lancaster County and adjoining townships those OLD systems are 

neither a health nor an environmental problem.    Manor Township is culpable for the financial 

burden imposed and the effect on citizens in the Letort and Perth Hills extension and should be 

responsible for funding the special purpose portion of the costs.”  Mr. Bauder stated that is his 

position.    Mr. Kreider stated he was opposed to proceeding with this project a long time ago 

and asked for DNA test that he never received.   He wanted to verify what was causing the 

problem.  He was advised by DEP that the testing is very expensive; but, later he found out it is 

not expensive.   Mr. Kreider is not ready to make a decision.  Mr. Kreider stated they have a 

budget to meet and they must look at the budget closely along with the fact there is less income 

coming in.  As a Township, they are caught in the same situation as the residents.  Until they 

know what the bottom line is, Mr. Kreider stated he couldn’t support anything.   Mr. Kreider 

pointed out that the budget affects everyone there and all the people at home.   They must make 

the budget work and he is not willing to go into the same situation as other government agencies 

by going into debt for more and more expenditures.    Mr. Bauder advised they know the 

maximum exposure will be 1.15 million dollars if there is no funding available.   Mr. Kreider 

pointed out that figure is still not definite.   Mr. Kreider respects the job of their Financial 

Director and he is going to work with Mr. Strohecker not just the Board.   Mr. Kreider stated Mr. 

Strohecker is the person who must make these things work and as far as he is concerned he is not 

in a position to make any decision until he has the bottom line figures.  Ms. Rugh had questions 

on the Act 537 Plan and West Hempfield’s withdrawal going with Columbia.   Mr. Smith 

advised West Hempfield decided to do one of the projects internally with their own resources 

due to the project being smaller.   Mr. Smith stated the only thing related to Columbia would be 

the receipt of the sewer, as in what flows through the pipe.   Columbia is not participating in any 

way with the construction or costs of the project.  West Hempfield made a determination on the 

few number of homes and the construction elements to take the project on themselves.   Mr. 

Bauder said in the front of the Act 537 Plan it listed several areas that would be counted as one 

project and everyone would pay the same.  That statement has been violated and he did not see 

any documentation of an amendment or exception to that statement.   Ms. Rugh asked if they are 

the last project to be completed and Mr. Smith stated no.  Mr. Bauder advised that West 
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Hempfield had ten years to complete the project and they are using their own public works 

people. 

 Deb Guthrie, 1101 Central Manor Road, stated they also could have had ten years to have 

the whole project completed but it was voted to take it into five-year extension that was not 

necessary.  Ms. Guthrie asked Mr. Breneman and Mr. Herr when they know what the cost is of 

the system will they agree to pay part of the fee.   Mr. Breneman and Mr. Herr both stated they 

did not know.   Mr. Herr stated there are a number of factors and this week Mr. Strohecker gave 

them a detailed analysis of present and five years out of the Township finances that they have to 

take into account.  Mr. Herr stated another major factor alluded to by Mr. Kreider is that this 

pertains to cost shared by the entire Township.   The benefit is to these areas by improving their 

property values.   Mr. Herr stated if they were to fund this project that would give individuals 

who have a failure of an on-lot septic system under the Act 537 Pump Out Plan as much right to 

come back to the Township and ask for help.  The Township cannot get into funding 

improvements for everyone that is a homeowner’s responsibility.  Mr. Herr feels they can help, 

but he will not state an amount at this point.   Mr. Herr advised they have stated they are looking 

at picking up the restoration of the roads.   Ms. Guthrie asked if that was in the bid.   Mr. Smith 

advised the contractor did bid the restoration as part of the project and the Township has 

indicated they will, in all likelihood, make that contribution with in-house services that would 

deduct from the current contract.  Ms. Guthrie stated, in reply to Mr. Herr’s comment regarding 

failure of on lot septic systems, when a person buys a home in the country with a septic system it 

is an assumed responsibility that they may have to replace the system some time.   Every 

homeowner that has a septic system knows that could happen, however, these individuals are 

having sewer imposed on them and the reason stems back to the previous Supervisors.  Ms. 

Guthrie stated the developments were allowed to be built where there should not have been 

development that was stated by one of your own workers.   Ms. Guthrie talked about preserved 

land between rural zoning.  Ms. Guthrie asked if the economic situation has been considered for 

all the homeowners.   Ms. Guthrie stated there is a reserve and that is what a reserve is for when 

there is an issue that must be taken care of.   Ms. Guthrie asked if the treasurer’s report could be 

given at this meeting.  Mr. May advised Ms. Guthrie that she could get a copy of the report by 

stopping at the Township Office and making a request.   

 Melissa Rugh commented to Mr. Herr stating if you have an on lot system that fails the 

resident is responsible but you own that system.  Mr. Rugh asked out of the 266 existing 

homeowners how many must have their system repaired.   Most of the residents are not having a 

problem and do not need the public sewer; but they are being asked to pay for the infrastructure 

that is the part they have a problem with.   Mr. Bauder stated there is a difference in that an on lot 

system is owned and you do not own the pipes in the street, yet you are being forced to pay for 

them. 

 Jeff Sensenig, 135 Nicholas Road, directed his question to Mr. Breneman, Mr. Herr and 

Mr. May asked when you voted to go ahead on the sewer where you under the impression you 

were approving the plan submitted at that time or any general plan they would come up with.    

In essence, Mr. May said they were not going to continue to oppose LASA’s work on this 

project, so they were giving them approval.   Obviously the plans are not complete but they were 

not going to attempt to block further development of this project.  Mr. Sensenig stated at the 

meeting dealing with easements he had asked LASA how the changes in engineering, etc. might 

drive the costs.   Mr. Smith stated initially there was significant engineering work done with the 

grinder pumps on the plan, and then there was an alteration to consider a pumping station on the 

Keperling tract so all the preliminary review and engineering work is still valid.  It will not be a 

significant amount of money to the contractor nor to LASA if they choose one over the other.   

There was talk regarding the increase in the value of property and Mr. Sensenig asked if the 
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increase in assessment at a later date might not benefit the Township, therefore, the Township 

would be getting some of the money back they invested.    Mr. Bauder advised the real estate 

mileage is very low so a $200,000 assessed home the real estate income from that home is $152.  

Mr. Bauder pointed out from the example given the Township would get approximately $25 

more each year.   Mr. Breneman stated that increase would only occur at a reassessment if the 

public sewer is taken into consideration.  Mr. Sensenig stated the Supervisors had acquired a 

lawyer in reference to past actions and there was a request that the information from the lawyer 

be made public.  Mr. Sensenig was advised that letter was provided to several members of the 

sewer group who filled out a Right to Know and obtained a copy of the letter.   Ms. Rugh 

advised she had obtained a copy of the letter.   Mr. Sensenig asked if it is not the responsibility of 

the municipality for the infrastructure in its township in the design through zoning in building 

and development and making sure that is done.  Mr. Sensenig asked if this is not part of that 

requirement.   Mr. May stated normally it is the developer’s responsibility and it is looked at by 

the Township to make sure it conforms with ordinances but the township is not responsible for 

the cost of putting in the sewers in developments.   

 Scott Haverstick, 1970 Water Street, asked if the Board would consider in lieu of or a 

minimum guarantee cap on the cost to the individual residents.   He feels it would restore some 

faith with the residents.  The Township would then be interested in supervising LASA and make 

certain the project is being done as efficiently as possible.  Mr. Haverstick asked if the 

Township’s relationship with the outside council is terminated and asked if it came in under 

budget.   Mr. May advised that the final cost exceeded the budget.  Mr. Haverstick was advised 

they had budgeted $10,000 and the final bill was $15,000 that the Township paid.   Mr. Bauder 

advised they had major questions for the lawyer with the main question being could they set 

aside the Act 537 and start over.  The other issue was they were under a March 15
th

 deadline 

from LASA and the lawyer got relief from the deadline from LASA.   Mr. Bauder advised the 

report was comprehensive and essentially closed down many of the options the Supervisors 

thought they had.  Mr. Haverstick asked if any improprieties were found.   Mr. Bauder advised 

there was some found but he did not think they grievous enough to start over.    Mr. Haverstick 

questioned if the additional $5,000 charge came before the Board.   Mr. May advised they were 

all made aware of the additional fee and Mr. Bauder advised it was never made a public issue 

and the Board did not take action on the additional funding.   Mr. Smith advised he addressed the 

issue with the Board. 

 Les Neidig, 137 Carol Drive, asked if there could be a compromise and take Mr. 

Haverstick’s suggestion to cap the project and the Township pick up any overages that may 

occur.  Mr. Bauder advised there would be a big variable with residents getting to the street.  He 

asked if Mr. Neidig is suggesting putting a cap on the entire cost to the homeowner or to the 

special purpose fee.   Mr. Neidig was referring to the special purpose fee.   Mr. Neidig stated if 

there is a cap residents will be much more comfortable knowing that it is not going to exceed a 

certain figure for them.   

 Deb Guthrie referred to the letter from the lawyer that stated many things should have 

been done differently and it was not.  Ms. Guthrie advised the Supervisors they were lucky the 

residents did not decide to take them to court.   

 Kevin Manual, 102 Velma Lane, asked if the information that was given that LASA 

would be giving the money at zero interest loans is documented on paper and notarized.   Mr. 

Smith stated LASA has made that commitment and it is on paper.  It is an arrangement between 

the resident and LASA the organization.  Mr. Manual asked what lien would be on the property.  

Mr. Smith directed Mr. Manual to talk to directly to Mike Leaman who is the financial director 

at LASA.   
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 Mr. Smith suggested an alteration to the agenda.  Mr. Matthew Knepper is present to 

address the issues regarding the Challenge Grant and Mr. Smith asked that be dealt with under 

Old Business.  Mr. Smith advised Doug Plank was present to address the Traffic Signal 

Maintenance Agreement issue.   Mr. Smith asked that these be back-to-back issues.   

 

Old Business 

 Matthew Knepper advised that the County would like to partner with municipalities in 

preserving Lancaster County Farmland and he was present tonight to ask the Supervisors to 

financially participate with the County.  Lancaster County has the most successful farmland 

preservation program in the country.  In past years, it has been an even split in funding between 

the state and county with a little federal and township money.  In the last 3-4 years state funding 

has significantly fallen off and federal funding has not increased and maybe eliminated 

altogether.  The County is left with the picking up a majority of the cost to preserve farmland in 

the County.  Mr. Knepper went over the method of preserving farms stating 34 of the farms on 

the waiting list are located in Manor Township.   This year two farms will be preserved in Manor 

Township and if the Supervisors want to see more preserved the Challenge Grant initiated by the 

Commissioners is an opportunity for the Township to work with the County and take a roll in 

actively participating in the process financially.  In return for financial participation, they would 

act on as many farms as the township would like.  The County realizes the program may be late 

for the townships to prepare for in their budgets for this year.  The County has made a 

commitment to continue this program for two years.   There is currently $500,000 available in 

the Challenge Grant to preserve County farms if townships around the County match it.  Mr. 

Knepper went over the figures stating the numbers are subject to change based on what is 

received from the townships.  The presentation given last year regarding Transferable 

Development Rights is one option for the township to consider that would not require you to take 

from your general fund for farmland preservation funding.   The Transferable Development 

Rights can create a revolving source of funding that can self perpetuate and continue to be used 

for farmland preservation.  There is technical assistance and potentially financial assistance 

available from the County and Farmland Trust to help set up Transferable Development Rights 

Ordinance if you are interested.    Mr. May asked if the Township has a sample ordinance for 

TDR’s.   Mr. Smith advised when the presentation was made there may have been a generic 

sample ordinance.   Mr. Breneman asked if the Planning Commission has worked on this.   Mr. 

Haverstick stated they had discussed programs and spoke with Mr. Knepper.   It is more 

technical than this Board has the expertise to do right now.  The Planning Commission is in favor 

of pursuing this.  Mr. Herr asked if for every $35,000 the township would contribute that would 

move one Manor Township farm ahead on the list and Mr. Knepper advised that was correct and 

the County picks up the balance of the funding.   Mr. Breneman asked if the highest rated would 

move forward.  Mr. Knepper advised most townships are considering only farms that do not 

make the cut without their funding.    

 Mr. Herr stated he will participate as far as discussion but his farm has been on the 

preservation list and he will not take part in any voting. 

 Doug Plank with the ELA Group is representing the County Transportation Authority 

(LCPA) who has taken on this project to retime approximately 125 traffic signals in 13 systems.   

They are broken into groups with the first group being Centerville Road, Columbia Avenue, 

Rohrerstown Road and Lititz Pike.  The Township has one intersection Centerville Road and 

Columbia Avenue in the Columbia Avenue system that is maintained by the Township.   The 

Transportation Authority would like all municipalities that have any maintenance responsibilities 

with the signals in the systems to sign the agreement that would bind the Township to making 

those improvements even though there is an agreement with Penn Dot.  Mr. Smith advised there 
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are several traffic lights on Columbia Avenue that are under the Townships’ permit.  Mr. Plank 

went over the changes that will be made and the benefit of them.  Mr. Bauder asked what the 

additional burden would be regarding the maintenance.   Mr. Smith advised the items on the 

maintenance summaries are similar to what is on the Penn Dot permits that is currently handled 

by the traffic signal maintenance company the Township pays to handle the maintenance.  The 

Public Works Department would not do anymore than what they do now and that is general 

observation.  Mr. Plank advised a call might be received sooner if something goes wrong with 

the system, because they will have a central monitoring operator who is watching over all the 

systems.    Mr. Bauder asked if the Authority is new or has it existed.   Mr. Smith advised it was 

developed under the LIMC umbrella in 1999 or 2000.  Mr. Bauder stated he has a philosophical 

problem with authorities in that they are not elected officials and grow into monsters.  There is 

no recourse for the citizens to appeal.   Mr. Plank advises that the funding comes from Penn Dot 

through the MPO.  Mr. Plank advised this authority was implemented to try to expedite and 

streamline the process and that was the only reason this authority was formed.  All funding for 

this authority comes through Penn Dot and the MPO.   Mr. May stated they have an obligation to 

Penn Dot to maintain the lights they are maintaining and would like to know what additional 

expense this would involve.  Mr. Smith advised this is relatively expense neutral.  These are not 

reoccurring cost but will be cost as incurred.  The oversight of the system may catch something 

quicker or more often so something might be replaced that is necessary to function that otherwise 

might not have been caught.  Mr. Kreider asked how this would impact a traffic study for a new 

shopping center and it is part of the system.   Mr. Plank stated the benefit is there is already a 

base analysis that has been done.  If a shopping center comes along, they can redistribute their 

traffic using their software and analysis and retime all the traffic signals rather than doing it piece 

meal like in the past.   Mr. Smith advised if a significant project would come in they have the 

database of information that the Authority has and they can provide that as assistance to the 

Township.  The Authority does not have the regulatory powers to force any entity to do 

something but the information they have would be valuable to the Township as a municipal 

planning body.    Mr. Bauder asked if records are kept of the traffic flow at each intersection.   

Mr. Plank stated they are not at this time but will be able to do that.    Mr. Herr asked if the 

monitoring would pick up if a light short cycles such as the one does at Millersville Road and 

Columbia Avenue.   Mr. Plank advised that would be picked up.   

 Mr. Manual asked if there would be any warranty if a new monitoring system were 

installed.  Mr. Plank advised the software is already installed at Penn Dot and they will be the 

one monitoring the system.   

 Mr. Smith asked if the term is for a one year agreement and then renewable.  Mr. Plank 

stated he does not think the Authority wants to go through this every year.  Mr. Plank stated the 

Authority is not asking for anymore than what the Township has committed to with Penn Dot.  

Mr. Smith questioned the length of time the agreement is for as there was no time commitment 

noted on the agreement.   Mr. Smith stated he is comfortable with what is trying to be achieved 

and he is familiar with all the maintenance contracts, functions and recommendations.  Mr. 

Smith believes the project itself is very worthy.   

 Ted Gingrich, 110 Bent Tree Drive, asked if this system will be paid for by Penn Dot to 

install the computer for the signalization and Mr. Plank advised Penn Dot would cover it.   

 Mr. Smith advised this agreement is an action item.   Mr. Bauder stated he is 

uncomfortable with an open-ended agreement.   He would like to see some type of option for 

opting out in the agreement.   Mr. May pointed out the agreement does not say it is perpetual.   

Mr. Plank stated the Authority’s solicitor, Mr. McCardy, drafted this agreement.  Mr. Herr 

advised he is also uncomfortable that there is no time frame.  Mr. Breneman suggested they put 

in the motion they will enter into this and review it in one year.    Mr. May made a motion to 
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enter into the Agreement with the County of Lancaster and the Lancaster County Transportation 

Authority and they execute the agreement and proceed from there.   Mr. Herr seconded the 

motion and the motion carried four to one with Mr. Bauder voting no.     

 Fire Company Task Force Update – Mr. Breneman advised the Tactical Committee has 

begun to work on a job description for a possible administrator.  On Thursday night the whole 

Committee will be meeting and the consultants will be asking for their input giving their 

assessment.  Mr. Breneman feels the process is moving along and he is very pleased.   

 

New Business 

 SALDO – Mr. Smith stated the revisions have gone through an extensive process and it is 

here tonight on recommendation of Planning Commission, Staff and Engineer that the SALDO 

Amendments be adopted.   The purpose is to have a public hearing for public comment and it is 

the Supervisors prerogative to take action on it.   Mr. May had a question regarding the letter 

from the LCPC recommending changing the language in Section 407.1.A.1.   Mr. Smith stated 

the Staff and Township Engineer respectfully disagree with the comment.   Mr. Bauder stated 

regarding the public water he feels that should be an option not a requirement.   Mr. Bauder 

made a motion to adopt the SALDO Amendments as presented and Mr. Breneman seconded the 

motion.  Mr. Kreider asked if they should bring attention to the fact they are not going to 

consider language change.   Mr. Smith advised it should not be part of the motion.  Mr. May 

called for the vote on the motion.   The motion carried unanimously. 

 Woods Edge Phase 2 Sec. 4 Sketch Plan – Mr. Bauder asked if this is a briefing item and 

Mr. Smith advised this is a pre-application sketch plan.  Dave Miller and Linda Michels from 

David Miller Associates along with Ernie Helmich and Wes Murry from Murry Company and 

Woods Edge Builders were present.   Mr. Miller stated they are about to embark on revisions to 

the final portion of Section 2 of the Woods Edge Project.  Mr. Miller had the recorded plan 

showing improvements that have already been built that include the utility lines, stormwater 

management facilities, Stonemill Road has been constructed but not dedicated, widening on 

Centerville as part of the overall project and the Township has redone the super elevation on the 

curb on Centerville Road.   With the passage of time, changes have occurred in the real estate 

market and economic changes that has driven the desire on the part of the developers to change 

the project from what is approved to the plan presented to the Board.   Mr. Miller explained that 

they would like to change the project to include a portion of apartments to the north and retain a 

portion of townhouse development to the south.  Murry Companies would own and operate the 

apartment complex.  The townhouse units are proposed to be sold on lots and owned in fee by 

the individuals who buy the townhouses.  At the Planning Commission meeting, they talked 

about the townhouses being condominium units and they have changed that part of the project.  

The revision does not make any substantial change to the layout of the units.  They would like to 

use the same street design that is used on White Chapel Road as it extends into the existing 

Woods Edge Development and carry that around as a public street so it would come back to 

Stone Creek Road through the apartments.  White Chapel Road has a 40’ wide right-of-way and 

the Township standard is a 50’ wide right-of-way.  They would like to continue with the 40’ 

right-of-way that requires the developer to ask for a modification of the ordinance requirements.  

There is no request before the Supervisors this evening for modifications but they were looking 

for any feedback at this time.  The unit count changes from 183 to 184 units due to the 

architecture and some changes in layout.  If they proceed with this plan, they will have to return 

and ask for the same type of modifications that were granted under the County Ordinance with 

the original plan.   The Township Engineer reviewed the sketch plan and there were no major 

points or concerns raised regarding the plan at this point.   
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 Mr. Bauder asked if the townhouses would be rental units.   Mr. Miller advised they 

would be sold on lots. 

 Mr. Breneman expressed concern with a tree placement on White Chapel and the 

possibility it could cause difficulties with movement of emergency vehicles.   Mr. Miller advised 

the tree is not needed in that location and they are representing landscape requirements in 

parking lots and street tree planting requirements.  

 Mr. Miller stated they are proposing a circle where Stone Creek comes back out and they 

feel that is a center of community feature for this apartment complex adjacent to the community 

building.   Mr. Miller advised the pedestrian walkways would be continued.   

 Mr. Breneman asked who would maintain the community building.   Mr. Miller advised 

the facility would be owned as part of the apartment complex.   

 Mr. May questioned the open space.   Mr. Miller pointed out facilities that are planned 

stating they know there are requirements in the ordinance.   

 Mr. Bauder pointed out that he does not believe the open space situation in Woods Edge 

can be resolved with this plan.  If they demanded the amount of open space required by the 

ordinance, it would be a considerable portion of the plan.  Mr. Bauder stated they do have the 

option of funds in lieu of and he feels that is what would be the best solution in this situation. 

 Joan Matterness, 213 Sutherland Road, expressed concern with the lack of open space.   

Ms. Matterness stated the current open space at Woods Edge is not easily accessible to this 

project.  She also expressed concern regarding accessibility for emergency vehicles, the price 

range of the apartments and are they compatible with the homes along Stone Creek area.  Ms. 

Matterness stated she has no problem with mixed uses but is this best location for the apartment 

units to be located.   Ms. Matterness summed up that she is concerned about parking, open space, 

traffic entering and exiting at Stone Mill Road, and the impact on the school district.   

 Jim Huber, 113 Shannon Drive, asked Mr. Miller to point out the location of Wilshire 

Hills on the plan and expressed concern regarding the additional traffic. 

 Ted Gingrich, 110 Bent Tree Drive, asked how many stories the apartment units would 

be.  Mr. Miller advised the apartments would be two stories. 

  

 LASA Letort Manor Pump Station time extension request - Mr. Smith stated staff and the 

township engineer reviewed the request and looking at the time line it was determined a time 

extension is not necessary.  The signature page will be signed for the project. 

 Easement Agreements for Charlestown Road West Culvert – Mr. Smith advised the first 

project is for the western culvert that is close to the Washington Boro area on Charlestown Road.  

An easement was previously acquired from the Rohrers on the north side and what is before the 

Board is an easement agreement and temporary construction agreement that they would like to 

enter into with Nelson and Kimberly Shertzer.  The Shertzers have signed the agreements.  The 

total easement area will be 1,822 sq. ft. and the temporary construction easement will be 3,600 

sq. ft.  There is a process where they will receive the obligatory $1.00.  The staff and Township 

attorney have reviewed the easements and they are in order and it is recommended the Township 

sign the easement as well as the temporary construction easement.  Mr. May made a motion to 

enter into the easement and temporary construction easement.   Mr. Bauder seconded the motion 

and the motion carried unanimously. 

 Easement Agreements for Charlestown Road East Culvert – The culvert near Manor 

Boulevard on Charlestown Road is a project that has already been authorized and they anticipate 

beginning the process June 8
th

.   There is both easement and temporary construction easements 

for Lancaster Area Sewer Authority and B&F Partners both of whom are on the north side of the 

project.  There is a packet for Norman and Claire Crill as well as a packet for Dave and Anne 

Crill that are on the south side of the project.  The square footage for LASA is 423 sq. ft. of 
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easement and 1,166 sq. ft. of temporary; B&F Partners is 335 sq. ft. of easement and 2,370 sq. ft. 

of temporary construction easement; Norman and Claire Crill is 530 sq. ft. of easement and 

1,619 sq. ft. of temporary construction easement and Dave and Anne Crill is 582 sq. ft. of 

easement and 1,718 sq. ft. of temporary construction easement.   Mr. May made a motion to 

accept all the remaining easements and temporary construction easements.  Mr. Herr seconded 

the motion and the motion carried unanimously.   

 Ms. Guthrie complimented Allan Herr on releasing himself from any voting process 

when it comes to preservation farms.  She felt Mr. Smith should have release himself from 

voting when he voted for LASA to charge the residents the infrastructure.   

 Mr. Gingrich asked if the road would be closed when the Charlestown culvert is replaced.  

Mr. Gingrich was advised the road will be closed and notifications will be sent out to the fire 

company and ambulance association.    

 Mr. Smith commented that Mr. Herr rescuing himself is an entirely different type of 

matter than Mr. Smith’s participation in the LASA Board.  Mr. May stated he is inclined to 

understand that.   

 Mike Kyle from LASA stated regarding their agenda item they met with their engineer 

this morning and they were still of the understanding that the extension would be required.   Mr. 

Smith stated they reviewed the time line and the extension is not required.  Mr. Smith advised 

when discussing this with LASA’s representatives they were concerned it would expire today 

and after looking at the original timeline with the assumption it would have been timed off a 

submission rather than an action is what made the difference. 

 Agricultural Security Area Addition J. Leslie and Marcia Hess – Mr. Smith advised this 

is a standard petition asking for the 180-day procedure to be included in the Ag Security Area as 

presented by the Ag Preserve Board.  Mr. Smith stated the Preservation Board is going to require 

farms to be in agricultural zoning.  There are a couple of farms that will not qualify for 

preservation but Mr. Smith stated he is comfortable suggesting this petition be granted with the 

expectation there are a number of farms that are in rural zoning and they will be required to bring 

them into consistency.    Mr. Breneman made a motion to add this land to the Agricultural 

Security Area.   Mr. Bauder seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously. 

 Manor Township Zoning Hearing Alternate – Mr. Smith advised this is on the agenda as 

a result of a request from the Zoning Hearing Board as well as Mr. Ott.   Previously there was an 

alternate who is now a permanent member of the Board.   There is a three-member board and 

anytime there is a conflict they are left with two members and it becomes a scheduling problem.  

Mr. Smith wanted to make the Board aware that there is a need and strongly encourages the 

Board to seek someone to fill that position.  Mr. Smith encouraged the Board to seek individuals 

they are aware of due to the fact he has never has a response from advertisement or the web site. 

 Act 67 & 68 Notice Michael Baker, Inc. for Areva NP – Mr. Smith advised this is a 

standard notification that must be provided.  This pertains to the move of the generators to Three 

Mile Island. 

 

Correspondence 

 Mr. Smith noted a seminar for himself and Mr. Strohecker regarding Document Retention 

the Latest Schedules and E-mails under the New Right to Know /Open Records Law.  Mr. May 

made a motion for Mr. Smith and Mr. Strohecker to attend.   Mr. Breneman seconded the motion 

and the motion passed unanimously 

 Chief Graeff is requesting permission to attend the Pennsylvania Chiefs of Police 

Association Education & Training Conference scheduled July 27 – 30
th

 held at the Lancaster 

Host Resort.   Mr. Breneman made a motion to approve Chief Graeff attend with the necessary 

expenses paid.   Mr. Herr seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously. 
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Traffic Commission 

 Chief Graeff reported that the Jay Breneman and Mark Harris met.  There was no 

business and the meeting was adjourned. 

 

Police Report 

 Chief Graeff noted his report stands as submitted.  Chief Graeff noted they had 279 

complaints for the month with 1419 for the year; telephone and radio calls 1079 with 4846 for 

the year; traffic accidents 29 for the month with 88 for the year; traffic arrests 197 for the month 

with 765 for the year; 20 adults arrested for the month with 130 for the year; 5 juveniles arrested 

for the month with 10 for the year. 

 

Public Works Director Report 

 Mr. Harris followed up on the easement agreements that were signed tonight stating 

construction schedule will begin on June 8
th

 and the road will be closed on Monday, June 15
th

 

and the work will be completed on June 29
th

.   There is a two-week window to do the work and 

they feel confident the work will be completed in that time frame.  Notifications of closing will 

be going out and the closing will be in the Lancaster Newspapers, posted on the Township 

website, and there will be a sign placed on the road advising motorist of the road closure. 

 

Township Manager’s Report 

 Mr. Smith stated the Board has his written report and he does not believe there is 

anything to expand upon.   

 

Building Permit Report 

 Mr. Kreider gave the building permit report listing all the permits and costs. 

 

There being no further business, Mr. Breneman made a motion to adjourn the meeting.  Mr. May 

seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously.    The meeting was adjourned at 9:45 

p.m. 

 

 

        Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

        Barry L. Smith 

        Secretary-Treasurer 

 

Recording Secretary 

Evelyn Rineer   

  

  

    

  



                                                                                                                                                                                  

Manor Township Supervisors Meeting 

 

 

Tuesday, June 23, 2009       Time: 8:00 A.M. 

 

 Chairman John May called the meeting to order in the Manor Township Municipal 

Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA.  He led those in attendance in the Pledge of 

Allegiance to the Flag.  Roll call was taken.  All Supervisors were present. 

 

Staff Present: Barry Smith and Chief Todd Graeff 

Visitors present:  None. 

 

Business From the Floor:  None. 

 

New Business: 

 

 Mr. Smith presented Resolution 14-2009.  The resolution resolved that the Board of 

Supervisors of Manor Township appoint resident, John D. Wenzel, Jr., to the Manor Township 

Zoning Hearing Board.  The term of office shall be three years, beginning June 23, 2009 and 

expiring June 22, 2012.suggested an alteration to the agenda.  Board members had favorable 

comments regarding Mr. Wenzel.  Mr. Herr made a motion to adopt Resolution 14-2009.  The 

motion was seconded by Mr. Breneman and was approved by unanimous voice vote. 

 

 Mr. Smith asked Chief Graeff to distribute three documents to the Board regarding 

potential police services for Lancaster Township.  Mr. Smith asked the members to review the 

documents and respond back to himself or Chief Graeff.     

 

There being no further business, Mr. Bauder made a motion to adjourn the meeting.  Mr. 

Breneman seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously.    The meeting was 

adjourned at 8:45 A.M. 

 

 

        Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

         

Barry L. Smith 

        Secretary-Treasurer 
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                             Manor Township Supervisors Meeting 

July 6, 2009                                                                                                   7:30 PM 

 

 

     Chairman John May called the meeting to order in the Manor Township Municipal 

Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA. He led those in attendance in the 

Pledge of Allegiance to the flag. Roll call was taken.  

  Members present: John May, Richard Bauder, Jay Breneman, L. Allen Kreider and 

Allan Herr.  

  Staff present: Barry Smith, Ryan Strohecker, Mark Harris and Rita Young. 

  Visitors present: See attached. 

 

  Minutes – Mr. Bauder noted two corrections in the minutes to replace the word old, with 

OLDS where it is used to note an on lot disposal system. Mr. Kreider made a motion to 

approve the minutes with the noted corrections. Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which 

carried unanimously. 

  Special Meeting – Mr. May made a motion to approve the minutes from a special 

Supervisors meeting held June 23, 2009 to discuss the filling of the vacancy and passed 

Resolution #14-09 appointing Mr. Wentzel to the Zoning Hearing Board. Mr. Bauder 

seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

 

   Bills – Mr. Breneman made a motion to approve payment of the bills as presented. Mr. 

Herr seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

 

  Financial Report – Mr. Bauder asked questions about the Cable TV Franchise that was 

listed. Mr. Strohecker explained they are trying to negotiate some new terms with them 

for the future if possible. Mr. Kreider made a motion to approve the Financial Report, 

seconded by Mr. Herr. The motion carried unanimously. 

 

  Solicitors Report – Mr. Smith stated there was no solicitors report tonight.  

 

Business From the Floor 

     Jeff Hampson, 232 Eagle Path, expressed concerns with an ongoing problem with his 

neighbor placing trash in front of his property and asked the Supervisors if they would 

adopt an ordinance where people must place their trash in front on their own residence. 

Mr. Hampson asked what needs to be done to have this happen. After some discussion, 

the Board agreed that to pass such an ordinance for one person would create a problem 

for a lot of people. Mr. May stated they will take a closer look at the situation. Mr. 

Hampson stated that police have been called on several occasions and they state they 

have no law to make him move his trash over to his own property. Mr. Smith suggested 

that they may be able to look into the law that does not allow someone to place a 

dumpster or any other item in the right of way and police might be able to enforce a right 

of way issue, however if they enforce it for trash then everyone in the Township that puts 

their trash out is in violation. Mr. Kreider stated that he felt this entire problem is childish 

and to make an ordinance for this is ridiculous. Mr. Hampson also requested that the 

Supervisors make a law where people must have their dogs on a leash at all times. He 

noted that there are a lot of people with dogs in his area and his wife was bitten by a dog. 
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He stated police have told him that there is a law saying you must have your dog under 

control, but we do not have a township leash law. Mr. Smith stated that there is a State 

dog law that our officers enforce and it states that a dog must be on your property, 

leashed or under your control. Mr. Hampson stated in that case he would request that the 

police department be better instructed so they are up to date on the state dog laws because 

dogs are allowed to walk on the streets without a leash in Eagle Path and he had a 

problem with the “under control” part.  Mr. Hampson explained that the police were not 

aware of the law that a dog must be quarantined for ten days if it bites someone because 

of checking for rabies, which was a problem when his wife was bitten. He requested that 

the police be brought up do date on all these issues with State dog laws. Mr. Smith stated 

that he will bring this to the attention of the Chief and a written reminder of the dog law 

procedure will be issued.  

     Melissa Rugh, 103 Catalpa Lane, noted that in last months minutes Mr. Kreider had 

stated that he would not support anything financially because it is not in the budget and 

he was not willing to go into debt for it. Ms Rugh stated actually the Supervisors are 

asking the homeowner to go into debt without any limits on this project. She also read an 

article that was in the Lancaster New Era, June 2, 2009, under legal notices, stating there 

was a public meeting listed for Talmage in West Earl Township, on the CDBG project for 

sewer and the purpose of the meeting was to discuss the needs of the community which 

the West Earl Sewer Authority is willing to address with funds available under the 

Lancaster County Fiscal Year 2009 Community Development Block Grant and three 

other grant programs. She asked the Supervisors if they have looked into any of this 

funding. Mr. Smith stated he was not sure for that particular project but noted if they are 

at that point then they qualify on the low income fund level and he could verify that if she 

wanted him to.  

     Ken Asche, 116 Spring Meadow Lane, noted that last months minutes state Mr. Smith 

had advised that West Hempfield had decided to do one of their projects internally with 

their own resources because it was a smaller project and Mr. Bauder advised that West 

Hempfield had 10 years to complete the project and they are using their own public 

works people. Mr. Asche stated that if they are using their own resources, then they are 

actually paying for the infrastructure costs so if they can pay for their cost of 

infrastructure by using their own people, then the Township should pay for the cost of the 

infrastructure for us. Mr. Asche noted that in Ann Letort Elementary there are only 23 

students that are from the immediate area of the sewer issue, and that means that 92% of 

the students come from surrounding areas, therefore the infrastructure should be paid for 

by the Township because it is being used by the whole Township, not just their 

development. He added that they are only looking for money for the infrastructure, not 

their individual sewer installments. Mr. Asche also noted that in the ARRO survey, their 

comments stated that the Chesapeake contamination is from farmers and septic tanks, and 

if they remove the septic tanks at least they are helping in one area. Mr. Asche noted that 

if they put the sewer in at this location, it will be helping people down stream, not just 

them. He made comments on the value of their homes and stated that he feels the 

township will greatly benefit from the infrastructure coming because they will have 335 

new homes from future development, giving them additional tax base, building permits 

and construction fees. Mr. Asche stated that the minutes reflect comments on the budget 

and not spending more than we can afford, which is good. He added that if we can not 

meet our budget we should not be spending money to place farms higher up on a list to be 
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preserved, which could be $35,000 each. This would affect one farm or one family when 

that amount of money could affect several families for the sewer infrastructure. He also 

stated that if we need to save money, then don’t send township employees for training 

and seminars. Mr. Bauder added that this sewer project was sold as a public health issue 

and that would make it a community issue. Mr. Asche added that the latest reports show 

that 51% of the pollution in the Chesapeake Bay is from farmers, 11% is waste water 

treatment plants and the balance is from other sources in the area.  

     Tom Ecker, 2 Dublin Drive, commented that he has concerns about the current plan 

showing where he and some 30 plus others will need to have grinder pumps installed. He 

noted that the first plan called for 15 foot trenches around his house then after that was a 

pumping station and at present it is the pumps. He explained his concerns are with the 

pumps and the way LASA wants to run their lines. Mr. Ecker recommended that LASA 

run the laterals that were first talked about and dropped because of the cost. Mr. Ecker 

asked the Supervisors to review this and see if there was a better option for the homes in 

that area. Mr. Bauder asked Mr. Ecker if he is recommending that LASA run the lines 

through the Barley farm land, then a gravity line could be used and that would get rid of 

the grinder pumps. Mr. Ecker stated that if the laterals were run through the Barley 

property then a lot of the area could flow using gravity. 

     Robert McClain, 206 Manor Avenue, stated that he has been looking at the zoning 

map for Manor Township and he has concerns for the future. He asked the Supervisors to 

consider changing the rural area to agricultural areas. Mr. Bauder stated that the Manor 

Township Planning Commission is currently in the process of reviewing those changes at 

the request of the Supervisors. Mr. McClain asked that they consider changing all the 

rural zoning to agricultural zoning.  

 

Old Business 

     Mr. May stated there have been comments and discussion on having the MT Planning 

Commission and the MT Park and Recreation Board hold a joint meeting to review the 

current Park and Recreation Plan as it was approved and adopted. Mr. May questioned if 

it should be a special meeting that would be advertised and held, or have the Boards meet 

for discussions through their regular meetings. After some discussion, it was decided that 

both Boards would be contacted and they would work out a schedule for the Boards to 

alternate attending their regular meetings. Mr. Smith suggested that they start with the 

next Park and Recreation meeting and have any PC members attend if they can.  

     Mr. Breneman gave an update on the Consolidation of the Fire Companies.  He stated 

the consultant should be coming to the next meeting to give the final report on the fire 

service in the Township and Millersville Boro.  

     Mr. May noted that Norfolk Southern has donated another $250,000, along with the 

one million they had already committed to the Rail Trail project. Mr. Smith added that 

the right of entry permit has been obtained and we now legally have the right to have the 

Township crew and Rettew on the site to do work. They have completed a portion of the 

survey of boundary lines and have made headway in the tentative layout of the trail head. 

They are working on the location of the fence that needs to be installed and are ahead of 

schedule. Mr. May stated that Norfolk Southern is in the process of preparing an 

agreement of sale and would like to close before the end of the year. He stated there is a 

Rail Trail Task force of 11 people and they meet the 2
nd

 Tuesday of each month, with the 

exception of this month. Mr. May noted that they will be faced with the decision as to 
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whether or not to allow rock climbing at the location. Mr. Smith stated this will be an 

issue for insurance coverage along with a few others.  Ted Gingrich, 110 Bent Tree Dr, 

asked if Township property lines will include the cliffs. Mr. May stated yes, most will be 

Township property.   

 

 

New Business  

     SALDO - Dwayne A. Brown      Mr. Smith stated this revised Final Subdivision Plan 

for Dwayne Brown has been before the MTPC as a briefing item and they advanced it to 

an action item. He noted a letter of recommendation from the PC and stated that this staff 

concurs moving this to an action item tonight.  Mr. Bill Crouch, Weber Surveyors, Inc. 

explained the plan, noting there are no proposed new dwellings or other occupancies. It is 

simply a three way land swap where Mr. Brown will acquire some ground from Mr. 

Heisey so he can acquire some flat area to his property. Mr. Heisey will be getting some 

land from Mr. McCreight so he will be able to retain 10 acres for the Clean and Green 

program. Mr. Smith noted a June 16, 2009 letter from Rettew, noting a few items that 

would be part of the approval process. The first item listed is modification, Section 

502.5.G, to provide additional right-of-way due to the steepness of the land and a second 

modification for storm water. Mr. Bauder made a motion to approve the Revised Final 

Subdivision Plan, Project No. 09-01104-005 for Dwayne A. Brown Plan contingent on 

meeting the June 16, 2009 letter requirements. Mr. Breneman seconded the motion, 

which carried unanimously.  

     Storm Water Agreement and Financial Security Star Rock Farms – Mr. Smith stated 

this project is in place with the exception of two items. He noted they need to provide 

documentation of the financial security of $60,837., which includes the ten (10) percent 

contingency, and also provide a storm water agreement that addresses that. Mr. Smith 

noted the check for $60,837 has been provided and cleared, so they have been granted 

their grading and storm water management, however that needs to be on record.  Mr. May 

made a motion to accept the financial security in the amount of $60,837. Mr. Kreider 

seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.  

     J. Harold Miller Isolation Distance Waiver, Sewage permit - Mr. May explained this 

request for the waiver is because there is not sufficient space between his well and his 

proposed corrective septic system, noting he has 55 feet instead of the required 100 feet. 

The SEO, Mr. Lockard has suggested to accept the waiver. Mr. Kreider made comments 

on the technical guidelines of the project. Mr. Breneman made a motion to grant the 

isolation distance waiver for Mr. Miller, seconded by Mr. Herr. The motion carried 

unanimously.  

     Manor Oaks Lot 146 Letter of Credit Reduction Request – Mr. Smith read his 

recommendation for this reduction in the Letter of Credit. He noted Manor Oaks has 

requested a reduction of $15,350.00 and he is recommending a reduction of $14,365.07 

because this will leave the minimum required financial security. The balance of the Letter 

of Credit after the reduction would be $35,938.11. Mr. May made a motion to accept the 

reduction of the Manor Oaks Letter of Credit in the amount of $14,365.07, leaving the 

balance to $35,938.11. Mr. Bauder seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

     Municipal Notification      Mr. Smith stated this notification is from the settlement 

agreement that we had in the past with LCSWMA and they are now at a time where they 

need to request the modification from DEP to remove soil from the proposed Borrow 
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Area for soil removal activities. Mr. Smith added that they have also met with the 

representatives of LCSWMA to discuss zoning changes that need to occur, which we 

have agreed to accept, and would change the zoning to allow them to do the Borrow 

Area. Mr. Smith noted this is the required notification of the project.  

     Country Manor Development    Mr. Smith stated this is a required notification that 

RGS Project No:2008356-033 gives notice that per Act 14, PL834, an application has 

been made by the Lancaster County Conservation District for 411 & 425 North Duke 

Street, Millersville, to add 4 additional apartment buildings to the 4 existing apartment 

buildings currently on site.  

     UGI Right of Way Agreement   Mr. Smith stated this is a right of way for UGI that is 

proposing to extend a gas line from Lancaster Twp, coming across the creek into Manor 

Township and makes a turn because one property has refused granting an easement. The 

line will continue through the Stone Mill Greenway and tie into Temple Avenue. Mr. 

Smith stated they are giving the Township $1,000 for the right of way and we would 

retain ownership of the land. Mr. Bauder made a motion to grant the Right of Way for 

UGI to extend the line. Mr. Breneman seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

     Planning Commission Appointment – Mr. May stated they have interviewed two 

candidates for the vacancy on the MTPC. He noted this was a very hard decision because 

they were excellent candidates. Mr. May made a motion to appoint Mr. Don Mann to the 

Manor Township Planning Commission. Mr. Breneman seconded the motion. The 

motion carried with a 4-1 vote, Mr. Bauder opposed.  

     Letter of Resignation – Mr. May made a motion to accept the resignation of Tom 

Shenk, from the Manor Township road crew, with regrets and wished him well. Mr. 

Bauder seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. Mr. Smith noted that when 

Tom Shenk was hired, it was a toss between two candidates. He asked that the 

Supervisors grant permission for him to contact the other person and offer him the now 

vacant position. After some discussion, Mr. Herr made a motion that Mr. Smith contact 

the proposed candidate, offer him employment and hire him if he accepts. Mr. Breneman 

seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.   

     Assistant Public Works Director Job Description and Appointment – Mr. Smith stated 

that since Mark Harris has been appointed to the new position of Public Works Director, 

there is a need to have an assistant in that structure. In the past, there was road foreman 

and assistant road foreman and that position was not filled. Mr. Smith requested and 

presented a job description for an Assistant Public Works Director. Mr. Bauder made a 

motion to change the job of assistant road foreman to Assistant Public Works Director, 

consistent with the job description presented. Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which 

carried unanimously. Mr. Smith also recommended that they appoint Henry Hank to the 

position of Assistant Public Works Director. Mr. Breneman made a motion to appoint 

Mr. Henry Hank to the position of Assistant Public Works Director, seconded by Mr. 

May. The motion carried unanimously. 

     National Night Out Proclamation – Mr. May read the Proclamation National Night 

Out 2009 declaring the night out to be August 4, 2009. The proclamation called upon all 

citizens to join the Manor Township Police Department to support the 26
th

 Annual Nation 

Night Out.   

 

Correspondence 
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     Mr. Smith stated that Chief Graeff has requested that Officer Randy Herman be 

permitted to attend computer training presented by the Lancaster County Information 

Technology Dept at a cost of $25.  Mr. Herr made a motion to approve Officer Herman, 

attend the training session as listed. Mr. May seconded the motion, which carried 

unanimously. 

        

Traffic Commission Report      

     Mr. Harris stated the Traffic Commission met June 24, 2009. He noted there was a 

concern that vehicles are parking too close to stop signs on Acorn Lane. It was decided 

that the Chief will send a memo to officers reminding them of the distance that a vehicle 

must be from a stop sign.  

 

Police Report 

     Mr. May stated the police report has been submitted. 

 

Public Works Director Report 

     Mr. Harris stated that the month of July will be very busy with construction and 

paving in place. He went over the schedule for the month. Mr. Harris also stated that he 

acquired bids for the sealing of the municipal parking lots as approved last fall in the 

budget. He stated the low bid was from the Breneman Company for $7,825. Mr. Harris 

stated this was within the budget number and asked the Supervisors for approval to move 

ahead. Mr. Herr made a motion to accept the bid from Breneman Company for $7,825 to 

seal the parking lots. Mr. Bauder seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

 

Township Manager’s Report 

     Mr. Smith stated he has submitted his report and noted that Act 32 Resolution 

regarding earned income tax has failed. He noted that this will require us to do more 

work and to appoint someone to be part of that review process.  

 

Building Permit Report 

     Mr. Kreider read the building permit listing the number of permits for the month at 22 

and the dollar value at$769,756 bringing the total number of permits for the year to 100. 

 

    There being no further business, Mr. Breneman made a motion to adjourn the meeting 

at 8:55 PM. Mr. May seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

 

                                                            Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

                                                            Barry Smith 

                                                            Secretary – Treasurer 

Recording Secretary 

Rita J. Young 
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                                               Manor Township Supervisors Meeting 

 

August 3, 2009                                                                                                            7:30 PM 

 

     Chairman John May called the meeting to order at 7:30 PM in the Manor Township Municipal 

Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA. He led those in attendance in the pledge to the flag. 

Roll call was taken noting all Supervisors present. 

     Members present: John May, Allan Herr, L.Allen Kreider, Jay Breneman and Richard Bauder. 

     Staff present: Ryan Strohecker, Mark Harris, Chief Graeff and Rita Young. 

     Visitors:  See Attached. 

 

     Minutes     Allen Kreider made a motion to approve the minutes as drafted. Mr. Breneman 

seconded the motion which carried unanimously. 

     Bills     Mr. Herr made a motion to approve the bills as listed, seconded by Mr. Bauder. The motion 

carried unanimously. 

     Financial Report     Mr. Kreider made a motion to accept the Financial Report as presented. Mr. 

Herr seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.  

     Solicitors Report     Mr. Strohecker stated there was no solicitors report. 

 

Business From the Floor 

     Tom Acker, 212 Post Oak Road, stated that in the Sunday News, July 27, 2009, under the real 

estate transfer it was listed that Wal-Mart sold property on South Centerville Rd to Wal-Mart Realty. 

He asked the Supervisors if they knew anything about this.  The Supervisors stated they did not know 

what that transaction was. Mr. May stated that he did check the deeds and he is exploring what went 

on. He noted that the deed was dated in January but not recorded until July. Mr. Strohecker stated that 

the Township Office has not been contacted about anything. Mr. May noted the value reflected 6.8 

million and stated that the transfer tax should have been paid on that value. Mr. Acker asked if it was 

true that if Wal-Mart does not get approval to build, there is an agreement to sell the property back to 

Murry.  Mr. May stated they do not know.    Jim Huber, 113 Shannon Drive, stated that Mr. Murry 

does have an agreement to buy the property back if not approved for Wal-Mart. Mr. Bauder asked if 

the Township has received the transfer tax from this. Mr. Strohecker stated no, we have not.  

     Scott Haverstick, 1970 Water Street, asked if there has been any news about the bridge on Creek 

Road. Mr. May stated he has not heard anything.  Mr. Haverstick noted that he realizes this is a 

County issue but feels the Supervisors should push to have something done. He asked if they have 

contacted the County. Mr. Strohecker stated they have not, but he will list it as an action item to see if 

there are any changes. Mr. Haverstick stated that he has concerns that this infrastructure is decaying 

and this area is just as important to the people in that end of the Township as the bridges that are being 

replaced on Charlestown Road in this end of the Township. 

     Jim Huber, 113 Shannon Drive, stated that earlier this year Wal-Mart submitted a land development 

application to the Lancaster County Planning Commission and they did approve the plan with 17 

conditions listed. He noted that Wal-Mart has appealed that decision to the County Court but it has not 

come up yet.  

      

Old Business 

     Letort Manor/Perth Hills Sewer Update / Project Cap     Mr. Kreider stated he requested this be on 

the agenda because he feels it is time LASA provides the maximum financial responsibility to the 
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residents and they would absorb any amount that would run over that when construction takes place. 

He would like to see a cap provided. Mr. Kreider also stated that it has been discussed prior to this but 

feels the Township must make a definite commitment for the reconstruction of the roads from this 

project to relieve some of the costs. Mr. May stated that he thought the Township has already 

committed to finishing the streets. Mr. Harris stated the closest estimate he has had is in the $180,000 

range but they must take into consideration inflation and the variable of the cost of materials.  Mr. 

Bauder asked if LASA has a firm bid, that includes the streets, then how do we negotiate the bid if we 

do the streets. Mr. Harris stated he understood that the contractor bid with streets and without doing 

the streets.  Mr. Kreider stated his point was that they cover the fact that it is permanent restoration and 

not temporary restoration. LASA should do the temporary and we will do the permanent after the job 

is finished. Mr. Breneman asked if they will shift the entire work force to do the job and get it over in 

a timely manner. Mr. Harris stated yes, and it is projected that it could be completed in the entire 

summer of 2011. Mr. May stated that he thought it was a matter of law that we cannot require LASA 

to put a cap on the project but we can request that they do. Mr. May asked if Mr. Kreider was looking 

for us to come up with a number or LASA provide the number for the cap. Mr. Kreider stated he was 

thinking LASA could come up with a reasonable number and the Supervisors approve that figure. Mr. 

Kreider stated there were figures in the past but all verbal and he would like to see something in 

writing.  Ken Asche asked if LASA gives a figure with a 7% slush in it, then we should be able to 

come up with an amount. Mr. Asche stated that LASA already has a cap of their own and he felt we 

should be able to develop a cap based on the bids and LASA should be responsible for anything above 

that amount. Mr. Asche stated that Mr. Kreider feels LASA should be paying for everything and the 

people and the Township should not pay for anything. He said Mr. Bauder believes that the 

homeowners should not be paying for anything, and Mr. May agrees that the Township should pay for 

part of it. Mr. Asche stated what the people are looking for is the amount the homeowner is going to 

be responsible for and the amount the Township will pay, not just a cap on the project. Mr. Kreider 

stated that as he sees it, the portion the Township will pay is the reconstruction of the road base which 

is a major expense and he feels that is a legitimate amount of money that would be coming out of 

Township funds for this project. Mr. Kreider explained that the reason an authority is formed is so any 

township does not have to take on the responsibility of paying for infrastructure costs within that 

township and this is one of the reasons we established an authority. After some discussion, Mr. Asche 

noted that the letter from LASA stated they will pay one third of the cost and the rest is up to the 

township and the homeowner, not just the homeowner. Mr. Asche asked the Supervisors if they read 

an email from Barry Smith on the H2O PA Program and the program guide. Mr. May stated he did 

read it.  Mr. Asche read the guidelines and noted that at the Penn Vest meeting DEP offered to give an 

enforcement letter at that time and LASA stated they did not want the enforcement letter. Mr. Asche 

asked if LASA would have received that letter would the outcome have been different in the Penn 

Vest funding. Mr. May stated he did not know. Mr. Asche stated that LASA, as the owner and 

operator of the system, is the only ones that can file for funding. Mr. Breneman stated that Rettew 

Associates were working with them for the funding, not just LASA by themselves. Mr. Asche asked 

the Supervisors if they could call a special meeting or workshop to discuss and try to work out a 

solution to this problem. After some discussion, the Board agreed they will wait on the motion for a 

cap until after the next LASA meeting and then call a special meeting to discuss the issues raised.    

      Walt Schlemmer, 145 Carol Drive, stated that there is a Municipal Authorities Act that states it is 

the Supervisors responsibility to put the cap on the total project not LASA’s. He stated if you take the 

total cap, subtract what LASA is going to put into it, you will know the remaining part. He also noted 

that the Act 537 Plan, which all the Supervisors signed, states the remaining part will be paid for by 
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the residents or the municipality or by the residents and the municipality. Mr. Schlemmer again stated 

that the rules say the Supervisors put the cap on the project.  

     Melissa Rugh, 103 Catalpa Lane, asked Mr. Kyle, LASA about the information on the web site 

stating that the approximate cost is $10,000 per homeowner. She asked which bid that cost is 

reflecting, the one with final roadway improvements or without final roadway improvements. Mr. 

Kyle stated the figure on the web site reflects the bids that include all the line items and if the 

Township does the final roadwork, then they would remove some of the line items and it would lower 

the bid, lowering the final cost to the residents. Ms Rue also noted that the local news tonight 

mentioned there is some new funding coming for water and sewer structure and asked the Supervisors 

if they knew anything about that. Mr. Breneman stated he did hear something about new funds but did 

not know what the requirements might be for that. She noted that she would be in favor of a meeting to 

discuss some issues and that it will be hard for a lot of homeowners involved to find money for this 

project in their budget.  

     Tom Ecker, 2 Dublin Drive, stated that he does not live in Perth Hill or Letort Manor but his home 

is included in this property. Mr. Ecker explained that he is in a portion of a development named 

Stonemill Manor which was only partially constructed, the remaining part being the Barley tract.  He 

noted that this project has included their homes, which is only a portion of the development. He stated 

it will require 33 grinder pumps which will be a huge expense to the homeowners plus be a life long 

expense to maintain. Mr. Ecker stated that if LASA included the rest of the proposed land that could 

be developed, they would be able to install a gravity fed system and many of the grinder pumps could 

be eliminated making it more cost effective for the residents. Mr. Ecker asked that the Supervisors 

look at the impact for Stonemill Manor and postpone putting the sewer in this portion of the project 

until Stonemill Manor is developed. He stated it is not the cost of sewer installation that concerns him 

but it does concern him how expensive it will be to maintain a grinder pump for the rest of his life.  

     Clair Becker, 18 Money Hill Road, stated that the bids accepted included a pumping station which 

has since been eliminated. He asked where the price for the elimination of the Keperling pumping 

station and the addition of the grinder pumps is reflected. He also stated that he is requesting Stonemill 

Manor homes be excluded from this project. Mr. Becker asked why there has not been a modified plan 

and updated map showing changes. Mr. May stated that would come from LASA and Mr. Kreider 

stated that he will bring it up at the next LASA meeting. Mr. Bauder stated the LASA meeting is a 

public meeting and anyone that wants can attend.  

     Mike Kyle, LASA, stated that the redesign estimates show that there will be some reduction in the 

cost. He also stated that the web site should be updated showing the elimination of the pump station 

and addition of the grinder pumps through a change order once the bids are awarded. He noted the 

award date has been extended because of permitting issues.  

     Ken Asche, 116 Spring Meadow Lane, asked Mr. Kyle if the grinder pumps will be installed in the 

existing septic tank or will a new tank need to be installed. Mr. Kyle stated that the pump will require 

a new vault.  

     Les Kneidig, 137 Carol Drive, stated he had some comments but because Mr. Kreider is going to 

take care of things, he will not say what he was going to say.  

     Deb Guthrie, 1101 Central Manor Road, noted that she agrees with Mr. Schlemmer that the rules 

state the responsibility lie with the sewer authority, citizens and the Township. Ms Guthrie asked Mr. 

May if a signed contract is legal after a three day waiting period. Mr. May stated that would depend on 

what the contract involves because there are various kinds of contracts but generally speaking a legal 

contract is an enforceable document. She expressed concerns that if we have signed a contract, then 

we should expect that to be an agreement between the people that have signed it. She stated that when 
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a contract is signed it is a legal, moral and ethical parts of the matter.  She discussed the issues when 

contracts were first signed with LASA not all issues were known. She noted two families that signed 

the agreements even though they were told that the group had decided not to sign. She noted Gerlachs 

signed and Barleys for the 30 cents per foot. She felt that Mr. Barley was paid too much for his land 

because his should have been 11 cents per foot and not 30 cents per foot. Ms Guthrie felt homeowners 

were being bribed by LASA to sign the agreements. She noted that the Supervisors at one point 

stopped LASA from getting signatures and that the Supervisors have the right tonight to vote a motion 

to instruct LASA to not open any signed contracts that are more than three days old and renegotiate 

money for their easements. She stated that if LASA breaks the contract with earlier signers to 

renegotiate, then she requests her contract be broken so she can also renegotiate her settlement. She 

was against LASA being able to go back and give any homeowner more money, she expressed 

concerns over the condemnation of the land and the extra costs all this has made on the project and she 

requested that the Supervisors force LASA to follow the law that a signature is a signature and closes a 

deal and she asked that LASA not reopen any agreements.  

     Missy Rough, 103 Catalpa Lane, stated if LASA was paying for their own infrastructure there 

would not be any issues and also all this proves that there should be a cap on this project.  

     Deb Guthrie, 1101 Central Manor Road, stated that she asked LASA that if Barley was paid too 

much for his land, will he have to pay it back and the answer was no.  

 

     Fire Service Task Force Update    Mr. Breneman stated that this Thursday night they will receive 

the draft of the consultants report about fire service in Millersville Boro and Manor Township. He 

noted they will have 30 days for review and the final report will be in September.  

 

     Mr. Schlemmer, 145 Carol Drive, asked if the Board definitely decided to have a meeting to 

discuss the sewer issue further. The Board stated they did agree for another meeting to be held after 

the next LASA meeting.  After some discussion, Mr. Kreider made a motion to set a meeting date for a 

special meeting with LASA, after their regular meeting, to which the public will be invited, and it will 

be advertised. Mr. Bauder seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. The Board agreed that 

they will post signs about the meeting in the Letort/Perth Hills Developments the same as in the past.  

 

New Business 

     SALDO   Frey Farm Landfill Lot Add-On Plan    Mr. May stated this is a briefing item for a lot add 

on plan. Mr. Strohecker stated that the Supervisors could move this to an action item tonight if they 

want. Mr. Bauder stated this is a simple add on.  The Board asked several questions about the plan. 

Mr. Strohecker noted letters from Mr. Ott, Manor Twp. Zoning Officer and Mr. Smith noting it is at 

the discretion of the Board. The Board noted a letter from Mr. Ott that the Manor Township Planning 

Commission on July 13, 2009 did recommend conditional approval of this lot add-on plan for the Frey 

Farm Landfill and modification of the plan scale pending addressing the comments in the July 6, 2009 

letter from Buchart-Horn and a modification for the plan to be a lot add-on plan. Donald Barrett, 

Rettew Associates, explained the plan is looking to purchase three parcels of land and add them to the 

Frey Farm Landfill. Mr. Robert McClain, 206 Manor Avenue, asked if this is 42 acres of farmland. 

Mr. Barrett stated yes.  Mr. McClain asked if they are going to scrape all the topsoil from this ground. 

Mr. Barrett stated no it will continue to be farmland at this time. Mr. Brooks Norris, LCSWMA, stated 

that the present use will still be farming until some point in time they would need to go into borrowing 

soil from that property. Mr. Norris stated they would be required to go through an application process 

at that time but for now it will just be added to our land.  After some discussion, Mr. May made a 
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motion to move this request for a lot add-on for the Frey Farm Landfill to an action item and approve 

this lot add-on subject to the three condition contained in the Buchart Horn letter of July 23, 2009 

under sub paragraph A, scale of the drawing, sub paragraph B, listing features existing, and sub 

paragraph C, waiver of revised final plan process.   Mr. Bauder seconded the motion, which carried 

unanimously. 

     Frey Farm Permit Notification – Mr. May stated this is a required notification from LCSWMA that 

they will be filing a Permit Modification Application for a  permit for parcels 4 and 5 as soil borrow 

areas for the Frey Farm Landfill. No action is required.  

     Frey Farm Local Municipality Involvement Process Meeting    Mr. May stated this is a proposed 

meeting by DEP on Sept. 10, 2009 here at the Township Office for any questions.  

     Tobias Frogg Parking Surface Waiver Request   Mr. May noted this is a waiver request from the 

owners of Tobias Frogg. He stated Jeff Conklin and Beth Conklin, owners, are requesting that they do 

not have to pave an existing stoned area for parking. They stated the added expense may hurt their 

project. Mr. Bauder stated that he did not feel he had enough information about the disability act and 

what they would require with this.  Mr. Conklin asked the Board if they had any questions for him. 

Mr. Bauder asked why he was refused by the Zoning Hearing Board.  Mr. Conklin stated they were 

refused because the zoning ordinance requires it to be paved. He noted this stoned area has been there 

for 10 years. The Board discussed if this would be an issue with the ADA and what handicapped 

access he now has. Mr. Conklin noted he does have handicapped spaces and does meet the 

requirements with his present facility. Mr. Kreider expressed concerns that anyone in a wheel chair 

would have a problem with the stoned area and he is not sure what the ADA regulations require. He 

also stated that the zoning ordinance does require paving. Mr. Strohecker stated that recommendation 

of the Staff is that the area be paved because that is what the zoning ordinance states. Mr. Kreider 

asked if there is appropriate lighting. Mr. Conklin stated there is a pole light at the stoned area.  After 

some discussion, Mr. May made a motion that the parking lot for Tobias Frogg needs to be paved. Mr. 

Kreider seconded the motion. The motion carried 4 to 1, with Mr. Bauder voting no. Because of the 

cost for this Mr. Breneman made a motion that Tobias Frogg has 18 months from this date, August 3, 

2009, to complete the paving. Mr. Bauder seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.  

     Act 32 Income Tax Collection Committee    Mr. Strohecker stated that three people are needed to 

do this and there needs to be a representative. After some discussion, Mr. May moved that Ryan would 

be the delegate with an alternate of John May and the second alternate Mr. Bauder. Mr. Bauder 

seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

     Joshua Jeffers Isolation Distance Waiver, Sewage Permit   Mr. May stated there is a letter from Mr. 

Lockard, SEO for Manor Township, stating that the property does not meet requirements for the 

distance between the well and septic system and would require a waiver of the distance requirements. 

Mr. May stated that in the past they have granted waivers when a hardship occurs such as this. Mr. 

Strohecker stated that Staff recommends this waiver be granted. Mr. Kreider stated that DEP states this 

is a critical item and he has concerns with this. Donald Shellenberger, 1411 Prospect Road, noted his 

daughter will be living there and they are in the process of restoring the house. He noted that Mr. 

Lockard has approved the new septic system they are installing but they do not have the space that the 

ordinance requires. Mr. Bauder stated that the Board has approved the distance waivers in the past. 

Mr. Bauder made a motion to grant the waiver for Joshua Jeffers for the isolation distance between the 

septic system and the well. Mr. Breneman seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

     Manor Township request for Manor Oaks Community Association open space transfer    Mr. 

Bauder asked what advantage would there be for the Township to take over this land.  Mr. Strohecker 

stated the Township would find an advantage to taking this land because it would connect the 
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greenways in that area. Mr. May asked what kind of maintenance would be involved if they accept it. 

Mr. Bauder requested that they table this until they could look at it. Mr. Herr asked for the location. 

Mr. Harris was not sure where the land was exactly located. Mr. Bauder made a motion to table this 

request until they can look at the area. Mr. May seconded the motion which carried unanimously.  

     Resolution #15-2009   Manor Township Rail Trail Development Phase I     Mr. May stated that this 

is simply signing the original Resolution #15-2009 again. He stated that the original application was to 

be signed in blue ink and he used a black pen when he did it. Therefore we are resigning the signature 

page.  Mr. May read Resolution #15-2009. On motion by Mr. May and seconded by Mr. Breneman, 

Resolution #15-2009 was adopted. The motion carried unanimously. 

     Norfolk Southern Contemplating Sale Notice to Manor Township     Mr. May stated that we have 

notification that Norfolk Southern is selling the Rail Trail acreage and the Township would have 120 

days to submit our bid for it.  Mr. May stated that from the paperwork, it seems that a lot of others 

would be able to bid for this property. Mr. May stated that we do have an understanding with Norfolk 

Southern that we want the property, but he added that we do not need to take action on this tonight.  

Mr. May made a motion to table this until the September meeting. Mr. Herr seconded the motion, 

which carried unanimously. 

     

Correspondence 

     Lancaster County Association of Township Supervisors Picnic    Mr. May noted that anyone 

wishing to attend this County Supervisors Picnic should notify the office if they are planning to attend.  

 

Traffic Commission  

     Chief Graeff stated that the Traffic Commission met Wed. July 29, 2009 with all members present. 

He noted complaints on parking at Acorn Ln. and Oak Ridge Dr., blocked mailboxes, and a letter 

requesting stop signs at both ends of Clover Hill Drive. A traffic study will be done in the Clover Hill 

Drive and surrounding streets. 

 

Police Report 

    Chief Graeff stated he has submitted his report for the month. He noted that National Night will be 

held tomorrow at the Mountville Park from 6 PM to 9 PM. He stated there will be free food and drinks 

and entertainment.  The SWAT Team will also be present.  Chief Graeff listed several events that were 

held this past month and read Cpl. Strock’s report. Mr. Breneman stated that Cpl Strock attended the 

WB Tomato Festival and he observed good comments toward him and expressing their thanks to the 

Manor Township Police Force.   

 

Public Works Director Report 

     Mark Harris submitted his report. He noted that he wanted to commend Able Construction for the 

excellent job they did on replacing the bridge on Charlestown Road. He noted they were right on 

schedule and completed the job in the two week time frame that they stated. Mr. May stated he had 

observed that they worked evenings and Saturdays to meet that deadline. Mr. Harris stated that they 

started today on replacing the culvert at the other end of Charlestown Road and are hoping to have that 

completed this week. He noted that they have started the widening on Sun Lane and will hopefully be 

on the schedule for paving next year.  
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Township Manager’s Report 

     Mr. Strohecker stated he did not have that report.  

 

Building Permit Report 

     Mr. Kreider read the Building Permit Report. He stated that there were 30 permits issued this past 

month, compared to 52 last year. He stated year to date is 130 permits compared to last year at 180. 

 

 

     Mr. May asked Ryan if it would be possible for the scheduled vacations to be emailed to the 

Supervisors. He stated he would be referring to the Office Staff.  The Supervisors agreed that they 

would like to see that information. Mr. Strohecker stated they do have a calendar internally where all 

that is recorded but he could possibly send it to them through Outlook.  Mr. May stated this would be 

specifically Mr. Strohecker and Mr. Smith.  

 

 

     There being no further business, Mr. Breneman made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 9:25 PM. 

Mr. May seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

 

 

                                                                              Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

 

                                                                              Barry Smith 

                                                                              Secretary - Treasurer 

 

 

Recording secretary 

Rita J. Young 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



                                                       Manor Township Supervisors Meeting 

Tuesday September 8, 2009                                                                                                7:30 PM 

 

     Chairman John May called the meeting to order in the Manor Township Municipal Building, 950 West 
Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA. He led those in attendance in the pledge to the flag.  Roll call was taken.     
     Members present: John May, Jay Breneman, Allan Herr, L. Allen Kreider and Richard Bauder.  
     Staff present: Barry Smith, Mark Harris, Todd Graeff and Rita Young. 
     Visitors: See Attached. 

     Chairman John May stated that an Executive Session was held on August 26, 2009 to review Police 
Contracts and also for personnel issues.  
 
     Minutes     Mr. Kreider made a motion to approve the minutes as presented. Mr. Bauder made 

several comments regarding the minutes. He stated that he feels there are things being omitted. He 

stated that Missy Rue made a human interest comment that was “Where am I going to find $100. a 

month out of my budget to pay for this.”  He also noted that Mrs. Guthrie made a comment about the 

fact that Barry Smith should have recused himself from one of the votes. Mrs. Guthrie spoke and said 

that what she did say was that being involved with Manor Township, Barry should have excused himself 

from the vote with LASA. Mr. Bauder said he is not asking the minutes to be changed, he is just 

commenting. Mr. May said this will be added as notations, but it is a fine line to draw with what is 

included in minutes and what is not. Ken Asche spoke and said after those comments were made at the 

last meeting, Mr. Smith made a comment that you as Supervisors understand his position and you said 

“some what”.  Mr. Breneman stated that Mr. Smith was not at the last meeting.  Mr. Asche said then it 

was at one of the meetings. Mr. Breneman stated a correction needs to be made where minutes state 

Mr. Haverstick stated that at Creek Road it is a Penn Dot issue, but it is a County issue.  Mr. Smith asked 

the Supervisors exactly what they would like corrected in the minutes. The Board stated the correction 

of the Penn Dot to a County issue. Mr. Bauder said he did not ask for the minutes to be changed, he just 

wanted to bring it to their attention. Mr. May noted then we have a motion to accept the minutes, with 

one change. Mr. Breneman seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

     Bills   Mr. May made a motion to approve the bills as listed.  Mr. Herr seconded the motion. The 
motion carried unanimously. 
 
     Financial Report    Mr.  Herr made a motion to approve the Financial Report as presented. Mr. Bauder 

seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

     Solicitors Report    Mr. Smith stated there was no Solicitors Report. 

     Lancaster County Library   Mr. May welcomed Mr. Jim Darby from the Lancaster County Library.  Mr. 
Darby thanked the Board and the residents of Manor Township for their support in the past. He noted 
that the Township has financially supported the library with their budget in the amount of $20,000. He 
stated that he is a Board member of the Lancaster Public Library and thanked the residents of Manor 
Township for supporting the facilities. He noted Manor Township is a great place to live and has a 



population of 16,500 plus. He stated that the library provides lots of resources in the community and 
even though some people have the opinion that libraries are out of date he there is still a tremendous 
amount of use of the libraries.  He listed three public libraries in this area; noting Duke Street, one in 
Mountville and one in Leola.  Mr. Darby stated that residents from Manor Township utilize the public 
library 140,000 times a year.  He noted the funding structure is complex with the principal monies 
coming from the State.  Mr. Darby noted that Manor Township contributes $20,000 on a per capita basis 
that comes out to $1.20 per year per resident.   Mr. Darby thanked the Board for their support in the 
past and encouraged them to continue to support them through their budgeting process.  Scott  
Haverstick, 1970 Water Street asked what the range of per capita was. Mr. Darby stated that the State 
recommends $5.00 per capita. He noted there is only one Municipality in Lancaster County that 
supports with that amount and that is Mountville Borough.  He noted the lowest is Millersville Borough 
and that is because they have the University library. 
 
Fire Companies 
     Mr. Gantz, Mountville Fire Company, stated he sent a letter to the Township to update the progress 
of their new engine and asked the Board if they have any questions. Mr. May asked if they expect any 
territory changes in the future.  Mr. Gantz stated not at this point but he is not sure what the task force 
may find or recommend.   Mr. Bauder asked Mr. Gantz if they serve Hershey Mill/Eagle Heights area.  
Mr. Gantz stated yes. Mr. Bauder stated that is a very expanding area. Mr. Gantz described the 
boundary lines for the Mountville coverage area.  Mr. Gantz noted that even thought the area has not 
increased, the number of people has increased substantially. Mr. May stated that they will take that 
under advisement at budget preparation.   
     Rob Muschlitz, West Lancaster Fire Company, noted they have been asking for a new piece of 
apparatus to replace the only engine in their station for five years. He stated it has been 12 years since 
West Lancaster has received capital dollars from the Township. He noted that the last four years the 
Township has been unable to commit to them and it has cost the Fire Company $40,000 a year to keep 
this fire engine on the road. He explained that a lot of the issues are that the company that built the 
engine is no longer in business, so it is hard to get parts.  He noted they are part of the Consolidation 
that formed the Task Force and they will examine how to best protect the citizens of the township. Mr. 
Muschlitz again stated that they are asking for support from the Township in replacing their engine with 
a new rescue pumper. He stated this purchase cannot be put off another year and they will have to 
purchase it any way, noting the estimated price will be $650,000 and it will go up approximately 5% a 
year. Mr. Bauder asked Mr. Muschlitz if he will be attending the budget session. Mr. Muschlitz stated 
yes.  Mr. May, thanked Mr. Muschlitz and noted that Mr. Smith will provide him with the schedule of the 
budget meetings.   
 
Business From the Floor 
     Deb Guthrie, 1101 Central Manor Road, asked about the validity of the minutes. She noted it has 
been her interpretation that when someone takes minutes for a meeting, all should be included and not 
just certain things that are selected. She stated Manor Township has not been under this practice and 
she asked how this gets justified and how the Supervisors have the ability to refer back when questions 
are asked when you don’t have everything in the minutes. Mr. May stated that if we had everything in 
the minutes that was stated, they would be voluminous and not practical to keep. He stated we try to do 
the best we can and he has been pleased with the minutes. He realizes that after tonight, there may be 
some things that are missed. He noted the meeting is tape recorded but when the minutes are finished, 
the tapes are erased. He stated we need to pick and choose because not all things can be put in. Mr. 
May stated if we are deficient, then you can point that out, like tonight.  Mr. Bauder stated that he feels 
we have been delinquent in posting the minutes prior to the meetings adding that Mr. Laudien use to 



post the minutes but he is no longer there. Mr. Smith noted that the issue on the minutes this month is 
due to the fact that we made a transfer from an existing web site to a new web site and it was an over 
site to post them. He noted the general practice is to get the minutes on line either Thursday for Friday, 
prior to the Supervisors meeting. Mr. Smith stated that the law requires the minutes to include verbatim 
motions and the common practice in the Commonwealth is to have a generalization of the issues before 
the Board. Mr. May agreed.  Mr. May stated that the new web site is up and Mr. Smith stated there are 
a few things to be added yet but it is fully functional at this point. Mr. Bauder stated that he feels the 
minutes should be posted a week ahead of the meetings.  Mr. May stated that would be ok.  Mr. Asche 
agreed and stated he did not feel there was enough time to go through the minutes before the next 
meeting when they are only posted the Thursday or Friday before. Mr. Asche stated he would like to 
have at least one week before the next meeting. Mrs. Guthrie added that she thinks sometimes the 
minutes are cut very brief and she feels there could be more detail about some of the discussions 
because she feels the things brought up on the floor could be very valuable even if the Supervisors don’t 
think so.  Mr. Asche asked if they are going to make a motion to have the minutes posted a week ahead 
of the next meeting.  The Board stated they don’t need a motion for that.  
     Clair Becker, 18 Money Hill Road, asked if the tapes are kept from the meetings. Mr. May stated no 
they are only for the purpose of the minutes.  
 
Old Business 
     Letort Manor/ Perth Hills Sewer Update    Mr. Kreider stated that he had attended the LASA Meeting 
last month along with Mrs. Guthrie and Mr. Asche.  He noted that LASA will get back to them with 
answers from some of their questions. Mr. Kreider had a list of 9 items for the proposed meeting to take 
place. 1, Residents want a written cap on what the residents are going to be responsible to pay.  2, The 
residents are requesting that copies of everything go to the Board of Supervisors.  3, Request to provide 
documentation for all future correspondence and costs of the project in writing.  4, Mr. Kreider stated 
that Act 537 has not been updated on the LASA web site since May 22, 2009 and they know there are 
some things that should have been updated.  5,  He noted that since the grinder pumps were added to 
the project the residents were told that the cost difference is a wash and they want documentation to 
prove this.  6, Mr. Kreider stated his own personal comment on the basis of the acceptance of the Act 
537 was based on good accurate information, or what he thought he was getting, and now he feels the 
whole project was flawed from the start and he is being held to something that is not what he expected 
it to be. He stated he takes his job seriously and he expects accurate information. Mr. Kreider stated he 
is disappointed in the way this all took place.  7, He noted the residents are requesting a meeting with all 
parties to solve these and other concerns they still have.   8, Mr. Kreider also stated another thing that 
was brought up is that they want to know when LASA will enjoy the nutrient credits that they got from 
the Barley farm and what is the amount of the credits. Mr. Kreider stated that he may have had that 
information but he cannot find it.   9, He stated the last thing is that since residents are paying the 
infrastructure then they want LASA to be responsible for any costs over and above the CAPs set for the 
residents. Mr. Kreider stated these are the questions they would like answered at the meeting they 
schedule with LASA. Mr. May stated that meeting is being set up.  
     Mr. Kyle, LASA, stated that the schedule update has been done and they plan to have on the agenda, 
the issue to notice of intent to award both contracts at the Sept. 24th meeting. It will put into place the 
contractors compiling their insurances and bonds over the next month.  They hope to issue the actual 
notice of awards at the October 23rd meeting, at which time they would like to set a community meeting 
to address construction issues to include the contractors and residents.  Mr. Kyle stated they would 
want to locate the laterals at that time also. Mr. Kyle stated they would expect construction to start late 
October with a one year construction period, lasting to October 2010. He noted they would finalize the 
special purpose fee based on all of the costs. Mr. Kyle stated that notices to connect should go out 



sometime around Nov. 22, 2010, and they would need to pay the fee or establish the agreement to pay 
over time.  This would be late November, 2010 into January 2011, with connections about the same 
time. He noted they are working on the costs of the grinder pumps with their engineers at this time and 
hope the final drawings will be posted on the web site soon. Mr. Bauder stated that at the last meeting, 
Mr. Becker gave an alternative to have a gravity route for portions of Stone Mill Manor and asked if that 
is being considered. Mr. Kyle stated that they looked at it but it is not being considered because there 
was no time table to specify where the sewer system for that area was going to eventually be.  They 
could not design a sewer system around something that does not exist.  
     Clair Becker, 18 Money Hill Road, stated that if what Mr. Kyle stated is true, why not delay all action 
for the Stone Mill Manor area until it is developed.  He noted it is only 25 houses and they could just 
delay doing anything. Mr. Kyle stated DEP approved the Act 537 Plan with a five year window.  Mr. 
Becker stated he understands the other areas but Stone Mill Manor is an unfinished neighborhood.  He 
stated they could save money, wait and install a proper design. Mr. Becker stated that they should never 
have been included in the Perth Hill/Letort Manor area and this is all part of the flaw with the plan.  
   Deb Guthrie, 1101 Central Manor Road, stated that they did bring up the flaws of the plan at the LASA 
meeting and how poorly Arro did their job. She noted they asked LASA at that time why Arro didn’t have 
to go back and do the job correctly. She stated they were told that it was not LASA’s job to tell them to 
do it over because they were appointed by a group from all the different Townships.  Mrs. Guthrie 
stated that LASA was the facilitator and therefore it was their responsibility to go back to that group and 
explain that Arro has not done their job correctly. Mrs. Guthrie noted that this Board should have been 
part of that. She stated Arro was paid and gave them all bad information and when she was in business, 
she had to do her job right or she didn’t get paid.  
     Ken Asche, 116 Spring Meadow Lane, noted that at the last meeting, Mr. May stated that he believes 
it is a law that we cannot require LASA to put a cap on the project.  Mr. Asche asked Mr. May if he 
researched it to find out if it is a law. Mr. May stated he did not research it but does believe it is a law 
and he will research it.  Mr. Asche stated that he does not see any progress as far as putting a cap on 
this project and at the LASA meeting he brought it up and they were against it. They did state acts of 
God could make the project run into more money.  Mr. Asche stated he is not concerned about 
increases from acts of God, but he is concerned about more cost due to faulty engineering and change 
orders. He stated they can pass on the cost from an act of God, but if there is a cost override from a 
change order then LASA should pick up that entire cost. Mr. Asche stated he would like to see a 
committee set up to review any changes throughout this project.  Mr. May stated that it is easy now to 
say things are flawed, but what would be convincing is if we brought an engineer in and he said it is all 
wrong. Mr. May stated these Board members are not engineers and we cannot say this plan is flawed.  
Mr. Asche stated he is only talking about change orders because of a design flaw, it should be reviewed 
and LASA should pay for it. Mr. Asch brought up a possible power line being cut.  Mr. Herr stated that if 
that would happen, it is a PA ONE call issue and if they improperly mark something, the excavator is 
clear and it would not be our responsibility.  Mr. Asche disagreed with Mr. Kreiders statement from last 
month that the Township is paying their share by repairing the roads, noting that road repair of 
$186,000 is less than 3% of the project amount that they are paying.  Mr. Asche stated that in his 
opinion this is a slap in the face and the Township needs to pick up more of this project.  Mr. Asche 
stated that after attending the LASA meeting, and reading the minutes, he has concerns to hear that 
there is a Municipal Dinner meeting at Four Seasons. He felt there is no reason to spend taxpayer’s 
money to hold a meeting that includes a dinner and he hoped that none of the Supervisors from Manor 
Township attend this.  
     Walt Schlemmer, 145 Carol Drive, noted sending memos to Mr. May, indicating easements and right 
of ways that were not shown on the drawings and are incorrect. He stated he is a registered engineer in 
the State of PA and he is stating that the drawings are not accurate.  



     Deb Guthrie, 1101 Central Manor Rd, stated that words are cheap, talk is cheap, but they do have 
brains and their brains are capable of finding errors even if they are not engineers. 
     James Quinn, 33 Dublin Drive, asked if it is correct that they plan to start digging in October.  Mr. May 
answered yes.  Mr. Quinn asked if they are going to be informed when it starts. Mr. Kyle stated there 
will be a public meeting with the residents being invited to meet with the contractors. Mr. Kyle stated 
the contractors will lay out the schedule of events for the progress of the work which will begin in 
October probably with road preparation and staking. Mr. Quinn was upset that work would begin before 
there is a cap to the project. He noted he has responsibilities and bills to pay and he needs to know what 
this project is going to cost him. Mr. Quinn noted that he does not need the sewer system, he has not 
been getting any answers to his questions and he feels this is not good government when you can force 
this on residents. Mr. Quinn stated the information on the web site has not been updated since 5/22/09 
and they need answers. Mr. Kreider stated that he will be opposed to any construction starting before 
there is a cap on the project and he is hoping to have that cap at the next LASA meeting. He stated that 
he does not know when construction must start by the contract being awarded. Mr. Kreider asked Mr. 
Kyle if the date for the contractors is October.  Mr. Kyle stated they did request an extension after bid 
openings and they did agree to that extension, but he believes it was stated that bids can be awarded or 
rejected in October. Mr. Kreider asked Mr. Kyle if LASA will be able to give a cap number by the next 
meeting. Mr. Kyle stated he is not in the position to give an answer to that. Mr. May and Mr. Kreider 
both stated that they would like an answer before any construction starts. Mr. Bauder stated soon after 
the bids were received there was a published amount of about $4,450 or close. Mr. Asche stated the 
published number was construction including land contingency, engineering, construction management 
and legal fees that came to $5,540,950 which was the homeowner/Township responsibility and not the 
one third that LASA is paying. Mr. Asche stated that if you have a bid with a 7% slush in it, then you 
should be able to have a cap. Mr. Asche stated he really does not know why the Supervisors are 
dragging their feet because they do have a final number, it is in the bid. Mr. Bauder stated that he 
assumes the number was established with good reasonable projection. Mr. Bauder asked if there was 
anything  Mr. Kyle could see that would change that amount  substantially up or down. Mr. Kyle stated 
that question was answered at the LASA Board meeting when they stated acts of God or unforeseen 
circumstances can increase costs, but they certainly could see costs come in lower. Mr. Bauder stated 
that in reference to Mr. Asche stating the road repairs were only 3% of the price, he did not agree with 
that and stated the roads are a substantial amount of possibly 10%.  Mr. Asche disagreed. Mr. Bauder 
stated that any savings will go to the homeowners. Mr. Bauder stated that his position from the 
beginning was that the Arro study was heavily flawed, not just because it was a bad engineering job but 
common sense stuff also. Mr. Bauder stated his septic system was listed as malfunctioning, which he 
stated was untrue. Mr. Bauder stated we will be doing this sewer project even though his first position is 
opposed to it and his second position is that the Township should be responsible for any surprises and 
he would liked the Township to put a commitment and a cap on the project.  Mr. Asche stated that this 
is exactly why he has been requesting a meeting with the Township Board and the residents, to establish 
a cap and instead it has turned out to be a meeting with LASA to introduce the contractor to the 
homeowner.  Mr. Asche stated this is not the meeting that they had requested at the last Supervisors 
meeting. Mr. Smith stated they are still working on that meeting and are trying to secure the Manor 
Middle School. He noted the LASA meeting with the contractors is a separate one.  Mr. Asche stated 
that he had asked Mr. Kreider if he could make the meeting for the residents in October. Mr. Bauder 
stated the issue is still there that we cannot have a big surprise happen with the cost and he would like 
the Township to make a commitment to cap the cost because in his opinion this was forced on the 
people by the Supervisors. Mr. Kreider stated that he feels LASA should provide the cap to the 
Supervisors first. Mr. Kyle stated that he has not gotten any direction from the LASA Board that they will 



establish a cap and he has no indication at all that the Board plans to set a cap. Mr. May stated that he 
would like that clarified in writing.  
     Doris Chickering, 17 Dublin Drive, stated that she has attended many of the LASA meetings and in her 
opinion LASA will not give them a cap on the project.  She stated she does not approve of LASA and LASA 
representatives attending the meetings when the residents and the Supervisors are discussing 
important issues. She felt that people cannot talk freely when they are there. She stated the Supervisors 
say they will do what they can when talked to separately but when they come to the meetings they say 
they are tied into the Act 537. Ms Chickering stated she read the plan and they are not tied into the Act 
537 plan because it states that if you have good reason it can be changed, and she feels there has been 
a lot of good reason.  She stated she feels we have been pushed to accept what LASA wants to do and 
she feels it is time to stop. She stated the Supervisors need to look at what they are doing, and if it 
means rewriting the Act 537 plan and losing the bids, then that is what we do. She asked which is more 
important, representing your constituency in an honest and forthright manner or more important to get 
this off the table.  
     Jeff Sensenig, 135 Nicholas Road, asked how the bidding process works and how can you judge the 
contractor based on the drawing submitted that he will be the lowest responsible bid without know 
what the final drawing are going to be and changes still to be made. Mr. Kyle stated the process is once 
a bid is opened and a contract is awarded, we know there will be change orders in a project this size. He 
noted the change orders could be at an additional cost or a reduced cost. Changes occur in the field but 
in this case, because of the time period between bid opening and bid awarding, there were design 
changes mostly due to easement changes and other cost savings. He explained that there have been 
lawfully done change orders that were negotiated with the contractor and stated they have not 
negotiated those change orders yet.  He noted they have been given estimates on what those cost 
reductions will be from the original bid price, but the engineers who we will have contracts with, will 
manage the construction and will review that change order request and recommend to us as the owner 
whether the cost is reasonable or not. Mr.Kyle stated that is the process for a change order as outlined 
in the law to allow the changes in a contract. Mr. May asked Mr. Kyle if there is a list of the cost 
reductions at this point. Mr. Kyle stated there is a list, but they haven’t been memorialized yet because 
the contract has not been awarded yet.  Mr. Sensenig asked how they will determine which contractor 
will be the best one to award the contract to. Mr. Kyle stated that by law they are obligated to award 
the bid to the low bidder at the time bids are opened. Mr. Sensenig stated even now with all the 
changes. Mr. Kyle stated that any change order request will be accompanied by bills for materials, 
estimates for labor, and the major part here is the grinder pumps. Mr. Kyle stated it is all according to 
the bidding laws.  
     Deb Guthrie, 1101 Central Manor Road, stated in her business, they dealt with contracts, awarding 
bids etc for 26 years and she stated you do not need to give the bid to the lowest bidder. She stated that 
you do need to go to the lowest responsible bidder and if you are not sure the lowest bid is not the 
lowest responsible bidder then you don’t need to give them the contract. Ms Guthrie also asked if LASA 
owns the infrastructure or if the citizens own it. Mr. Kyle stated the mains will belong to LASA. Ms 
Guthrie asked Mr. Kyle why they are paying for it if it belongs to LASA.  Mr. Kyle stated that the 
Municipal Authority Act allows for Municipal Authorities to charge the benefitted property owners. In 
this case they are being charged a portion of the cost and LASA is paying a portion. Mrs. Guthrie stated 
she feels the Township should be paying a portion also. Ms Guthrie also asked if the grinder pumps will 
be a part of the LASA assets. Mr. Kyle stated in this project, the grinder pumps are the property owners.  
Ms Guthrie stated that if the homeowners are part owners of the infrastructure then they should not 
have to pay the $2,000 hookup fee to buy a hookup into what they already own.  
 
     Mr. May called for a short recess. 



 
     Fire Services Task Force Update     Mr. Breneman stated that they had a meeting with the consultant 
to review the draft plan and some questions were answered. He noted they will continue meetings to 
discuss budgeting and standard operating guidelines.  Mr. Herr asked if they will have information for 
the upcoming budget.  Mr. Breneman stated there will be some information available shortly. Mr. 
Breneman noted that West Lancaster Fire Company did come to the task force and ask for a 
recommendation as far as the new piece of equipment and they will be discussing that also. 
 
New Business 
     SALDO     i. Central Manor School Sketch Plan   Jim Hocker from Derck & Edson Associates, along with 
Deb Holt, Principal of Central Manor Elementary School and Denny Coleman, Facility Manager for Penn 
Manor were present for this plan. Mr. Hocker presented the sketch plan and explained that the school is 
located along Blue Rock Road, Rt. 999 in Manor Township. He stated this plan is for renovation and a 
maximum of 8 classrooms. He stated the zoning is Agricultural and they are not planning to expand the 
size of the lot. He noted the lot will remain the same with some expansion for parking to accommodate 
the additional population of the school. He stated there is public sewer and construction is planned for 
the spring 2010, hoping to move through the land development this fall. He stated this plan includes a 
modification request waiver of the sidewalk along Rt. 999, and was recommended for approval by the 
Planning Commission.  He noted the waiver is to maintain the green space along Route 999 in lieu of 
paved walk. Mr. Breneman asked how many classrooms will be added. Mr. Hocker stated a maximum of 
8 classrooms and a minimum of 6 with a maximum enrollment of 200. Mr. Herr asked if the existing 
facility is sufficient as far as water runoff.  Mr. Hocker stated they should be sufficient but they will be 
required to meet Township ordinances for storm water management. Mr. Kreider stated there was a 
problem with the well a few years ago and asked if that has been addressed. Mrs. Holt stated there was 
no issue with the water, it was the pump.  Mr. Smith stated the applicant is asking for a waiver of 
sidewalk according to Section 502.12.b.6.  Mr. Breneman made a motion to grant the waiver request for 
the Central Manor School Sketch Plan, Section 502.12.b.6 of the Manor Township Zoning Ordinance, as 
presented. Mr. Herr seconded the motion.  Bonnie Miller, 113 Bent Tree Dr, asked if there has ever been 
any consideration to going up instead of out in the future. Mr. Smith stated the general planning in 
Manor Township that involves the school district, as far as this site, is that it is fairly landlocked and at its 
capacity. He noted there would be other locations that would be sited for a long term planning process. 
Being moved and seconded the motion carried unanimously.  
       SALDO  ii. Country Manor Preliminary/Final Plan Briefing Item    Mr. Smith stated this is an 
application for Country Manor, located at 411 & 425 Duke Street, Millersville. He noted the application 
is for consideration for an addition of 64 multi-family rental units to be added to the existing Country 
Manor Apartments. Mr. Smith stated there have been multiple staff meetings dealing with storm water 
issues, traffic improvements and mandatory dedication of land or establish a fee in lieu of.  Mr. Smith 
stated that the MPC only requires traffic improvements to the applicant’s property where it adjoins the 
public street and this becomes a negotiation issue. He noted that Millersville has asked that we take a 
look at Duke St. and Rt. 999 for improvements to be reviewed as a staff and then on to the Board. He 
noted more review will be taking place but it would be helpful for feedback from the Board on land 
dedication vs. fee in lieu of.  Mr. Bauder asked about the house that was at the north side of this 
complex. Mr. Smith stated that the developer has already purchased the house and will be removing it 
to ease traffic and site issues.  Mr. Bauder also asked if they will be responsible for a fee in lieu of the 
traffic study.  Mr. Smith stated that is still unresolved but asked that the Board keep that window open 
since Mr. Harris has provided them with a very recent road count, saving them the time and cost of 
doing that. Mr. Bauder asked if there is any consideration for improvements for Duke Street. Mr. Smith 
stated yes they will have to do some improvements and we are looking for some bike lane 



improvements plus requesting some consideration for intersection improvements or funding to improve 
Rt. 999 and Duke or possibly the other end at Letort and Duke.  Mr. Breneman questioned the island 
that is located on the plan and asked if it should be eliminated.  Mr. Smith stated that we would not 
accept an island however this is not a dedicated area and would be on their site.  Mr. Breneman also 
questioned if the fire company would have issues. Mr. Herr asked if there was adequate drainage where 
it runs onto Breezewood.  Mr. Smith stated the Township engineers are still reviewing that along with 
several other issues and they do have a letter from Keith Eshleman of the Millersville Fire Company that 
they have reviewed this plan. Mr. Bauder asked if any perimeters have been established for the fee in 
lieu of.  Mr. May asked if we will have that by the October Supervisors meeting when this plan is back.  
Mr. Smith stated we will need to arrive at that but can’t until they finalize the number of units and get 
that on record. He noted that one of the conditions of the plan is that they come to a satisfactory 
agreement for the land or fees in lieu of.  Mr. Bauder asked who will be doing the assessment of the fee 
in lieu of.  Mr. Smith stated that we will start by putting it together as a proposal but if they choose to 
challenge that, then there is a process we would go through. Mr. Bauder stated that process is 
established in our subdivision.  Mr. Smith noted that what is needed from the Board is a decision of land 
or fee in lieu of. Scott Haverstick, Chairman of the MTPC, noted the planning commission has reviewed 
this and will review it a final time at their next meeting. He noted that this is a clean project and the 
primary concern is that with 32 existing units and an additional projected 64 units going in, there is a 
concern of how many of these units will be rented to students. The Board was hopeful to receive 
information about the collected activity of Millersville University. He noted he did not feel there is a 
problem with the intersection however, Mr. Herr noted they could have multiple students per unit 
where at the present time that is not the case.  Ken Asche stated there is a problem when making a left 
turn from Cottage onto Duke Street to get to Letort Road because of the banks that are there and he 
stated this needs to be corrected.  Bonnie Miller stated there is also a development at that location that 
is not finished and that will also add to traffic in this location.  
   SALDO iii.  Jacob Towes Jr. Revised Subdivision Plan Briefing Item   Chip Towes, 967 Central Manor 
Road, stated this plan is a revocable trust plan and is his father’s desire to revise a subdivision plan that 
is in existence. Mr. Towes noted that the intent of this plan is to join previously recorded lots 1 and 2 
along parcel A to create a 10 acre agricultural lot. Mr. Smith noted this is a simple plan that makes a lot 
of sense and has no technical detail. Mr. Towes noted the ground is currently in crops and Christmas 
trees.  Clair Becker, 18 Money Hill Road, stated there are stakes put in along Central Manor Road and 
asked what they are. Mr. Smith stated that is a separate thing and not part of this plan.   Mr. Smith 
stated conditional approval would be needed tonight and the MTPC has given their recommendation of 
approval.  Mr. Kreider made a motion for conditional approval for the revised subdivision plan for Jacob 
Towes Jr.  Mr. Breneman seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.  
     Resolution #16-2009  Act 32 Voting Delegation   Mr. Smith stated at the last Supervisors Meeting, the 
Supervisors made a motion to establish a delegation that would be for primary voting along with the 
first and second alternate.  He also noted that things have changed between the school district, the tax 
collection bureau and the local government municipalities in a favorable manner to get a significant 
representation from the municipalities to work through the final process of the tax collection. Mr. Herr 
noted that he attended the 27th meeting and stated the consensus was that there was good direction 
coming from all this. Mr. Kreider made a motion to adopt Resolution #16-2009 designating Mr. 
Strohecker as Primary voting delegate, John S. May as First alternate voting delegate and Richard C. 
Bauder as Second alternate voting delegate.  Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 
     Zoning Hearing Board Notice of Resignation    Mr. May stated that regretfully, Lynn Miller is resigning 
from the Manor Township Zoning Hearing Board. He stated that she will be moving out of Manor 
Township and no longer living here, which is a requirement to hold a position on the Zoning Hearing 
Board.  Mr. May stated that John Wenzel had been appointed as an alternate recently and asked if he 



might become permanent. Mr. Smith stated they did talk to him and he would be willing to serve. Mr. 
Breneman made a motion to accept the resignation of Lynn Miller from the Manor Township Zoning 
Hearing Board, with regret.  Mr. Bauder seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.   
     Resolution # 17-2009    Mr. Smith noted that Mr. Wenzel will be happy to fulfill the unexpired term of 
Lynn Miller which would expire at the end of this year, 2009. Mr. May moved to adopt Resolution #17-
2009, appointing resident John D. Wenzel, Jr., to the Manor Township Zoning Hearing Board to fill the 
unexpired term of Lynn M. Miller, to begin September 8, 2009 and expire December 31, 2009. Mr. Herr 
seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 
 
 Agricultural Security Area Petitions  
      Brian Eshbach   Mr. Smith noted that Mr. Eshbach is petitioning to add two farms to the Ag Security 
area noting they would do so through the 180 day procedure.  Mr. Bauder made a motion to accept the 
application for addition to the Ag Security for Brian Eshbach, 2966 Safe Harbor Road,  subject to the 180-
day Procedure. Mr. Breneman seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 
     Dwayne and Sharon Steager    Mr. Smith stated this petition is for an addition to the agricultural 
security area.  Mr. Smith noted this is being presented by the Farm Land Trust and they have not asked 
for any procedural process.  Mr. Breneman made a motion to accept the application for addition to the 
Ag Security area for Dwayne and Sharon Steager, 580 Indian Run Road.  Mr. Herr seconded the motion, 
which carried unanimously.  
 
     Meadow Lane Letter of Credit    Mr. Smith stated this request is for Joyce and Glenn Rohrer, 3392 
Blue Rock Road, from Meadow Lane Letter of Credit asking for release of the Letter of Credit in the 
amount of $36,425. He noted all improvements have been met and are complete.  Mr. Herr made a 
motion to grant the release of the Letter of Credit for Meadow Lane in the amount of $36,425.  Mr. 
Kreider seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 
     Timson Place Letter of Credit    Mr. Smith noted this request is from Manorvest Development for a 
reduction in their letter of credit and would reduce it to the required 15% held for the project. Mr. 
Bauder made a motion to approve the Letter of Credit reduction request for Timson Place, Manorvest 
Development to a balance of $56,433.90. Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 
     MMO’s     Uniformed -  Mr. May stated this is the uniformed and non uniformed obligations that we 
have as a township. Mr. Smith stated this is based on the current calculations that we are required to 
utilize. He noted that in meeting with RJ Hall, he and Ryan have been informed that there is active 
legislation to try to change some of the perimeters that establish this. He noted that there is a possibility 
that this will be decreased and if so, and it happens before the end of the year, we can modify the 
MMO’s. He stated that we are required to have figures this month to meet the law and they could be 
changed later. Mr. Bauder asked if we have the actuarial study from RJ Hall. Mr. Smith stated that this is 
based on the last actuarial study and our current census and a formula that is stipulated and noted that 
they are done every two years. Mr. May made a motion to approve the Minimum Municipal Obligation 
2010 budgeting purposes for the Manor Township Uniformed Employees Pension Plan in the amount of 
$322,387.00, with the understanding that if it is appropriate it can be changed.   Mr. Kreider seconded 
the motion, which carried unanimously.   
     Non Uniformed – Mr. May made a motion to approve the Minimum Municipal Obligation in the 
amount of $282,008.00 for the Non-Uniformed with the understanding that if it is appropriate it can be 
changed.   Mr. Kreider seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 
 
      Manor Township request for Manor Oaks Community Association Open space      Mr. Smith stated 
the Board had requested more information at the last meeting so he has provided the recorded 
document from 2/04/1997 which shows the plan and where the developer was required to dedicate one 



lot to Manor Township. He noted the second document is outlining the required 4.2 acres of ground and 
also a copy of the dedication of the recreation area of the Springdale Farms area. He explained the area 
under consideration tonight is the continuation of an already existing area to the north in Springdale 
Farms and it would connect down to the Letort Road.  Mr. Smith explained that what happened in the 
process was that the developer gave the land to the Homeowners Association when it should have come 
to the Township based on the approved plan and based on the completion of the project which is still 
not complete.  At this point, the Homeowner Association does not believe it should be theirs and they 
want the Township to have the land. Mr. Smith noted that going back to the original agreement from 
Mr. Goodman , the Township needs to make a formal request by motion to the council. Mr. Bauder 
stated that he did go look at this area and there is a trail there. Mr. Smith stated no, there is an 
easement to the LASA pumping station that is not the Townships.  Mr. Bauder stated that he saw a 
doggie bag there. Mr. Smith stated that may be so, but it is not established by the Township.  Mr. 
Bauder asked if we plan to make improvement s on this area. Mr. Smith stated that the original concept 
in the mid 90’s was for a simple trail, not to be established like the rail trail and only a passive trail 
mostly for the people in that area.  Mr. Kreider stated that this was an area we reviewed in the past and 
there were problems with the steep banks and in his opinion it is more of a problem area and would not 
be an asset to the Township. Mr. May stated he agrees. Mr. Smith stated this area could be as native as 
the Supervisors would want it to be.  Mr. Bauder said it is like that right now. Bonnie Miller, 113 Bent 
Tree Dr, noted her concern is that the Supervisors would set an example for something in the future 
when a homeowners association does not want a piece of land, they will just ask the township to take it 
because it is open space. Mr. Smith stated that they need to remember that this was a mistake in the 
beginning, it was not to go to the homeowners association and this would be correcting a mistake by the 
developer.  Mr. Bauder stated this plan was under the County rules and now it would be under the 
township rules. Mr. Smith stated this was in 1994 and at that time the MTPC and the Board of 
Supervisors asked to have this land. The Supervisors agreed that they do not have a choice to receive 
this land, but hoped that they will have this area be very low maintenance and not establish trails and 
mowing areas.  After some discussion, Mr. May made a motion to request conveyance to lot 39 to the 
Township to fulfill an obligation. Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. Mr. Bauder 
asked if the erosion problem in that area has been stabilized. Mr. Kreider stated he believes so.  Mr. 
Smith stated there must be a distinction from the large retention basin in that area and is owned by the 
land owners and not the Township. 
     Norfolk Southern Offer of Sale to Manor Township     Mr. May stated this is 207 acres, 199 acres 
which is in Manor Township and 8 acres in Conestoga Twp., with an appraised value of $435,000. He 
noted they have received a letter from Norfolk Southern giving 120 days from the receipt of the notice 
for Manor Township to bid on the property. Mr. May noted that other entities have received the same 
notice.  Mr. Smith stated that the notice is to solely make it available to Manor Township for the 
appraised value and the notice went to adjoining property owners and interested parties because they 
are required to have notice of Norfolk’s intent to sell it to Manor Township. Mr. May stated we have not 
received the agreement yet and recommended that it be reviewed carefully when they do receive it. Mr. 
Smith stated that the Township has to officially make the offer to Norfolk Southern so the paperwork 
can get moving.  Bonnie Miller asked if this includes the maintenance of the bridge that is there. Mr. 
May stated we are buying the property including the bridge. Ms Miller stated it will be a lot of money to 
fix that bridge and it is a big liability.  Mr. May stated when the time comes for work in that area there 
will be a lot of safety issues resolved and the bridge will be used for the trail. Mr. May noted that in 
consideration for including the bridge, Norfolk Southern is giving us $1,250,000 and we are paying 
$435,000. Mr. Bauder stated there is an obligation to install the fence and asked about DCNR. Mr. Smith 
stated the $435,000 must be spent for the property and DCNR will give us 50% of that, but it comes out 
of the one million the County directed to us, with the remainder going into the development process. 



Mr. Smith stated there is $200,000 from the remediation of the brick yard which we have already 
received and that project has been concluded. Mr. Smith noted that the grant application has been 
submitted. Mr. May made a motion to extend the offer to Norfolk Southern for the purchase of the 
entire real estate as described in the letter for a purchase price of $435,000. Mr. Breneman seconded 
the motion, which carried unanimously.  
     Mr. May stated that two weeks ago he received a call from Mayor Gray’s office requesting a meeting 
regarding the Lancaster City Water situation and their franchise area in Manor Township. He noted they 
attended that meeting last week and explained that approximately a year ago Columbia Water Company 
came with a petition to go to the PUC requesting an expansion of their franchise area and basically with 
a view to extend water to Washington Boro and Perth Hills/Letort Manor area. He noted the Board was 
in favor of that, voted and approved it and sent a letter of endorsement to accompany the application 
for Columbia Water. Mr. May noted that it did get approved by the PUC, however the area got approved 
beyond what this Board had intended to endorse. It included some areas in Manor Township that were 
already franchised to Lancaster City in 1957. Mr. May stated that Columbia Water did give the Board 
maps, but it was overlooked.   Mr. May stated that now, there may be a meeting with those involved, 
where we may be asked to partially rescind our endorsement to not include Lancaster’s area or totally 
rescind it all together. Mr. May stated that meeting may take place within the next month. Mr. Kreider 
stated the city was never interested in extending their area in Manor Township. Mr. Smith agreed and 
stated the dispute is not over the Letort/Perth Hill area or Washington Boro area, but actually the areas 
along Donnerville Road and the Armstrong Tract.  Mr. Smith stated they would hope the PUC would 
modify the petition from Columbia Water and we could rescind the other areas.  Mr. May stated he is 
not happy about this because he feels Columbia Water should have told them about this area, but they 
did provide the maps and the Board missed it. Mr. Smith stated one of the issues is this goes back to a 
document from 1957 and he has never seen that document.  
 
Correspondence 
     Mr. Smith stated Chief Graeff has requested approval of a bill that on a previous expenditure, the 
amount budgeted was $2000 and the actual amount is $2546.25. Mr. Smith stated that in addition to 
the request for the difference in money, he is also requesting concurrence to include Columbia Borough 
into the crash team unit. He stated if the Board agrees, then they would prepare the proper paperwork 
to revise Ordinance #5-2004. Mr. Smith noted this is a shared amount depending on the approval of the 
agreement.  Mr. Bauder made a motion to approve the additional cost for Chief Graeff of $2546,25 and 
approve the addition of Columbia Borough for the Unit. Mr. Breneman asked if Columbia is included do 
they pay. Chief Graeff stated they will pay the same share of $2546.25. Mr. Herr asked why the cost 
went up if we are including an additional partner. Chief Graeff stated there was an error on his part 
when preparing the budgeted amount.  Mr. Bauder asked if there is an annual maintenance fee.  Mr. 
Graeff stated yes, he believes it is a little over $200 divided with the group. Mr. May seconded the 
motion.  Mr. Herr asked if this was a state contract purchase.  Mr. Graeff stated he does not believe it is.  
The motion carried unanimously. 
     Mr. Smith stated there are three training session requests listed, APMM Regional Workshop, Firearms 
Training and Standardized Field Sobriety Testing.  Mr. Smith added one request from Pam Shellenberger, 
MTPC, to attend a conference held by the Smart Growth Coalition at a cost of $35.00.  Mr. Breneman 
noted that the police training budget is already at 105% and stated that we need to keep that in mind 
when approving more. Mr. Bauder stated that in his opinion, driving under the influence training is a lot 
more important than attending training for close quarter gun fighting.  Mr. Smith noted that the benefit   
to having an officer attend a training session or become certified in something is that they can then train 
the rest of the officers. We have several officers with different qualifications that can train the rest. 



After some discussion,  Mr. May made a motion to approve the four training requests. Mr. Herr 
seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 
 
Traffic Commission 
     Chief Graeff stated that the Traffic Commission met on Wed. August 26th. He noted all members were 
present. He stated traffic studies were completed for stop sign requests on Colonial Rd at Berkshire Rd 
and Colonial Rd at Stratford Rd and a motion carried that they be placed there. Also traffic study was 
done for stop signs at both ends of Clover Hill and West Ridge Drive. These were recommended and a 
motion was approved to install the stop signs. There was also a letter from Crossgates Manor Home 
Owners Association with concerns of speeding on Crossland pass and they asked that their tax receipts 
be applied toward more frequent police patrols since they do not have the benefits from dedicated 
roads.  Chief noted they will check it out.  
 
Police Report 
     Chief Graeff stated his report has been submitted and noted the National Night Out was held in 
Mountville Borough Park and many attended. He also noted that the Citizens Police Academy has 
started with 5 students attending the ten week course.  He went over the statistics for the month of 
August.  
 
Public Works Report 
     Mr. Harris stated his report has been submitted and noted that they have replaced the pipe holder on 
Charlestown Road between Second St and Prospect Road. He stated the widening has been completed 
on Sun Lane and they have worked with Penn Dot on the agility agreement.  Mr. Harris also noted that 
they have been treating the purple loose strife at the Woods Edge wet lands and it is under control.  He 
noted they have been doing a monthly Park and Playground inspection where they inspect all the 
playground equipment for repairs and safety.  
 
Township Manager’s Report 
     Mr. Smith stated they have scheduled a meeting with the Mountville Borough representatives , to 
provide  them with the proposal for police coverage.  Mr. May asked who will be attending that 
meeting.  Mr. Smith stated that he will be attending the meeting along with Mr. Breneman, Mr. Herr 
and Chief Graeff.   Mr. Smith stated that they also expect to hear from Lancaster Township regarding 
their selection for police coverage sometime in the near future. Mr. Smith also stated that after an 
ongoing problem for several years, the Township has started a legal process on two properties, to have 
them cleaned up. He noted the Wanda Miller property on River Road and the Kenneth Witmer located 
on the corner of River Road and Indian Marker Rd.  Mr. Witmer has mowed at this point but the Wanda 
Miller property has several other issues. He stated that the Conservancy may be interested in the Miller 
property and we are hoping they may get involved.  
 
Building Permit Report 
     Mr. Kreider read the building permit report listing the number of permits for the month of August 
was 29 making the total permits for the year 159 for a dollar value of $7,225,019. Mr. Kreider stated last 
year the dollar value at this time for the year was $14,264,222. 
 
     Mr. Breneman stated that he attended the open house for Washington Boro Fire Company 
dedication of their new tanker, representing Manor Township.  He noted Katie True and several County 
officials were present. He added that it was a very nice event.  
 



     There being no further business, Mr. Kreider made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 10:35 PM.  
Mr. May seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 
 
 
  
                                                                                               Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
                                                         Barry Smith, 
                                                                                               Secretary – Treasurer 
 
 
Recording secretary 
Rita J. Young 
 
 

      



                                                                Supervisors Meeting 
                                          Special Meeting Letort Manor/Perth Hills Sewer 

October 20, 2009                                                                                                                 7:00 PM 

     Chairman John May called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM in the Manor Middle School, 2950 
Charlestown Road, Lancaster, PA. He led those in attendance in the pledge to the flag. Roll call was 
taken. 
     Members present:  John May, Jay Breneman, Allen Kreider, Allan Herr and Richard Bauder. 
     Staff present: Barry Smith and Rita Young. 
     Visitors: See attached. 

    Mr. May stated that the purpose of this meeting is to update the Perth Hills/Letort Manor Sewer 
project. He noted that Mike Kyle, Mike Lehman, Albert Knepp, Susan Watson and Scott Fertic were 
present from LASA.  Mr. May asked that Mr. Kyle give an update from LASA. 
     Mike Kyle, LASA, stated that the LASA Board met on September 24, 2009 and awarded bids for the 
construction of this project. He noted there were two separate bids, the general construction contract 
to Anrich Inc, and the electrical contract to Wilco Electric Inc. Mr. Kyle explained that at that same 
meeting the cap was established for the special purpose fee at $4,660, hoping it could come in under 
that.  He stated the first pre construction meeting with the contractors was held and they were hoping 
to have the construction schedules soon.  Mr. Kyle stated the LASA schedule can be found on their web 
site and noted that they would have a scheduled at the November 4th public meeting. He stated that 
they have sent notices to residents advising that construction starts this week with PA One Call 
locations, boring and site locations for construction materials. Mr. Kyle stated that the contract 
stipulates that the project needs to be completed within one year, which would make it October 2010 as 
the anticipated date, at which time the homeowner would receive connection notices, directions on the 
connecting permit and information with options to pay the special purpose fee and the tapping fee. Mr. 
Kyle stated they will go over construction issues at the Nov 4th meeting that will be held in the Manor 
Middle School. Mr. Kyle stated that the utility companies are in the process of marking lines and placing 
flags and urged residents that if they are placed on your property, please do not remove anything or 
mow over sprayed markings.  Mr. May asked Mr. Kyle if the 10 % pad has already been included in the 
cap of $4660. Mr. Kyle stated the 10% has been figured in.  Mr. May asked if this figure also takes into 
consideration the road restoration that Manor Township is planning on doing. Mr. Kyle stated he does 
not believe the figure includes the contribution from the Township.  Mr. Bauder stated that originally 
LASA had proposed a program where they would finance the special purpose fee and asked if that is still 
in place. Mr. Kyle answered yes, they will still offer 10 or 15 years with no interest, but it would include a 
carrying charge due to legal or other costs and those numbers will be available at the November 4th 
meeting.  
     Melissa Rugh, 103 Catalpa Lane asked if someone would take advantage of this financing, but pay it 
off early are there any penalties involved to do this. Mr. Kyle stated there are no penalties for early 
payment but the administrative fee, which is for legal fees and the lien, is charged up front so you would 
have that cost.  
     Ken Asche, 116 Spring Meadow Lane, asked if the road repairs by the township were not figured in, 
will the cap be reduced lower from this.   Mr. Kyle stated it would reduce the special purpose fee but the 
cap is established to provide insurance to the residents that there won’t be higher costs to them for any 
unexpected change orders.  Mr. Asche questioned how LASA will be using the nutrient credits they will 
receive and also asked for a breakdown of the $2,000 connection fee. Mr. Asche stated they will be 
paying for the infrastructure in the road by the special purpose fee, the line from our house to the 



lateral, and now a $2,000 connection fee.  Mr. Kyle stated the nutrient offset value that would be 
generated by the connecting properties is an offset on the permit limit and these offsets simply reduce 
the permitted loading that they are allowed to take at a facility. He stated the $2000 tapping fee is for 
the existing infrastructure that has been built over time and this is allowed by law.  
     Carol Shane, 104 Velma Lane, stated she does not want or need the sewer project and asked that 
these Supervisors pay their full share of this sewer project which she feels is 1/3 or approximately $3 
million dollars. She expressed concern that township officials should have monitored maintenance of on 
lot systems and that LASA should have looked into decentralized systems.  She noted that $200,000 for 
road repairs is not enough for the township to pay.  
     Sue Gantz, 131 Nicholas Road, asked if there was a discount if the bill is paid in full at the beginning. 
Mr. Kyle stated there would be no discount but you would save over time if you choose to pay up front.       
     Judy Jodzio, 116 Nicholas Road, stated that in 1980 when she moved in she found out her septic 
system never perked. She stated that she notified the township several times and got no response. She 
felt the township should be responsible for allowing this development and pay more of the costs.  
     Ken Asche, 116 Spring Meadow Lane, reviewed the sewer project from the beginning with Arro and 
the Act 537 Plan noting the plan is a public document and open for review by anyone.  Mr. Asche stated 
he has asked the township about getting sewer for several years and had been advised that there were 
no plans for now.  He stated that he did not understand why this seemed to move so fast when people 
were asking and being told it was not happening yet. Mr. Asche asked the Board if they knew ahead of 
time about the sewer project and that LASA was changing the policy for infrastructure costs.  Mr. Bauder 
stated that he was never made aware of LASA’s change of policy until later. Mr. Kreider stated he was 
not aware of the change either.  Mr. May stated that he was aware of it and the Act 537 Plan is what is 
mandating time frames that were set by the State.  He noted that dictated a lot of what the Supervisors 
and LASA are doing.  Mr. Asche felt this project was hidden from the people and some of this 
responsibility falls on the Supervisors because this Board has a representative to LASA, to keep them 
informed and he felt that did not happen.  
     Judy Deleo, 148 Bender Mill Road, expressed concerns that this Board has been elected and is not 
fulfilling the obligation they have to the people.  She felt the Board is responsible and should be paying 
for some of this project.  
     James Quinn, 33 Dublin Drive, stated that he thought this meeting was going to give them new 
information and they have not received any. He asked the Supervisors to comment. He asked if they will 
have support from the Supervisors if any problems occur during construction regarding the landscaping, 
mail service and loss of power.  Mr. May noted they will be supporting the project but a lot of this 
cannot be answered in advance. Mr. Kyle stated that everything will be replaced and restored after 
construction on all properties.  Mr. May again went over the fact that the Act 537 Plan is here to stay, 
things were done legally and we need to move forward.  
     Mr. Bauder reviewed the Act 537 Plan and that in the past he wanted to stop the project but they are 
governed by law. He stated he finds fault with the Arro study, but it is done and we must move forward. 
He noted that his position also has been that based on other information and decisions that the 
township has made in the past, the township should pay for some of this project. Mr. Bauder urged 
people to keep abreast of what is going on in the township and attend the planning commission and the 
zoning hearing meetings. Mr. Bauder was asked about the special purpose fee. He stated that the 
special purpose fee is for the infrastructure which they did not have in the past.   Ken Ache, 116 Spring 
Meadow Lane, asked how much the township is going to contribute for this. Mr. Bauder stated there is 
no consensus from the Board at this time. 
     Melissa Rugh, 103 Catalpa Lane, agreed that we need to move forward but was disappointed that 
there has been no new information for this meeting tonight.  



     Mr. May went over the amount that the township will be contributing through the road restoration 
and felt that amount will just about make up for the special purpose fee. He noted that they have been 
going through the budget process and how difficult times are. He noted requests from the fire 
companies and arbitration for the 2009 police contract. Mr. May stated he does not have any more 
answers for this project tonight but this meeting was scheduled because the residents requested there 
be one. Mr. May again noted that there will be a meeting held November 4th by LASA.  
     Mr. Asche stated that the reason this meeting was requested was because there never seems to be 
enough time to discuss things when the regular Supervisors Meetings are held. He requested that the 
Supervisors discuss this and come up with a decision as to what amount they will pay for this project.  
     Mike Slaugh, 174 Carol Drive, felt that the Supervisors should have looked at the budget for this 
project before now because it has been going on since 2006. He asked if they are going to consider 
putting this in the budget in the future.  Mr. Herr stated there was a budget meeting this morning at 
8:30 that lasted 3 hours and this was the 3rd meeting.  Mr. Bauder stated they have had advertised 
budget meetings. He noted that the only cost they have agreed on is the $180,000 for road restoration. 
He noted that to commit to more would probably mean raising taxes about 20%. He added that he 
wished more people would attend the budget meetings which are open to the public.  
     Frank Hoke, 110 Velma Lane, asked if the special purpose fee is about 1.2 million would the 
Supervisors consider asking LASA if the Township could finance that cost and spread payments out over 
10 or 15 years like they offered to the homeowners.  He noted then they could do it without raising 
taxes.  Mr. Bauder stated that makes sense but if we finance the special purpose we would still have to 
raise taxes. Mr. Hoke noted the million from the tipping fees and asked why they can’t use that. Mr. 
Hoke also questioned the million that was received for the rail trail project that now the township will 
have to spend more money to maintain that.  
     Remi Briand, 195 Carol Drive, felt that if LASA could finance them at 0% interest, then they can 
finance the township at 0% finance instead. Mr. Briand also asked if LASA will be installing a lateral for 
him to connect at a later date, even though he does not have to at this time because he is so far back 
from the curb. Mr. Briand asked if they are planning to put water in at this time. Mr. May stated that 
they have been trying to get water in but it is not resolved yet because there are issues with having 
Lancaster City or Columbia Water Co.  Mr. Herr explained the on-going issues that the Township is 
having with Lancaster City and Columbia Water Companies and explained the process with the PUC that 
must happen for water to be installed. Mr. Herr noted that we cannot force them to put water in. Mr. 
May added that this may even end up in litigation.  
     Marianne Baka, 191 Carol Drive, expressed concerns that even though DEP has mandated that sewer 
be installed it is not going to help the nitrate level in their water.  
     Ken Asche, 116 Spring Meadow Lane, questioned the issue with the water companies. Mr. Smith 
explained that Columbia Water Company requested multiple areas and because some of those areas 
were Lancaster City Water Company franchise areas, they have contested the entire application.  Mr. 
May stated this whole problem does not just deal with Letort Manor/Perth Hills area.  
     Mr. May stated that he is aware of the fact that the people do not feel like they are getting all the 
answers. He encouraged residents to attend the November 4th meeting that LASA will be holding.  
     Mr. Herr made comments on how the economy has effected budget planning and how difficult all of 
this is. He noted road projects being cut due to the commitment for the road work they will be doing 
next year in the Letort Manor/Perth Hills area from this sewer project along with more requests from 
the fire companies and their issues.  
     Brian Flaherty, 121 Carol Drive, asked what the bottom line is that each household will have to pay.  
Mr. May stated that those answers should be available at the LASA meeting on November 4th. He noted 
it will be the special purpose fee, a connection fee and the cost of your lines. Mr. Bauder stated the 
special purpose fee should be about 4,000 and the tapping fee should be 2,000 plus filling in your 



current  septic tank and then run your lines giving an estimate of somewhere between 8 or 9,000. Mr. 
Bauder stated that LASA has offered residents this at 0% interest.  There were concerns with liens on 
property and it was stated that this should not impair your credit, but it will definitely be a lien on the 
house.  
     Derick Fry, 105 Catalpa Lane, questioned the cap on the special purpose fee and it being lowered by 
the cost of the restoration of the roads that the township will be doing. Mr. Bauder explained that the 
special purpose fee of 4,660 is a maximum.  Mr. Fry also expressed issues with the way people were 
informed about things in the past.  
 
        Mr. Kreider made a motion to adjourn he meeting. Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which carried 
unanimously.   The meeting adjourned at 8:35 PM. 
 
 
 
                                                                                           Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
                                                                                           Barry Smith 
                                                                                           Secretary – Treasurer 
 
 
Recording secretary 
Rita J. Young 
      



                                                      Manor Township Supervisors Meeting 

October 5, 2009                                                                                                                               7:30 PM 

 

     Chairman John May called the meeting to order at 7:30 PM in the Manor Township Municipal 
Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA.  He led those in attendance in the pledge to the flag. 
Roll call was taken.  
     Members present: John May, Jay Breneman, L.Allen Kreider, Allan Herr and Richard Bauder.    
     Staff present: Barry Smith, Ryan Strohecker, Mark Harris, Chief Graeff and Rita Young.                                                                                                                       
     Visitors present: See Attached. 

     Minutes      Mr. Bauder made a motion to approve the minutes as drafted. Mr. Kreider seconded the 
motion. The motion carried unanimously. 
                  
     Bills   Mr. Herr made a motion to approve the bills as listed. Mr. Breneman seconded the motion, 
which carried unanimously. 
 
     Financial Report     Mr. Bauder made a motion to approve the Financial Report as presented.  Mr. 
Herr seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.    
 
     Solicitors Report      Mr. Smith stated there was no solicitors report. 
 
Business From the Floor 
     Les Neidig, 137 Carol Drive, made a complaint that 1200 Central Manor Road has not been mowed 
and he would like to report it to the Township. He asked that the township tell LASA to cut their grass. 
Mr. Neidig also complained that he feels the records, tapes and minutes for these public meetings are 
being censored. He feels this should not be going on and should not continue.  Mr. Neidig stated that he 
feels there is no record of what is being said at the meetings because of the censorship and this makes 
approval of the minutes a joke and noted that with technology today there should be a better way to 
keep an accurate record of what has been said.  He asked if this is the way a local government body 
should be acting and should continue to censor minutes. Mr. Neidig noted that he feels the procedure 
for minutes must be changed. Mr. Bauder asked Mr. Neidig if he is requesting that the tapes be 
retained. Mr. Neidig stated yes because there is no accurate record of what is being said and discussed. 
Mr. May stated that he personally goes over the minutes and the practice is not to keep the tapes and 
they are advised not to keep tapes by the solicitor.  Mr. May stated that there is no censorship taking 
place by any staff or any Supervisor to omit things from any minutes.  Mr. Bauder stated that the reason 
that the solicitor, from a legal standpoint, advises the tapes not be kept is that if a Supervisor makes a 
comment like a certain road is dangerous, then if there is an accident, then we would be open for 
litigation. Mr. Bauder stated that Supervisors have to be careful of the comments they make and the 
solicitor does advise that tapes are not kept for that reason. Mr. Neidig stated that he does not really 
quite get that answer but wanted his comments on record.  
 
Old Business 
     Letort Manor/Perth Hills Sewer Update     Mr. Smith stated it has been advertised that there will be a 
special public meeting held Tuesday Oct. 20, at 7:00 at the Manor Middle School for the purpose of the 
public sewer into Letort Manor/Perth Hills areas.  He noted signage will be placed to make sure 



everyone is aware of the meeting.  Mr. Smith noted a letter from Mr. Kyle, Executive Director of LASA, 
establishing the cap for the special purpose fee. It is capped at $4,660 and he has indicated that the 
LASA Board has awarded the contracts. Mr. Smith stated the general construction contract was awarded 
to Anrich Inc. of Wayne for $4,172,030 and the electrical contract was awarded to Wilco Electric Inc. of 
Columbia for $60,000. Mr. Asche asked if Mr. Smith could read the letter from LASA. Mr. Smith read the 
letter noting it stated there was a cost cap set for the special purpose fee for the Letort Manor/Perth 
Hills sewer extension project. He read that the special purpose fee being charged to the homeowners 
will not exceed $4,660.  It stated that the special purpose fee is exclusive of the tapping fee which is 
currently set at $2000 per customer and the inspection fee which is currently $35.00 per connection.  In 
addition the effected property owners will incur some costs related to installing and connecting their 
private sewer lateral or grinding pump system and a cost to pump and fill their existing septic tanks. The 
letter also included the bids awarded.  Rettew will process the necessary insurances and bonds and issue 
the notices to proceed within the next several weeks.  The letter concluded that LASA will keep them 
informed of the progress and construction schedules.  
     Ken Asche, 116 Spring Meadow Lane, asked if they know what the contract amounts are. Mr. May 
stated he personally does not.  Mr. Smith stated yes, and noted that the general construction contract 
was $4,172,030. and the electrical contract was $60,000. Mr. Asche asked if the $4660 was the bid plus 
10 %? Mr. Smith stated no and explained what all factors in to an overall cost of $5,419,327. Mr. Smith 
noted there is an estimated cost for project management.  There was discussion on the amounts of 
money and Mr. Kreider stated the cap is what it is. It could be less but it cannot be more.  Mr. Smith 
noted that the Board needs to approve an estimated expenditure amount for trenching which is not the 
usual procedure but this needs to be done for the commitment. Mr. Kreider noted that what the 
township is committing to is not the temporary work. The construction company will be filling in as they 
go and we will come back and finish the roads when construction work is complete. Mr. Bauder made a 
motion that the Township is committed to the expense of the final restoration on the trenching of the 
roads and paving restoration on the Township roads of the Letort Manor/Perth Hills sewer project, and 
not to include the Penn Dot right-of-way. Mr. Breneman seconded the motion, which carried 
unanimously. Mr. Asche asked if the Township has contacted Verizon, PPL or cable because there are 
lines out there. He noted that there are a lot of underground lines in the area and you could contact the 
utilities and see if they would like to join in on this project and then the township could charge them for 
road maintenance if they do another trench. Mr. Smith stated that LASA has contacted all the utility 
providers. Mr. Asche stated he feels we should explore this as a township and see if we can get the 
telephone to install fiber optic lines so we can get high speed internet. Mr. May stated they could look 
into it.  
     Ed Shane, 104 Velma Lane, asked if the Supervisors still intended to see if they could help reduce the 
cap for the residents.  Mr. May stated that it could be a possibility but he would need to know if LASA 
has already considered the amount of finishing work that the township is doing and if it was already 
built into the contractors bid. Mr. Shane asked if that would be a public discussion. Mr. May stated yes, 
it will be at a township meeting.  
     Mike Price, 136 Carol Drive, noted the township had stated they would try to have water entered into 
this project and asked if this will be happening. Mr. Smith stated that a number of months ago Columbia 
Water Company approached the township and asked for an extension of their franchise area. Mr. Smith 
noted it was a long planning process and the township wrote a formal letter to the PUC to have this 
happen with the Letort/Perth Hills area along with the Washington Boro area. He noted that the PUC 
granted that petition at which Lancaster City Water is now challenging the service area. He noted that 
Lancaster City now wants the opportunity to extend water to this area, which they did not want in the 
past.  Mr. Smith stated the problem is that Lancaster City has a 1957 franchise area here and there is 
conflict in the issue now. Mr. Smith stated that the PUC will have to rule on the validity of the petition 



that Columbia Water put in and the validity of the 1957 Lancaster City franchise area. It was noted that 
it may not have to go to the lowest bidder it may be by the area.  Mr. Price asked if they will have it 
done by the time the sewer goes in. Mr. Smith stated there is an interest by all parties to try to do that. 
Mr. Asche asked if water becomes available will it be mandatory to hook up. Mr. Smith stated currently 
there is no mandatory hook up to water like there is when sewer comes to an area.  
     Barb Sensenig, 135 Nicholas Road, asked if letters can be sent to residents to inform them of the 
upcoming meetings. After some discussion, the Board stated that the most effective way in the past to 
make sure residents were aware of the meetings, was to post signs at the development intersections. 
They noted that they will do the same this time.  
 
     Fire Services Task Force Update    Mr. Breneman noted that presently the task force is working to hire 
an attorney to start the legal process of consolidating the fire companies into one.  
 
     Norfolk Southern Rail Trail   Mr. May stated progress has been made in the surveying of the land to 
be acquired and the preliminary sub division work has been finalized. He noted that Norfolk Southern 
has been given that information.  Mr. Smith stated that the sub division land development process will 
be initiated in November and they are hopeful it can be completed by the end of the year but it could 
possibility go into the beginning of 2010. Mr. May reported that Norfolk Southern is committed to giving 
back one and a quarter million dollars after we purchase the property. 
 
New Business 
     SALDO       Country Manor Time Extension Request    Mr. Smith noted that the developer from 
Country Manor is requesting a time extension because of some things that they need to do. Mr. Smith 
recommended the Board accept the letter of the time extension.  Mr. Bauder made a motion to accept 
the request for the time extension from Country Manor Developers.  Mr. Herr seconded the motion, 
which carried unanimously. 
 
     Woods Edge, Phase 2, Section 4 Project B Final Subdivision Plan Briefing Item    Mr. Smith noted that 
this request has been before the Planning Commission for the same process.  Mr. Miller, David Miller 
Associates, presented the request noting there are two plans before the township for the same 
property. He noted this is a 21.4 acre tract at the southern edge of the woods edge development.  He 
stated the first plan is dividing the 21 acre plot into two lots because the actual development project for 
this has two separate components noting one is an apartment component and one is a townhouse 
component. He stated the apartments will be a single ownership and operated by the Murry Companies 
and the townhouses will be for sale with a homeowners association in place. Mr. Miller stated that there 
is currently an approved plan on record for this tract of land but this action with the two plans will 
supersede that plan on record.  He added that the existing plan is for 183 units and the total of these 
two plans will be 184 units.    
     Woods Edge, Phase 2, Section 4 Project C Preliminary Plan/Final subdivision   Mr. Miller went over the 
second tract of the townhouses, a community building and the parking. He confirmed that the entire 
configuration will be 108 apartments and 76 townhouses for a total of 184 units. Mr. Miller stated this 
plan has been submitted, they have received review comments and they are currently in the process of 
working with redesign to comply with those comments. Mr. Smith stated this will be at the Oct. 13th 
Planning Commission meeting and will be before this Board on November 5th.  He stated they will be 
working with the township engineer to assure they are in compliance.  Mr. May stated that he would 
like to make sure the engineers look very carefully at the open space or fee in lieu of for this project.   
 



     Manor Township Planning Commission Ag Zoning Request    Mr. Smith stated this is a request to have 
a joint meeting between the Boards to have feedback from the Supervisors on recommendations that 
the planning commission would like discuss. Mr. Smith noted that the planning commission has 
recommended areas that they feel would best be rezoned from rural to agricultural. Mr. Smith stated he 
will try to come up with a date for them to meet. He noted several issues and one important one is that 
they review the information provided by the planning commission.   Mr. Smith will work out a date 
where both boards can be present.  
 
     Resolution #18-2009   Act 32         Mr. Smith noted there have been numerous meetings dealing with 
collection of earned income tax.  He stated that this Board did appoint representatives to a committee 
and out of that has come Resolution #18-2009. Mr. Smith stated this resolution by Act 32 of 2008, will 
designate the Lancaster County Tax Collection Bureau as the Lancaster County Tax Collection Committee 
for the purposes of the local tax enabling act. Mr. May noted that we need to do this officially.  Mr. Herr 
made a motion to adopt Resolution #18-2009, seconded by Mr. Kreider. The motion carried 
unanimously. 
     Resolution #19-2009   Mr. May stated this is an on line reporting system through PennDot for the 
Liquid Fuels. Mr. Smith stated we are being required to designate official staff to use this reporting 
system.  Mr. May asked Mr. Harris if this will be a time saving thing.  Mr. Harris stated yes.  Mr. 
Breneman made a motion to pass Resolution #19-2009. Mr. Kreider seconded the motion, which carried 
unanimously. 
     Comcast Franchise Agreement    Mr. Smith stated information has been provided for review and 
noted to move forward an ordinance would have to be drafted. Mr. Strohecker stated that Comcast is 
proposing a twelve year agreement with a $25,000 grant to cover attorney fees and he is suggesting that 
we go with a ten year agreement with a $20,000 grant. After some discussion, Mr. Kreider made a 
motion to move ahead with the ten year agreement and a $20,000 grant. Mr. Herr seconded the 
motion, which carried unanimously. Mr. Scott Haverstick, Washington Boro, asked if all this was worth 
hiring an attorney.  Mr. May stated yes. Mr. Smith noted that agreements with utilities are very complex 
and noted once they finalize the agreement, it will be available for review.  Mr. Strohecker noted that 
based on the motion tonight, receiving the grant covers the attorney fees and most of what they 
wanted from this agreement has been accomplished. He noted the school district will benefit with free 
cable and internet, and hopefully the revenue will increase. Mr. Strohecker noted this should not affect 
residents and they will continue to have a 5% deduction from each bill, which it has been for many 
years, but the attorneys have worked out that we have 20 new revenue sources.  Mr. Smith noted that 
they have also added the fire companies as a beneficiary of service and tighter language in our 
agreement. Ted Gingrich, 110 Bent Tree Dr, questioned the fees for Comcast. Mr. Strohecker stated our 
fee is based on the contract and the percentage rate not Comcast changes.  
     Manor Oaks Lot 146 Letter of Credit SB-909554-0001 Release Request     Mr. Smith explained that 
after reviewing this request for the release of this letter of credit, and noting that the agreement allows 
for an 18 month period where the township holds 15% of the original letter of credit, he is 
recommending it be replaced before they release it.  He noted that the developer has sold this and is 
asking that the new owner be responsible for the amount that is to be held.  Mr. Smith recommended 
that the Supervisors have a replacement letter of credit to cover the same amount before releasing the 
original letter of credit under the same terms and conditions.  Mr. May made a motion to release the 
Letter of Credit SB-909554-0001 for Manor Oaks Lot 146 conditioned upon replacement of an identical 
letter of credit from the new owner, in the same amount, being reviewed by Staff and the Solicitor and 
finding it a satisfactory replacement.  Mr. Bauder seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.  
     Manor Oaks Remaining Lands Section 3 LC# 669    Letter of Credit Reduction Request    Mr. Smith 
noted information has been provided and the developer is requesting a complete reduction in funds. 



Mr. Smith stated the current balance of Letter of Credit #669 is $93,320.80 but he is recommending a 
reduction of $9,070.00 bringing the balance to $84,250.80 based on the inspection he made today.  Mr. 
Bauder made a motion to reduce the Cornerstone Manor Oaks Letter of Credit #669 in the amount 
$9,070.00 bringing the balance to $84,250.80. Mr. May seconded the motion, which carried 
unanimously. 
     Millstone Village Letter of Credit #DOO3821   Mr. Smith stated that based on inspection of this site, 
he recommended release of this letter of credit.  After some discussion, Mr. Breneman moved to release 
Letter of Credit #DOO3821 for Millstone Village as requested.  Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which 
carried unanimously. 
     LCSWMA/PPL Power Line Relocation Notice   Mr. May stated this is a required notification of work to 
be done and no action is needed.  
     Pension Plan Amendments    Mr. Smith stated there are two items relative to the pension plan.  Mr. 
Strohecker stated the two amendments proposed.   1, The Uniformed Pension Plan - In 2007 when the 
plan was adopted by ordinance, they inadvertently changed the definition of total compensation. He 
noted they would amend it back to the way it was written then, with the intended purpose at the time. 
Mr. Smith noted that is a contractual issue that they are obligated to do this.  2, The Non Uniformed 
Plan -There was a change brought about as a result of an audit. We have a provision in our plan that 
there is a required one year of service prior to going on the pension plan with a seven year vesting 
period. He noted this is uncommon as we do it today. Mr. Strohecker stated if he reports an employee 
being on the plan at the beginning, when they really are not the first year, then we can get a finding. 
Secondly if we don’t claim them from the first day of service, then we do not get the State 
reimbursement for that employee that year, or approximately $1300 that the Township does not get to 
go into the plan for that employee.  Mr. Strohecker stated that is a change to the current plan, however, 
the non uniformed employee has seven years before vested and able to receive benefits anyway.  Mr. 
Strohecker felt this would be a wise decision.  Mr. Smith noted that if the Supervisors agree, they will 
prepare the necessary amendments for the next meeting. After some discussion, the Board agreed that 
the necessary documents be prepared.  
 
Correspondence 
     Mr. Smith requested that he attend a seminar for Parliamentary Procedure. He stated he feels this 
would be beneficial to have the updates on proper procedures.  Mr. May made a motion for Mr. Smith 
to attend the Parliamentary Procedure seminar.  Mr. Breneman seconded the motion, which carried 
unanimously.  
     Mr. Smith distributed information for an On Line Training course of an over view of the PA Right to 
Know Law, registration $50 for those that want to do this.  Mr. Bauder made a motion to authorize the 
expenditure for Staff and Supervisors that wish to enroll. Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which carried 
unanimously.  
     Police Requests     Mr. Smith listed the following requests.   Sgt.  James Alexander to attend an 
Internal Affairs Investigation class for $100 plus meals.     Cpl. Kim Geyer to attend a Crime Prevention 
Practitioner’s Training for $25 plus meals.   Officer Tatara to attend the PA State DUI Association 30th 
Annual Meeting   Chief Graeff stated that he had submitted Officer Tatara’s name for the Top Gun 
Award for the state and she was one of 42 officers in the state that won that award. He noted that 
Officer Tatara had 53 DUI arrests in 2008 and will be receiving her award at that conference.  He 
requested registration fee and necessary expenses be covered for the two day conference.  Mr. May 
made a motion to approve all three of the requests. Mr. May noted the importance of these requests 
for training and update information. Mr. Herr seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.  
 
 



Traffic Commission      
      Chief Graeff read the Traffic Commission report noting that they met September 30th with all 
members present. He stated old business where stop signs were approved and a traffic counter was 
placed at Crossland Pass with results justifying no other action to be taken.   Chief Graeff also noted a 
letter dated 9/11/09 from the Oak Ridge Commons Homeowners Association regarding speeding 
through their development. He noted a request for stop signs along with suggestions.  Chief Graeff 
stated a traffic counter placed in the development was showing the average speed recorded at 25 MPH, 
which is the posted speed. Chief Graeff stated he did contact the Association and informed them that no 
further action would be taken. He noted they also asked for hidden driveway signs and the Commission 
did not feel any need for them. Chief Graeff stated that they requested a no outlet sign on Acorn Lane, 
which they did grant and they asked for an electronic radar sign to notify people what speed they are 
going. Chief stated they do not have one but if they get one from the State they will place it there.  Chief 
Graeff noted he does have another letter from Ms Martha Sadler-Stine, with a list of suggestions for her 
development.  There was a question on where signs are placed and Mr. Harris stated that all signs are 
placed following State standards on placement and distance. Chief Graeff noted they will address the 
new issues at the next traffic commission meeting. Ms Sadler-Stine, 213 Acorn Lane and president of the 
association, stated that the residents have requested speed bumps be placed in the development. Mr. 
Smith stated that speed bumps as typically installed are only in private areas and are not permitted on 
municipal roads. He stated we would lose funding if installed and the only alteration that is acceptable 
to the State is speed tables.  She asked what the requirements would be to have speed tables installed. 
Mr. Smith stated it would be the recommendation from traffic commission and from the Supervisors. 
Mr. Smith noted the township policy would be to refrain from doing this because of the consequences 
from snow plowing and the maintenance of them. Mr. Breneman asked Ms Sadler-Stine if she informed 
the homeowners association that the average speed was 25. She stated not yet but she felt the counters 
were placed at a point where people are already starting to break. She suggested they be placed at the 
top of the hill. Mr. Harris addressed reasons for the placement of the counter. After some discussion, 
they agreed they will do what they can.  
 
Police Report 
     Chief Graeff stated that his monthly report has been submitted. He went over the statistics for the 
month and year to date. Chief Graeff noted that Cpl. Gary Strock was named the Lancaster County 
Human Relations Commission Officer of the Year and will get his award on October 22nd, being the same 
night as Officer Tatara receives her award.  
 
Public Works Director  
     Mr. Harris stated that his monthly report has been submitted. He stated that in September they 
finished the lining of Stehman Church Road and at this time of year they do maintenance on the roads 
such as crack sealing.  He stated that leaf collection is scheduled to begin Monday October 19th.  
 
Township Manager’s Report 
     Mr. Smith stated that arbitration hearings for the 2009 Police Contract will begin tomorrow.  He also 
noted the humane league agreement continues to be under review to try to find alternatives between 
himself, Ryan, and Chief Graeff and also other municipal officials throughout the County to find a 
reasonable solution to this problem.  Mr. May noted that he wishes we could support the Lancaster 
County Humane League but it is not cost effective for the Township. 
 
 
 



Building Permit Report 
     Mr. Kreider read the building permit report listing the number of permits issued for the month of 
September at 16 bringing the total for the year to 175. 
 
     There being no further business, Mr. Kreider made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 9:00 PM.   Mr. 
Bauder seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 
 
 
 
                                                                                      Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
                                                                                      Barry Smith 
                                                                                      Secretary – Treasurer 
Recording secretary 
Rita J. Young 
 
      



                                                                        Supervisors Meeting 

November 5, 2009                                                                                                                              7:30 PM 

 

     Chairman John May called the meeting to order in the Manor Township Municipal Building, 950 West 
Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA 17603 at 7:30 PM. He led those in attendance in the pledge to the flag. Roll 
call was taken. 
Present: John May, Allan Herr, L. Allen Kreider, Jay Breneman and Richard Bauder. 
Staff present: Barry Smith, Ryan Strohecker, Mark Harris and Rita Young. 
Visitors: See Attached. 

     Minutes    Mr. Kreider made a motion to approve the minutes from the October 5, 2009 Supervisors 
Meeting as submitted. Mr. Bauder seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.  
     Minutes    Mr. Breneman made a motion to approve the minutes from the October 20, 2009 Special 
Supervisors Meeting.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Herr. The motion carried unanimously. 
     Ken Asche, 116 Spring Meadow Lane, stated that in his opinion the minutes have been chopped and a 
lot of information has been left out of the minutes. He noted there were comments made that are not in 
the minutes and he has not had enough time to go through them completely but he knows that there 
were questions he asked Mr. Smith that he acknowledged and that is not in the minutes. He added that 
the statement of the letter of the law was changed to legal and he felt there were corrections that need 
to be made to the minutes before they are approved. 
     Mr. May stated that an Executive Session was held Monday November, 2, 2009, with Mountville Boro 
Council regarding the Police Contract.  
     Mr. Bauder stated there was a motion on the floor for the second set of minutes.  Mr. May noted Mr. 

Breneman made a motion to approve the second set of minutes and Mr. Herr seconded that motion. 

Mr. May addressed Mr. Asche’s comments, stating he does not feel they can put every single thing in 

the minutes that is said in a meeting. He asked Mr. Asche if he would write out what he feels should 

have been included in the minutes and they will review it. Mr. Bauder stated that he would like to get 

Mr. Asche’s comments into these minutes if he has legitimate comments. Mr. Bauder asked if the 

minutes could be tabled until they can review the comments. Mr. May again stated that if Mr. Asche 

puts his comments in a memorandum and gets them to him he will check them against the tape.  Mr. 

May stated we can table the approval of the minutes. Mr. Asche asked if the tapes are available for his 

review.  Mr. May stated no, and repeated that Mr. Asche should give the Supervisors his written 

comments with the issues he has concerns over. Mr. Asche stated there may be other people with 

comments.  Mr. May stated if anyone else has comments they can stand up the way Mr. Asche has.  Mr. 

May noted that they will not be doing this procedure for every set of minutes.  Mr. Asche stated he does 

not have any issues as long as important comments are left in the minutes. Mr. Bauder stated that in the 

past we had discussed the time frame that the minutes should be available and asked what they had 

decided.  Mr. Smith stated that the decision was that the minutes should be posted two weeks before 

the next meeting.   Mr. Kreider asked Mr. Asche if he has a computer and noted that if the minutes are 

posted two weeks before the next meeting, that should be sufficient time for reviewing them and get 

comments to the Supervisors before the next meeting.  Mr. Asche stated he works.  Mr. Kreider stated 

he is getting tired of the nit picking that is going on about how minutes are written. He told Mr. Asche 



that if he has a legitimate complaint then he thinks he should look at the minutes ahead of time and get 

back to the office with the information before the meeting.    Mr. Asche stated it was a point well taken.  

Mr. Bauder withdrew his comment about tabling the minutes and he was now in favor of approving the 

minutes.  Mr. May stated there is a motion to approve the minutes and it was seconded.  He asked for 

any further discussion. There being none, the motion carried unanimously.                                     

     Bills   Mr. Kreider made a motion to approve the Bills as listed.  Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which 

carried unanimously. 

     Financial Report     Mr. Kreider made a motion to approve the Financial Report as presented.  Mr. 

Breneman seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.  

     Solicitors Report      Mr. Smith stated that previously the Board had asked him to consider and explore 

the possibility of using balances in the sewer funds specifically for the purpose of assisting in the funding 

of the Letort/Perth Hills Sewer project.  Mr. Smith stated that the Second Class Township Code, Article 

25, deals with the sanitary sewer systems. He noted that Section 25.11, Rental Fees, which is the 

element of the fees from customers when they pay,   sub-section C says “All sewer rentals received shall 

be deposited in a special fund to be used only for the payment of the cost of construction, 

reconstruction, repair operation and maintenance of the sanitary sewer system.”  Mr. Smith stated he 

feels this implies to the sanitary sewer system owned by Manor Township.  He noted that there are two 

sewer systems in Manor Township that Manor Township actually owns, that being the Manor Sewer 

System, which is the North East section where Manor Ridge is located and the Township owns and 

operates the Crossgates Sewer System located outside of Millersville Boro.  Mr. Smith stated that he has 

met with the Solicitor, Tom Goodman, to get a legal opinion to determine if the Township can legally use 

any of the Township sewer balances for the Letort/Perth Hill project.  He stated that Mr. Goodman 

responded by noting what is in the Township Code and stated that it is his understanding that the new 

sewer system in the Letort/Perth Hills area will be owned and operated by LASA.  Mr. Smith continued 

that he stated the existing sewer system located in Manor Township, owned and operated by Manor 

Township with money paid into the Manor Sewer Fund for that system has been accumulated through 

the payment of sewer rentals by the residents of Manor Township using that specific sewer system. He 

noted Mr. Goodman concluded that it is his legal opinion that the use of these funds would be limited to 

the sewer system owned and operated by Manor Township strictly for the benefit of the residents that 

have paid those rental fees into that specific fund. He added that Mr. Goodman indicates that it is his 

opinion that it is not appropriate for the Township to use that money in any other way.  Frank Hoke, 110 

Velma Lane, said at the last meeting for sewer the Supervisors stated that 182,000 is what they will be 

able to pay for this project and it was stated that based on the budget concerns there was no other 

money available.  Mr. Hoke stated he has calculated what he thinks the 305 new residents would 

contribute in revenue through taxes and permits and he feels it would be one and a half million over a 

period of time that would be constructed. He asked the Board if they could look at his information and 

see if some of this money could be contributed toward the infrastructure fee of this sewer project to 

help residents pay for this and respond to him at the next meeting why or why not this could be done. 

Mr. May stated that the money from the 305 homes would be hypothetical and a gamble that it will 

take place. Mr. Hoke stated LASA is banking on it and noted that if the density would change on the 



Barley tract there could be a lot more than 305 homes.  Mr. Hoke again asked the Board to look at 

future revenues and credit them for some of this to help with the infrastructure. Mr. Smith stated that 

what Mr. Hoke is asking is different from what the Supervisors had asked to be researched noting that 

the current funds are very specific what they can be used for.  Mr. Bauder stated Mr. Hoke is talking 

about future funds. Mr. Bauder stated that this is not all profit and they do need to provide services for 

the money. He also noted there are a number of attractive sites in the Urban Growth Area in Manor 

Township and this is probably the least attractive one, so the possibility of this being developed in his 

opinion is distant and remote and they cannot count on these funds anytime in the future.  Mr. Hoke 

stated on one side you say the sewer the Township owns is paying for itself and then what we are 

looking at is that this project can pay for itself through additional revenue.  Mr. Bauder stated that he 

appreciates Mr. Hokes analysis and comments. Mr. May stated that after the last meeting, the Board 

had directed Mr. Smith to go back to LASA with two matters. One, would LASA permit the lowering of 

the cap based upon the contribution for the roads, which on October 26, 2009 they received a letter 

from LASA that stated the cap stands and there may be reduction in what people have to pay, but the 

cap will remain the same. Two, the Board asked if we contributed more to the project could we make 

payments over time in the form of a grant from LASA, under the same terms and conditions that the 

customers would receive, and LASA stated they could not answer that question and they have referred 

it to their legal department.  Mr. Smith noted we have not heard any further information on that issue 

but they have stated they are searching that if the Township wishes to make a contribution, they will 

consider how it could be done.  

 Business from the Floor 
     There was no business from the floor. 

Old Business 
     Mr. Breneman gave an update of the Fire Company Consolidation. He noted that they have just 

received the final recommendations and he will make it available to the Board. Mr. Breneman stated the 

fire companies have hired a lawyer to start the process of the consolidation and by January they will be 

submitting possible names for the new company.  

New Business 
     SALDO   Country Manor Revised Plans & Modification Request   Chris Venarchick, RLA, RGS 
Associates, presented revised plans and explained the modification request for Country Manor. He 
stated that this project is located just south of the Duke Street/RT 999 intersection on the west side of 
Duke Street and is 7.3 acres. He explained the project is adding four apartment buildings, 16 units per 
building or 64 units to the existing complex. They will maintain the same access point, but will improve 
that with a boulevard entrance. He noted they have been through the sketch plan process with the 
Township Board of Supervisors and Planning Commission and now have been through the Planning 
Commission where they have received recommendation for this modification request as well as the 
conditional final plan approval.  He stated they have a review letter from Rettew dated November 4, 
2009 that deals primarily with the administrative items. He listed number 8 under sub-division and land 
development, stating that the Township needs to determine if the bicycle lane needs to be provided 
with traffic markings/striping and added that it is his understanding that the Township does not want 
that white line painted. Mr. Smith noted that is correct unless the Board decides otherwise.  Mr. Smith 
explained that the area will be there, paved but not marked until there will be an extensive area to be 



used and not one isolated strip. Mr. Venarchick stated also that Mr. Henke requested there be a 
reference on the cover sheet to page 4 for the geotechnical notes from the ARM Group.  He noted traffic 
comments providing traffic counts and lane analysis to see if turning lanes were warranted, which they 
were not.  It included information for the intersection of RT 999/North Duke Street showing it was not a 
high level of service intersection and their addition should not be a significant increase but noted the 
applicant is willing to make a contribution to the Township in recognition to his impact to that 
intersection. Mr. May stated that the engineer has recommended that the revised traffic signal timings 
be implemented as part of the developers mitigation plan. Mr. Kreider questioned the requested metal 
halite lighting instead of high pressure sodium lights and asked if there was a reason they want this less 
efficient lighting. Mr. Venarchick stated he was not sure why that was the choice but could check if 
needed and Mr. Kreider stated the high pressure sodium is less expensive than the other. Mr. 
Venarchick stated it could be due to another development they did and followed that lighting. Mr. 
Bauder asked if there was a bicycle lane at this location now. Mr. Venarchick stated no and pointed out 
where they would widen the currently existing road making room for a bicycle lane.  Mr. Smith stated 
we have asked them not to paint the white line at this time even though the area would be large enough 
for it. Mr. Bauder also questioned the lighting at each building and asked if there were additional street 
lights being installed. Mr. Venarchick stated yes and explained.  Mr. Smith noted that the internal lights 
will be the responsibility of the developer.  Mr. Bauder asked if there was a light at the entrance that will 
be ours. Mr. Venarchick stated it will be theirs. Mr. Herr questioned the clear site triangle and asked if 
they have reached an agreement. Mr. Venarchick stated they do have a draft so far. Mr. Smith stated 
they will provide the Township with that before the plan will be recorded.  Mr. Bauder asked if there is 
pedestrian access to the Borough.  Mr. Venarchick explained what they have provided.  Mr. Smith noted 
that this plan has satisfied the Township administrative reviews. Mr. Bauder made a motion to approve 
this plan request based on meeting the conditions in the November 4, 2009 letter from Rettew, 
specifically the requested modifications on page 1, subdivision and land development, items on page 2, 
and the storm water management item on page 3 along with the traffic study comment. Mr. May 
seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.   
     SALDO   Central Manor Elementary School Preliminary Final Land Development Plan & Modification 
Requests    Jim Hocker, Derck & Edson, was present to explain this project along with Steve Skrocki, 
Manager PMSD and Deb Holt, Principal of Central Manor Elem. School.  Mr. Hocker went over the 
proposed addition to the school located along Route 999. He stated the agricultural zoning and that the 
main reason of this plan is to renovate the Central Manor Elementary School and add class rooms. The 
proposed addition would be a maximum of eight new classrooms. He went over the site layout, parking 
and storm water, all as per township code. He stated they have received a letter from Rettew, dated 
October 13, 2009 noting they have met all the conditions necessary for approval. He also noted the 
Planning Commission has approved the plan along with two modification requests, 1) the modification 
request Section 305.A – Preliminary Plan , and 2) the modification request Section 502.5.G – Required 
Right-of-Way. Mr. Hocker explained that they are asking for a 5 foot modification request noting the 
right of way requirement is a 60 foot right-of-way and they are providing 55 feet, asking to leave it as is 
and not take additional land. He also noted the modification request for the preliminary plan is because 
they will not be subdividing the land or dividing the land nor expanding the lot size in any way. Mr. 
Bauder asked Mr. Smith if the Planning Commission needs to take further action. Mr. Smith stated no. 
Mr. Bauder stated then if approved, it could be an action item instead of a briefing item. Mr. Smith 
stated yes and noted the October 15, 2009 letter of approval with recommendations.  Mr. May made a 
motion to approve this plan based upon the October 13, 2009 letter from Rettew and the October 15, 
2009 letter from Bruce Ott waiving the preliminary plan requirement and the required 60 foot right-of-
way to 55 feet.  Mr. Breneman seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.  



     SALDO  Brenda Lehman Final Subdivision  Modification Request      Mr. Greg Strausser, Strausser 
Survey & Engineering,  presented this one lot sub division plan on the North side of Prospect Road. He 
noted this is an 11.367 acre tract of ground and the plan proposes to take off a single family dwelling 
onto a one acre lot. This would leave a 10.1 acre tract of land and they would also be dedicating an 
additional right-of-way to Manor Township along the entire frontage of the tract. He noted that there 
will be no new construction or excavation and the main intent is to have the existing house onto a lot 
with a separate deed.  He stated the ground is currently being farmed, in Clean and Green and will 
remain being farmed. Mr. Strausser noted that because they have no plans for any development of the 
10 acre tract, they have asked for a modification of the requirements.  He noted an October 2, 2009 
letter from Jim Caldwell recommended denial of this request however Mr. Caldwell has changed this 
since there are no plans for development of any kind at this time. Mr. Strausser stated the land is zoned 
Agricultural and this is the last subdivision right. This was approved by the County and the Township 
Planning Commission and they have moved it from a briefing item to an approval item. Mr. Strausser 
requested the Supervisors move this to an action item tonight. Mr. May questioned some things on the 
plan for the 10 acre tract. Mr. Strausser explained the plan and noted they are required by DEP to show 
things the way they would be if the site would be developed.   Mr. Smith stated that Township Staff has 
recommended moving this to an action item and that the requested modifications for the future 
features and plan information shown not be imposed on the owner until there would be an actual plan 
for development of this site.  Ray Deyer, 139 Nicholas Road, asked the amount of the entire tract. Mr. 
Strausser noted 11.367 acres.  Mr. Deyer expressed concerns about approving a one acre lot with a 
septic system when they have problems in their development with septic systems on one acre lots.  Mr. 
Strausser explained that DEP did require they do a perk and probe on this site as part of this plan and 
they do have an alternate septic site. Mr. Strausser explained the formula that DEP uses for minimum lot 
sizes and the requirements they had to follow.  Mr. Kreider made a motion to approve the final 
subdivision for Brenda S. Lehman, lot 09-008-A and approve the waiver of the modification set forth in 
the Rettew letter.  Mr. Herr seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously. 
 
     Ordinance No. 1-2009    Amending the Manor Township Non-Uniform Pension Plan     Mr. Smith 
explained that we need to do some housekeeping items within the pension plan that were brought to 
their attention.  Corrections will be for both Ordinance No. 1-2009 and Ordinance No. 2-2009.  He noted 
the first being to amend the Non-Uniformed Pension Plan.  Mr. May explained this is dealing with 
definitions specific to the eligibility criteria. Mr. Herr made a motion to approve Ordinance No. 1.2009 
making the recommended changes as submitted by the management team.  Mr. Breneman seconded 
the motion. The motion carried unanimously. 
     Ordinance No. 2-2009    Mr. Smith stated this ordinance is correcting the format and definition for 
compensation for the Police Pension Plan.  Mr. Bauder noted in Section 1, paragraph 2, compensation 
does not mention sick leave pay and asked if it is included. Mr. Smith stated he believes it is included as 
compensation.  Mr. Breneman made a motion to approve Ordinance No. 2-2009 to correct the format 
and definition for compensation for the police pension plan. Mr. Kreider seconded the motion.  The 
motion carried with a 4 to 1 vote with Mr. Bauder opposing.  
     Adopt Provision of Act 44 for funding requirement for pension plans    Mr. Smith noted all documents 
have been presented along with a recommendation from Mr. Strohecker to transfer the budgeted 
amount from the sewer fund and capital fund to the general fund.   Mr. Bauder asked Mr. Strohecker if 
in his opinion did this just move the obligation forward to another date and are we ducking the 
obligation at this point just like the State has. Mr. Strohecker stated he does not like it but the answer is 
yes. Mr. Strohecker stated it will be a two year budget cycle to help us with our budget and we will be 
banking on the fact that the economy will bounce back.   Mr. Smith stated we have taken the moderate 
approach where the State has taken the extreme approach.   Mr. Kreider made a motion to Adopt 



Provision of Act 44 as set forth in Mr. Strohecker’s memorandum. Mr. Herr seconded the motion. The 
motion carried with a 4 to 1 vote with Mr. Bauder opposing.  
 
2010 Budget Presentation 
     Mr. Strohecker gave an overall view of the 2010 proposed budget noting this was the result from a 
combination of several meetings taking a very conservative approach for 2010. He went over the issues 
affecting the Township this year. He listed cash flow, the Mountville Contract, Pension Fund, Electric 
Rate Increases, Fire Company Consolidation, Letort/Perth Hills and the 2009 Police Contract.  Mr. 
Strohecker noted there are no proposed tax increases for next year, keeping the Real Estate Millage rate 
at .78, Real Estate Transfer Tax at ½%, Earned Income Tax at ½%, and sewer rates will remain the same. 
He noted there is no outstanding debt and the budget is balanced by use of reserves.  He highlighted the 
General Fund Revenue with a total of $5,016,529 for 2010 being a 4% increase over 2009 budget and 
the General Fund Expenditures with a total of $5,114,818 for 2010 being an increase of 3.9% over the 
2009 budget. Mr. Strohecker stated there are 37 full time employees 2 year round part time employees 
and approximately 12 seasonal.  He listed a proposed salary increase of 2.5% for non union employees 
and they are currently awaiting arbitration award for the police force, budgeting a proposed salary 
increase of 3.5%. Mr. Strohecker went over the Capital Fund showing 2010 Revenue at $2,035,000 and 
the 2010 Expenditures at $1,834,995 and explained some changes. He discussed the Highway Aid Fund 
showing 2010 Revenues at $451,750 and the 2010 Expenditures at $508,005 and Mr. Smith noted a 
change in paving Miller Road.  He stated with the construction of the sewer next year, the location for 
placement of equipment will be on Miller Road and they have taken that out of the paving area and will 
replace it with paving a portion of Stehman Road. Mr. Bauder stated the price of oil was low when we 
bid and now it is up and asked what adjustments have been made for the cost of materials. Mr. Bauder 
asked if we have required the contractor to bond the road. Mr. Smith stated no, we do not have the 
ability to do that. Mr. Harris stated he did call the vendors and ask what the current asphalt index is and 
the unit value.  Mr. Smith noted that last year the cost was lower and they were able to add some 
additional roads but if amounts come in higher this year, they may have to make some selections. Mr. 
Strohecker did note that revenue increases are not due to increases in money from taxes or earned 
income, but the revenue increases are the result of a transfer from the Capital Fund. The expenditures 
are actual numbers and expenditures are going up. Mr. Strohecker stated they did look at a breakdown 
by department to see what each department was costing and they hope next year to do a breakdown 
inside each department.  He noted it will be a tough year for the budget but feels this budget represents 
the wishes of this Board and is respectful to the residents of this Township as being responsible 
spending of taxpayer’s dollars.    Mr. May stated the 2010 proposal has a lot of outstanding issues with 
unknown items ahead and Mr. Herr noted they have made a lot of cuts for this budget.  Mr. Breneman 
commanded the Staff and department heads for all the hard work they have done to get to this point.  
Mr. Bauder stated that he has compared the cost of the medical coverage to other private plans and 
company plans and there is a large range of costs. He noted he has talked to Ryan about plans that are 
half of our costs because of a high deductable but noted some that are way above our costs. Mr. Bauder 
stated that he hoped we could do whatever we can to bring the cost of health care down. Mr. Smith 
stated that Epharta has just been awarded, through their arbitrator, a five percent contribution from the 
Police Department to the pension plan, which is unheard of and Mr. Smith noted that is currently one of 
our dilemma’s in that we are waiting for the arbitration award and the commitment we have made is 
depending on that award because it will be a township wide plan for the various benefits. He added that 
they also awarded to the Township, a contribution from the police to their medical plan, which has not 
happened in previous awards. Mr. Smith noted this is significant in terms of arbitration.  Mr. Strohecker 
stated we did go into arbitration with requests for some of the issues that Mr. Bauder has brought up 



like the 5% pension increase and a change to the medical plan with a high deductable and we are 
awaiting those decisions also.  
     Ken Asche, 116 Spring Meadow Lane, asked what the deductible is for the Township. Mr. Bauder 
stated it is $300 per family.   Mr. Asche explained that in private industry, they are taking the highest 
possible deductable and supplementing through a third party. He noted the rates for that insurance 
decrease a lot and if the company picks up the deductable difference, the company saves a large 
amount of money and the employee doesn’t pay any more.   Mr. Bauder stated that is the plan that the 
Solid Waste Authority has. Mr. Strohecker noted that there needs to be a certain amount of savings to 
make a change like that and these are all issues we have explored.  
     Frank Hoke, 110 Velma Lane, asked the Board to consider setting up a work shop with the people at 
Penn Manor School District where he works to exchange ideas of what they do to manage health care 
costs.  He noted they are self insured and they are seeing benefits. Mr. Bauder stated when he was on 
the school board they went to self insurance and they did save a lot of money.  Mr. Bauder stated he 
was not sure we could do that because of the low number of employees Manor Township has.  Mr. 
Smith stated we are actually in that type of insurance now, we are self insured with an 
intergovernmental insurance cooperative so we are utilizing that concept with multiple townships and 
boroughs.  Mr. Smith noted that we have been a part of a self funded municipal insurance company co-
op since 1991 and we have seen significant reductions in the rate that our insurance has gone up. Mr. 
Smith stated they can contact the school district and set up a meeting to see if there are things they 
have not considered.  Mr. Herr asked if PM is in any co-op agreement with other districts or are they 
totally self insured.  Mr. Hoke stated they are totally self insured.  After some discussion, the Board 
agreed they will contact the school district to set up a meeting.  
     Mr. May thanked Ryan for his budget presentation.  Mr. Strohecker noted they need to advertise the 

2010 budget and they need to have 20 days of advertising so if there are any last minute changes, 

please let him know.  Mr. Breneman asked about the police scan program they had discussed and noted 

that the County is now looking at doing it.  Mr. Smith suggested we retain it in our budget and we would 

not have to exercise that expenditure, waiting until 2010 to see if we get a resolution.  Mr. Breneman 

also noted the purchase of radios.   

 
     Authorize Sewer and Capital Fund transfers   Mr. May stated that Mr. Strohecker has requested a 
transfer be made from the sewer account in the amount of $75,000 and the capital fund in the amount 
of $200,000 to the general fund.  Mr. May moved that the transfers from the sewer account and the 
capital fund into the general fund be approved.  Mr. Breneman seconded the motion, which carried 
unanimously.  
 
     Ernie Wilson Isolation Distance Waiver     Mr. Smith noted a request from Ernie Wilson, sewage 
permit application #V005443, with a request to repair his sewage system, while not meeting the 
required 100 foot distance between the seepage bed and well.  Mr. Smith stated Mr. Lockard has 
reviewed this site and has recommended approval of the waiver of the well isolation distance.  Mr. 
Breneman made a motion to approve the waiver request for Mr. Wilson. Mr. Herr seconded the motion, 
which carried unanimously.   
 
     Adopt Revised Street, Curb and Sidewalk Specifications     Mr. Smith noted that due to some of the 
new documentations made such as the SALDO, there have been several inconsistencies between that 
and existing specifications on our previous side walk spec sheet and other specs.  Mr. Harris has 
prepared new specifications to bring everything into the level they would like. Mr. Smith requested the 



Board adopt these specifications as the official document as of this date. Mr. May asked if this will stand 
alone or be part of the SALDO. Mr. Smith stated it will stand alone at this time and be incorporated into 
the SALDO as they do updates.  This will be the prevailing specifications.  Mr. Bauder stated that if a 
developer uses our SALDO these specifications will be included.  Mr. Smith stated yes.  Mr. May made a 
motion to approve the listed Street, Curb & Sidewalk Specifications as presented to the Board.  Mr. Herr 
seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.  
    
     Parkfield Phase III     Mr. Smith noted a review letter from the township engineer approving the cost 
estimate and the developer has provided the necessary improvement guarantee agreement and the 
letter of credit.  Mr. Smith recommended they approve these items.  Mr. May made a motion to accept 
the Improvement Guarantee Agreement for Parkfield Phase III and the Letter of Credit as proposed. Mr. 
Kreider seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.   Mr. Bauder asked about the requirement for 
the dedication of land and if it is addressed in here.  Mr. Smith stated no, that had been addressed and 
approved in the original plan under the County requirements.  
 
     DM/A Act 14 Notification for General NPDES Permit for Woods Edge, Phase Two, Section 4   Mr. May 
stated this is a notification letter. Mr. Smith noted the Board has 30 days to respond to this application 
for discharge of stormwater from construction activities.  
 
     Mr. May noted a letter from Columbia Borough Mayor, Leo Lutz, asking Manor Township to consider 
and join in an open discussion on creating a Regional Police Department or any other regional effort that 
may result in a lower cost and more effective means of conduction business. Mr. May stated we have 
had a similar request in the past and were not interested at that time. Mr. May stated that he feels 
police consolidation is good but feels it would be better to be county wide.  Mr. Smith noted that 
Columbia has extended this invitation to multiple municipalities. After the Board discussed several 
issues, they agreed sharing information may be beneficial.  Mr. May stated he would be willing to 
represent Manor Township and participate. Mr. Bauder noted he would agree with county policing.  The 
Board discussed the fact that municipalities that do not have a police force and rely on State Police, will 
now be charged for their State Police coverage per resident and it will only include routine traffic control 
and investigation, not community policing.  
 
     Mr. May stated he has drafted a letter about the water situation in Letort Manor/Perth Hills about 
the dispute going on over whose area it should be. He stated he has addressed the letter to Richard 
Grey and Donald Nickolas expressing concerns that water service gets to this area at the same time the 
sewer installation is taking place. He requested that the dispute over water franchise area be resolved in 
a manner that will not penalize the residents of Manor Township.  Mr. May stated that he does not 
know if this will help but felt we need to send this letter of request.  All the Supervisors agreed.  
 
Correspondence 
     Mr. Smith stated that Mr. Harris has stated there are four employees in need of credits for their 
pesticide training. He requested that Mr. Dickert, Mr. Funk, Mr. Shenk and Mr. Harris attend the 
Professional Pest Managers’ School to receive their necessary credits.  Mr. Herr made a motion to 
approve the requested training with the necessary expenses paid.  Mr. Bauder seconded the motion, 
which carried unanimously. 
      
Traffic Commission 
     Mr. Harris stated at last month’s meeting the president of the Oakridge Homeowners Association was 
present with regards to signage and speeding and he stated that he did talk to that person after that 



meeting. He noted they did redo the traffic counter as was requested and the results came back at 26 
MPH average speed so there is no speed problem and Chief Graeff did speak to her. They did agree to 
install two watch children signs primarily around the park area.  
 
Police Report 
     Mr. May noted that the Police Report has been submitted. 
 
Public Works 
     Mr. Harris stated that for the month of October they were very busy. He noted that for November the 
bulk of their time will be leaf collection. Mr. Harris did note that he was able to distribute snow 
contracts to all of their contractors from the previous year and they all signed up and committed for 
another year.  Mr. Kreider asked about the lower bridge located on Rohrer Road noting that it seems 
like the South end is smaller than the North end.  Mr. Harris stated they did review that bridge on road 
tour.  
 
Township Manager’s Report 
     Mr. Smith stated he has provided his report but added information about the Enola Low Grade Rail 
Trail. He stated that Mr. Caldwell and he met with Jim Mahonen and did come to some agreements on 
subdivision issues and they are requesting some additional survey work to identify the required distance 
between center of track of the active line and what we will be subdividing off.  Mr. Smith stated it is not 
a lot but it is necessary. 
 
Building Permit Report 
     Mr. Kreider stated the number of permits issued for the month of October was 17 bringing that total 
for the year to 192, comparing that to 2008 when there were 254 permits to date.  Mr. Kreider stated 
the dollar value for permits issued in October was $685,082 with a total for the year at $8,189,243. 
 
     There being no further business, Mr. Kreider made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 9:20 PM.  Mr. 
Herr seconded the motion which carried unanimously. 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                                                                              Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
                                                                                                               Barry Smith 
                                                                                                               Secretary – Treasurer 
 
Recording secretary 
Rita J. Young 
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                                                    Manor Township Supervisors Meeting 

December 7, 2009                                                                                                                                      7:30 PM 

     Chairman John May called the meeting to order at 7:30 PM in the Manor Township Municipal 
Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA. He led those in attendance in the pledge to the flag. 
Roll Call was taken.   

     Members present: John May, Richard Bauder, Allan Herr, Jay Breneman and L. Allen Kreider. 
     Staff present: Barry Smith, Chief Graeff, Ryan Strohecker, Mark Harris and Rita Young. 
     Visitors present:  See Attached. 

     Minutes     Mr. Breneman noted one correction to the November 2009 minutes. He stated on page 7 
the word scam should be corrected to be scan. Mr. Kreider made a motion to approve the minutes for 
the November Supervisors Meeting with the correction noted on page 7. Mr. Herr seconded the motion, 
which carried unanimously. 
 
     Bills     Mr. Breneman made a motion to approve payment of the Bills as listed. Mr. Kreider seconded 
the motion, which carried unanimously. 
 
     Financial Report       Mr. Kreider made a motion to approve the Financial Report as presented. Mr. 
Herr seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 
 
     Solicitors Report      Mr. Smith stated there was no Solicitors Report for tonight. 

Business From the Floor 
     Caroline Hoffer, Barley Snyder, and Phil Wolgemuth were present to make the Supervisors aware of a 
possible request for a change in the zoning ordinance. She noted an entity that owns the property 
located at the intersection of Weaver Road and Columbia Avenue may potentially want to locate a bank 
on this site.  She stated it is currently zoned MRC, Mixed Residential Commercial and explained that 
banks have been an excluded use for this zoning. Ms Hoffer noted that they would like this addressed by 
way of a text amendment to the zoning ordinance.   She stated that in the future they may be proposing 
to the Supervisors an amendment to the text of the zoning ordinance that would add banks as another 
commercial use in this zoning district.   
     Jim Huber, 113 Shannon Drive, asked the amount of the bills paid from the Financial Report. Mr. May 
stated the total was $69,072.39.  
     Carol Shane, 104 Velma Lane, presented a petition with 185 signatures requesting that the Township 
pay a share of the infrastructure costs, $1.2 million, and the special purpose fee, to install sewer lines 
into the Letort Manor/Perth Hills area.  Mr. Bauder stated that his position from the start has been that 
this sewer project was forced onto the residents.  Mr. Bauder stated that he feels the Township should 
pay a substantial amount of the special purpose fee.  Mr. Bauder made a motion that the Township 
bond this project and pay the special purpose fee.  Mr. Bauder stated that when properties are sold, 
then systems are upgraded if there is a problem.  Mr. Bauder stated that the new rules require adequate 
space for the replacement systems and the problem with Letort Manor is there is not enough room to 
install the updated system.   Mr. Bauder repeated his motion that the Township should bond the entire 
expense for the special purpose fee for Letort Manor/Perth Hills sewer project.  There being no second 
to the motion, the motion died.   
     JoAnne Farley, 115 Carol Dr., expressed concerns that she came home to find a stake in her yard and 
a note from LASA requesting her to locate where her sewer main should be placed, with a deadline of 
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Dec. 18th.  She stated that she felt this was not enough time to know where it should be placed and also 
felt her bill will total somewhere between $16,000 and $20,000 when she is done and expressed 
concerns that this is way too much. 
 
Old Business 
     Mr. Breneman gave an update of the Fire Task Service noting that they are working on the final draft 
for the January meeting and they have hired Matthew Crème to be the lawyer to expedite this.  
 
New Business 
     Burns Revised Final Plan & Modification Requests.   Jay Ebersole reviewed this simple lot add-on plan 
located on Oak Road in the Rural zoning district being a 44 acre farm to be split in half for the daughters 
of Lloyd Gantz.  He noted two modification requests: 1) Section 403.1.A – Plan Scale and 2) Section 
502.5.G – Dedication of Additional Right-of-way based on the justification provided for each request.  
Mr. Ebersole noted they are proposing that additional right-of-ways will be available if needed.  Mr. 
Smith noted a recommendation from the MTPC and an Oct. 29, 2009 review letter from Rettew 
recommending approval of both modifications as requested. He also noted the Planning Commission 
approval and comments.  Mr. Bauder made a motion to approve this Final Plan & Modification Request 
for William L & Cynthia J. Burns conditioned upon meeting the requirements of the October 29, 2009 
Rettew letter including their modification requests for plan scale and dedication of additional right of 
way.  Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 
     Woods Edge Phase Two, Section 4 final Two Lot Subdivision Plan & Modification Requests    Dave 
Miller, Miller Associates, reviewed the plan showing the two lot sub division being divided from the 
Southern part of the Woods Edge Tract. He noted modification requests Section 502.5, 502.11, 592.12, 
502.13.A and 509.5 – Reconstruction of Existing Perimeter Streets, Curbs, Sidewalks, Street Lights and 
Street Trees.  He noted this is the first step of two plans and this has been recommended for approval by 
the Planning Commission and the Township Engineer.  After discussion of the plan, Mr. May made a 
motion to approve the requests for the Woods Edge Phase Two, Section 4 final Two Lot Subdivision Plan 
& Modification Request based on the terms set forth in the November 3, 2009 letter regarding the 
modifications and recommendations with regards to the existing preliminary streets, curbs, sidewalks, 
street lights and street trees along with items addressed under sub division and land development, 
items 1 thru 5.  Mr. Breneman seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 
     Woods Edge Phase Two, Section 4 Preliminary/Final Subdivision & Modification Requests     Mr. Miller 
went over the requested modifications, stating the November 3, 2009 letter is the second review.  He 
stated the Planning Commission has recommended to the Board of Supervisors conditional approval of 
the preliminary/Final Plan for Woods Edge Phase Two, Section 4. He stated they have done a traffic 
assessment updating the key traffic questions regarding this site, with recommended approval by 
Township engineers with the condition that a contribution in lieu of the preparation of the full traffic 
impact study be offered. Mr. Bauder asked if that amount has been established.  Mr. Mark Stanley 
stated the Murry Companies are prepared to offer the Township $3500.00 in addition to the information 
they have already provided. Mr. Bauder asked Mr.  Smith if the amount of $3500.00 was adequate.  Mr. 
Smith stated he would have to review that with Mr. Schick the traffic engineer. Mr. Smith stated that he, 
Mr. Bauder and Mr. Murry met to review the submission of park and open space and have confirmed 
that the applicant has met and actually exceeded the acreage requirement for this site. He stated it is 
because of the amount of wet lands along with the park area, however they have asked the applicant for 
an additional enhancement from this plan as a fee in lieu of. Mr. Bauder stated they have decided on a 
walking trail with fitness stations plus an additional area that provides for a tot lot. Mr. Herr asked who 
would maintain this new area. Mr. Smith stated it would be the responsibility of the homeowners 
association not the Township.  After reviewing the plan Mr. Bauder made a motion to approve this plan 
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based on meeting the conditions discussed and based on the November 3, 2009 letter from Rettew, also 
including the required fee in lieu of for the traffic study to the satisfaction of the Board and Staff and 
satisfaction of the recreational enhancement discussed with the applicant.  Mr. Kreider seconded the 
motion, which carried unanimously. 
 
    2010 Budget Adoption.     Mr. Smith stated the 2010 Budget has been properly advertised and all 
requirements have been met. Mr. May made a motion to approve the Manor Township 2010 projected 
Budget based upon the submission tonight. Mr. Breneman seconded the motion.  Mr. Bauder stated 
that he has heard comments from some citizens about wage increases for employees. Mr. Bauder stated 
all department heads have been careful and have come in under budget but due to the economic 
environment he feels we should freeze any wage increases for the non uniform employees. Mr. Kreider 
agreed. Mr. Smith suggested that they retain the budget number because there are elements that we do 
not have control over, such as overtime in public works.  Mr. Bauder stated we have decreased our 
administrative cost by not fulfilling an assistant manager’s position and promoting Ryan Strohecker to 
assistant manager where he is also the finance director.  Mr. Bauder added that additional work has 
been given to Mark Harris by promoting him from road foreman to Public Works Director along with 
promoting Henry Hank.  In view of this, Mr. Bauder stated that may be something to be taken into 
consideration.  Mr. Kreider felt they should stay with the budget as presented and keep in mind that 
there is a possibility of over reaches.  Mr. Kreider agreed that there are people that have been given 
some additional work and they should be compensated for it. Mr. Smith stated that his salary is set by 
the Board of Supervisors, and the salaries for the uniformed employees are set by contract so they 
cannot freeze them, but he asked that the Board give him the discretion to work with his staff, providing 
evaluations of the employees, as a positive process to look at those who have taken on responsibilities 
to determine wages, and then he would come back to the board for the decision.  The Board agreed to 
do that.  The motion to approve the 2010 Budget being moved and seconded passed unanimously.  

     Resolution #20-2009.  Mr. Smith stated this is the official budget certification that the Board has 
adopted the 2010 Budget.  Mr. Bauder made a motion to adopt Resolution #20-2009 adopting the 2010 
Budget for Manor Township.  Mr. May seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

     Deed accepting Manor Oaks dedication of Open Space     Resolution #21-2009     Mr. Smith explained 
this is land owned by the Homeowners Association in Manor Oaks and accepting Resolution #21-2009 
would transfer that ownership to the Township as open space .  Mr. May made a motion to pass 
Resolution # 21-2009 regarding dedication of open space and recreation area within the Manor Oaks 
Phase II 3-A, Lot #39.  Mr. Breneman seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 
 
     Deed vacating Wood Street.   Mr. Herr made a motion to sign the deed vacating Wood Street and 

deed the ownership to Gary L. and Amy L. Myers.  Mr. May seconded the motion, which carried 

unanimously.  

   Award Bid for Sale of 1957 Ford 600 Tractor.  Mr. Smith noted we have received 20 bids for the sale of 
this tractor. He opened the bids as followed.  Ferree Esbenshade $1,300., J Ober $1250., Stoltzfus 
Tractor Service $1111., Douglas Runkle $1087., Coleman $1552.53, Barry Gearn $1550., Robert Martin 
$1760., J. Steven Shenenberger $1495., Lawrance Mummau $500., Overview Contracting, Inc $1565., 
Larry Dillon $551., Jack Tarbox $1095., C. Altland $1011.01, Larry Reich $535., Fisher’s Lawn Care $900., 
Griswold CT, Larry Proulx $2000., Karl Molinelli Jr. $800., David and Pamela Lentz $1250.51, Edwin Getz 
Jr. $1050., Douglas and Kimberly Rubincam $1125.  Upon all bids being opened, Mr. Breneman made a 
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motion to award the bid to Larry Proulx, Griswold CT for $2000. Mr. May seconded the motion, which 
carried unanimously. 

     Award Bid for Sale of 1999 Millcreek 75 Top dresser.    Mr. Smith stated that three bids have been 
received for the 1999 Millcreek 75 Top dresser and opened the bids as follows.  East Hempfield 
Township $200.,  H.Wayne Biesecker $1111.50,  and Tree Lane Farms $1030. Mr. May made a motion to 
award the bid for the 75 Top dresser to H. Wayne Biesecker for $1111.50. Mr. Breneman seconded the 
motion, which carried unanimously. 
 
       Grant Funding Manor Rail Trail.     Mr. Smith stated official notification has been received from the 
Bureau of Recreation and Conservation, part of Dept. of Conservation and Natural Resources, indicating 
that the Township has been awarded $750,000 for the development phase of the Rail Trail project. He 
added that this is in addition to Acquisition Grant where we received $250,000.  This would be the total 
$1,000,000 that the County had recommended to the State for part of the Growing Greener to be 
funded to Manor Township.  
 
     2010 Audit Engagement Letter.   Mr. Smith stated this is the proposed resolution for January with the 
proposed fee of $12,575 to do the required audit.  Mr. Smith stated he is looking for a commitment to 
continue. The Board agreed.  Mr. Bauder asked if the Township should do two types of audits. Mr. Smith 
stated if he is referring to the forensic audit, he would strongly suggest we do not do that because it 
could be a cost of $50,000. Mr. May stated you would only do that audit if you would suspect a problem. 
Mr. Herr noted that this firm has kept their fee in line over the past six years.  
 
     Mountville Borough Letter Rejecting Police Service Contract.   Mr. Smith has provided a written notice 
that Mountville Borough will not be contracting police service from Manor Township beginning 2010.  
He stated the Borough had kind words for the department as well as Chief Graeff.  
 
     Revised MMO’S for Pensions.   As a result of action taken at a previous meeting, Mr. Smith presented 
the revised number that is reflected in the budget.  This is a revised MMO for the pension plan.  This 
action will confirm that the Board has received the MMO’S.  Mr. Smith stated the uniformed plan is a 
reduction of $38,363 and the non uniformed plan is a reduction of $28,113.  After discussion, Mr. May 
made a motion that the revised values for the uniformed and also the non uniformed be reflected in the 
December minutes and that the Board receives copies.  Mr. Kreider seconded the motion, which carried 
unanimously.  
 
     Notification Act 14, 67, 68, and 127 Conestoga Country Club.   Mr. Smith stated this is notification 
that the Conestoga Country Club is providing the Township with notification of a joint application for a 
PA Water Obstruction Encroachment Permit and an Army Core of Engineers, Section 404 Permit. This is 
because they are proposing to build a pond.   Mr. Smith noted that they will also have to apply through 
the Township for permits. 
 
     Notification Act 67, 68, and 127 Brereton Manor.   Mr. Smith stated this is Notification of Permit 
Application from Brereton Manor that they are applying to DEP for a permit to switch the type of water 
system they have on site at this care facility.  He noted they will be changing from an ultraviolet light 
disinfection system to a chlorination system. The board discussed this issue and Mr. Smith stated he will 
contact them to let them know that the Township has approached Columbia Water to run lines to that 
area.  Mr. May noted he has written a letter to Columbia Water and Lancaster City about coming to a 
decision on their negotiations for water service to Manor Township. 
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Correspondence 
 
     Mr. Smith requested Ryan Strohecker attend the 2010 APMM Annual Carlisle Winter Workshop. Mr. 
Breneman made a motion Mr. Strohecker attend the workshop. Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which 
carried unanimously. 
 
Traffic Commission.     Chief Graeff reported that the Traffic Commission met November 25, 2009 with 
all members present. There was no new business. They discussed old business of visibility problems at 
Letort Road and Sheep Lane. He noted that he did explain decisions made in October to Mrs. Stein, Oak 
Ridge Commons Homeowners Association, about the children at play signs.  
 
Police Report.     Chief Graeff read the Police Report noting 278 complaints bringing that total to 3303 
for the year. He went over the statistics for the year and noted that the Citizens Police Academy finished 
with 23 who enjoyed the class given by Gary Strock. Chief Graeff stated that Officer Tatara won the 
State Top Gun award but she also won the Lancaster County Top Gun award, being one of six.  Chief 
Graeff also stated that he will be working with the Chief from West Hempfield for a smooth transition 
for the police coverage for Mountville Borough to be handed over to West Hempfield at 18:00 hours on 
December 31, 2009. 
 
Public Works Director Report.     Mr. Harris stated the month of November was very busy with leaf 
collection and today was the last day for that. He stated they will now be preparing for snow routes.  
 
Township Manager’s Report.    Mr. Smith stated he has submitted his report and he has talked with the 
labor council noting they are currently in executive session relative to the Police Act 1 11, interest 
arbitration issues.  He stated he has received information that Penn Dot will be replacing the structure 
over the Conestoga River at Slackwater but they did not give a time frame.  Mr. Smith also stated he has 
just received information on the PSATS 88th Annual Educational Conference and Trade Show and those 
interested should contact him by January 22, 2010.  
 
Building Permit Report.     Mr. Kreider read the building permit report for the month of November. He 
noted the number of permits for the month of November was 16 bringing the total for the year to 208.  
Dollar value for November was $701,470 bringing the total for the year to $8,890,713. 
      
    There being no further business, Mr. Breneman made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 9:40 PM. 
Mr. Herr seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 
 
                                                                                                 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
                                                                                                 Barry Smith 
                                                                                                 Secretary – Treasurer 
Recording secretary 
Rita J. Young 



Manor Township Planning Commission Minutes 

 

 

Monday, January 12, 2009      Time:  7:30 P.M. 

 

 The Manor Township Planning Commission met on Monday, January 12, 2009 at 

the Manor Township Municipal Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA.  Vice 

Chairman Scott Haverstick opened the meeting with the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 

Mr. Haverstick stated that John Ahlfeld chose not to be reappointed.   Mr. Haverstick 

stated that Mr. Ahlfeld was a capable and able leader who provided expertise and 

guidance and had 32 years of service with the Planning Commission.   

Mr. Haverstick introduced the Planning Commission members. 

 

Members Present:  Scott Haverstick, Pam Shellenberger, Donald Witmer, Mark 

Harman and Mary Glazier. 

Member Absent: James Henke 

Visitors Present: Elaine Jones, Lancaster Newspapers 

 Richard Bauder, 130 Sheep Lane 

 Allen Kreider, 141 Supervisors Rd. 

 Jim Huber, 113 Shannon Dr. 

 

Mr. Haverstick stated that the Commission is a member short and asked Mr. Kreider and 

Mr. Bauder the status for filling the vacancy.  Mr. Haverstick was informed there are no 

interested applicants and Mr. Bauder and Mr. Kreider advised the Commission they 

would welcome any interested applicants the Commission would send to them.   

 

Public Comment 

 There was no public comment. 

 

Re-Organization Meeting 

 Ms. Shellenberger nominated Scott Haverstick as Chairperson.  Ms. Glazier 

seconded the nomination and the nomination carried unanimously. 

 Mr. Haverstick nominated Pam Shellenberger as Vice Chairperson.   Ms. Glazier 

seconded the nomination and the nomination carried unanimously. 

 Mr. Haverstick nominated Mary Glazier as Secretary.   Mr. Witmer seconded the 

nomination and the nomination carried unanimously. 

 The meeting dates will continue to be the second Monday of every month with the 

exception of October when the meeting will be the second Tuesday. 

 

Minutes 

 Ms. Shellenberger stated that DC&R should be DCNR and Mike Doman’s last 

name is spelled “Domin”.   Mr. Witmer made a motion to approve the December 8, 2008 

minutes with the corrections.  Ms. Shellenberger seconded the motion and the motion 

carried unanimously. 
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New Business 

Briefing Item #08-004A – Final Subdivision/Land Development Plan for        

Lancaster Area Sewer Authority (LASA) - The project is located at 1171 Central Manor 

Road.  The land is owned by Gene T. & Barbara T. Crites.  The plan will subdivide 

26,688.39 sq. ft. off of the parent tract for a LASA Pump Station.  The property is located 

in the (RL) Low Density Residential Zoning District. 

 Vincent Wayne from Buchart Horn made a presentation stating that they did the 

review of this plan and everyone should have the January 8, 2009 review letter from 

Buchart Horn, Inc.  Mr. Wayne stated that LASA is taking a section for a pump station 

from a three (3) acre piece of property.   They are using the centerline of the existing 

stream as the dividing point between the two properties.   There is a floodplain and 

LASA went through the approval process with the Manor Township Zoning Hearing 

Board to work in the floodplain.   There is existing asphalt broken up driveway that will 

be removed and replaced with the grass paver system that is concrete blocks that grass 

grows through.  There are no structures.   This is an underground pump station.   There 

are two existing driveways that cross this property that are noted in the comments.  The 

following comments were in Mr. Wayne’s letter of January 8, 2009: 

1) The bearings and distances for the proposed property line need to be added. 

2) Total acreage for the entire tract is missing. 

3) On sheet1 the Zoning Action line still says pending although they did hand in the 

decision from the Zoning Hearing Board, therefore, that needs updated. 

4) There is one adjoiner across the street whose name is cut off. 

5) The Ordinance request that existing features are listed within 200’ of the tract and 

Mr. Wayne is recommending a waiver with some of the items to be addressed 

such as dimensioning the cartways of the existing streets, providing right-of-ways, 

etc. 

6) Clarity issue – They are calling this an existing lot #11 and Mr. Wayne assumes it 

was created previously and that is why it is called #11 but if it is not it needs to be 

renumbered #1 and #2. 

7) On sheet 4, the proposed driveway dimensions are not readable. 

8) Provide the approximate size and vertical locations of the proposed sanitary sewer 

mains. 

9) 75’ clear site triangle is shown and 100’ is needed and they need to draw it 

correctly on proposed centerline of the new driveway. 

10) Provide the location and material of all permanent monuments and markers for 

the proposed lots. 

11) Regarding highway occupancy permits – Wording used does not match what is in 

the Ordinance.   The last sentence needs updated. 

12) Notice for the E&S approval has not been provided, however, they state they are 

going to submit this as one big project with the Conservation District not just this 

property. 

13) On sheet 2 they are showing the proposed lot line on the existing conditions.  

They should not show the proposed lot line on the existing conditions plan. 

14) Clarity issue in that they have a plan book underneath Lot 11A which is proposed 

and he is assuming it is a mistake since this plan has not been recorded. 
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15) Talks about the two existing driveways crossing the property.   There is an 

existing private 50’ right-of-way through the property and Mr. Wayne is not sure 

what it is for.  Mr. Wayne stated until they get an explanation for the right-of-way 

they do not know if the two existing driveways have a right-of-way; but now 

would be the time to add those right-of-ways for those two houses. 

16) General Comment on the Stormwater Report.  The Stormwater Ordinance 

requires a 50% reduction in runoff from post to pre development unless the pre 

existing hydrograph is not exceeded at all points.  The stormwater report did not 

address the 50% requirement.  However, it does show that the pre existing 

hydrograph is not exceeded at all points.  Therefore it is approved.  (SWM 401.8) 

Mr. Witmer expressed concerns regarding the pump station being placed in this 

location due to the severity of flooding in that area.   Mr. Ott advised him that LASA 

went through the Zoning Hearing Board for construction in the 100-year floodplain. 

 Mr. Kreider informed the Commission that LASA stated that the pumps and 

equipment were submersible with a watertight cover.   Mr. Kreider stated that he feels 

what is missing is a planting buffer around the electrical equipment, which will be off 

the ground.   Mr. Kreider did not know how high the equipment would be located 

above the ground.  

 Mr. Witmer was concerned with what would occur if the pumps fail and asked if 

anything would be done with the “S” turn in the creek 

 Mr. Harman asked if a flood study was done.  Mr. Haverstick replied that 

apparently a study was completed. 

 Mr. Haverstick questioned if this was the only site available.   Mr. Kreider 

advised him that it is the most convenient site for the gravity flow system to come to 

before it is pumped up the hill.   

 There was discussion regarding the flooding in the area of the proposed pump 

station as well as information from LASA to the Township how they would handle a 

flooding or electrical failure situation.  

 Mr. Ott advised the Commission that these questions raised were answered at the 

Zoning Hearing Board and LASA is aware of all the issues that have been brought up 

by the Commission. 

 Mr. Haverstick stated that he feels it would be appropriate for LASA to answer 

the questions raised either for the Planning Commission or the Supervisors because it 

is the Supervisors’ decision ultimately.   Mr. Haverstick stated that he would be 

hesitant on making a decision with so many unanswered questions.   Mr. Haverstick 

questioned if LASA had a pumping station in a similar environment.   Mr. Ott 

advised him that LASA mentioned at the Zoning Hearing that they had other pump 

stations located in floodplains.  

 Mr. Harman had questions regarding stormwater.  Mr. Harman questioned what 

value is used for the pavers as it appears everything is just grass now.   Mr. Wayne 

advised him that they use the value for grass, which is the whole purpose of the new 

pavers.    Mr. Haverstick pointed out that the existing impervious is going to be 

removed so there is a net gain in pervious.   Mr. Harman questioned Mr. Wayne that 

if it is not in the ordinance would the Township be setting a precedent by putting 

pavers down and being able to use the value for grass.  Mr. Haverstick questioned 
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whether the Commission had dealt with the pervious issue in the SALDO.    Mr. Ott 

stated that the pervious issue might have been in the revisions recommended.   

 Ms. Shellenberger asked what the status was regarding the revisions for the 

SALDO that the Planning Commission had made.   Mr. Ott advised her that he did 

not know the status.   Mr. Kreider stated that he did not have any information 

regarding the revisions.   Mr. Haverstick stated that the Commission had spent a great 

deal of time on the revisions and he had believed some of the revisions had been 

initiated but evidently that was not the case.    Mr. Bauder asked if there is a 

comprehensive list of amendments to the SALDO from the Commission.  Mr. Ott 

advised them that everything was documented in the minutes.   There were extra 

meetings held and the Commission met prior to the regular meetings.  There are 

minutes on all the meetings that were distributed to the Supervisors.   Mr. Bauder 

asked who was going to prepare a documented list of what the Planning Commission 

wants.   Mr. Haverstick advised him that he had assumed the staff would prepare the 

list.   Mr. Ott advised the Commission that Mark Lauriello was part of the revision 

process and had been working with Mr. Smith regarding the revisions.    Mr. Ott 

stated that the Commission had gone through the document and made suggestions for 

change; this was listed in the annual report that was distributed to the Planning 

Commission and Supervisors.   Ms. Glazier read a motion from minutes of March 10, 

2008 made by Mr. Haverstick recommending that the Supervisors adopt the SALDO 

with the changes made by Planning Commission.   Mr. Bauder stated that technical 

changes were incorporated but not the philosophical ones.  Mr. Bauder does not know 

what was included and what was not.   Ms. Glazier read from the April Supervisor’s 

Minutes that indicated that the Supervisors had looked at the revisions at their 

meeting in which “Mr. May asked if there could be a shorter version for their review.  

Mr. Smith stated he believed there is and he could possibly have Mr. Lauriello or Mr. 

Caldwell come to answer any questions.   Mr. Kreider made a request that the 

document be marked where any changes had been made so it would be easier to 

review.  Mr. Smith stated he will have that before the next meeting.”  Ms. Glazier 

stated that she did not see in any of the minutes after April 2008 where the SALDO 

was looked at again.   Mr. Kreider advised her that he would get answers to their 

questions.    Mr. Haverstick stated that they spent a good bit of time on it and would 

like some action taken, however it is decided.   Mr. Bauder advised them that they 

would get back to the Commission before the next meeting.   Ms. Glazier stated that a 

draft amendment was presented on April 7, 2008 that would have had the changes.  

Ms. Glazier stated the amendment was not really reviewed the night it was brought 

forward and the idea was to have a more tangible document to look at; there was 

never any other mention of it.   

 Mr. Ott advised the Commission that Mr. Weese from Rettew would be present at 

the next meeting and would be able to answer any questions they may have regarding 

the LASA pumping station.   Mr. Haverstick suggested that in the interim, it will be 

looked at by the Supervisors as a briefing item as well and he stated that he felt it 

would be safe for the Supervisors to say that the Planning Commission had some 

serious questions regarding the potential for flooding.   Since it was approved by the 

Zoning Hearing Board, Ms. Shellenberger asked if it would require the Board to 

appeal the Zoning Hearing Board decision if they were not in agreement with it.   Mr. 
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Ott advised her that the Zoning Board is going by the Ordinance and the Applicant 

proved that the use could go in the floodplain and provided all the technical details 

that the Zoning Board required for them to approve the use of the floodplain.   Mr. 

Haverstick stated that he felt it is not so much the use as it is the technical issues.  Ms. 

Shellenberger stated that is all part of the Zoning Hearing Board decision and part of 

their ruling that they heard all those questions.   Mr. Ott stated that in the LASA 

presentation given, the panel would be above the water level and the unit 

underground is waterproof.  Ms. Shellenberger asked if there were any restrictions 

regarding a possible generator.  Mr. Ott stated that he would have to look at the 

Zoning Board decision.   Mr. Haverstick stated that he felt you could argue the case 

that they are not satisfied that the pumping station would be waterproof.   There was 

further discussion regarding the pumping station in the floodplain.    Mr. Haverstick 

stated that he felt that the Supervisors could make the argument that the actual 100-

year flood elevation is in a different place than where LASA feels it is.  Ms. 

Shellenberger asked if anyone from LASA would be at the next meeting to answer 

questions.   Mr. Ott stated that he would talk to Mr. Weese and request that he bring 

someone from LASA with him to answer questions.   

 

Correspondence 

 Ms. Glazier advised she did not have any correspondence. 

 

 Ms. Glazier stated she had a question regarding the Park & Recreation 

Comprehensive Plan as to whether there was going to be a follow up on that plan.  

Mr. Ott advised her that the minutes were mailed to the Park & Recreation Board 

which included the Commission’s request to meet with them.   Ms. Shellenberger 

stated that the Park & Recreation Board minutes indicated that the consultant 

assigned to the project was no longer employed by David Miller and she questioned if 

that may have put the project in limbo.   Mr. Ott stated that he was not involved in the 

project but he stated that maybe the budget was spent.   Ms. Glazier felt from their 

minutes that not all had gone as well as they had hoped with Mr. Laudien leaving and 

the consultant leaving David Miller Associates.    Mr. Kreider advised them that the 

Supervisors are anxiously awaiting the approval of the Comprehensive Plan because 

of the possibility of new developments being submitted and how it ties directly to the 

SALDO.   The Supervisors are more than anxious to pass the plan when they get it.   

Mr. Bauder stated that the amount of open space required needs to be specified, 

which is in the SALDO and the amount is comparable to other Townships.  Mr. 

Bauder stated that they could be challenged if they do not have an official Plan.   Mr. 

Bauder stated that they are anxious to adopt the plan and then it can be amended.  Mr. 

Haverstick stated that the Commission still would like to have a joint meeting with 

members of the Park and Recreation Board and he does not care if it is before or after 

the plan is passed as long as they have the option to amend the Plan in a timely 

fashion.  Ms. Shellenberger pointed out that the problem with the plan is it does not 

provide the guidance that is needed.   If you collect the fee in lieu of or want the land, 

the plan is suppose to provide the guidance as to where to use those monies or to 

where you need a park.  It gives you a reason for wanting the land instead of the 

money.   In its current form, the Comprehensive Plan does not do either one of those 
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things for the Supervisors.  Ms. Shellenberger stated that the plan has some 

background information, little or no analysis and when it gets to the implementation 

and planning portion there is nothing.  It makes two or three recommendations, 

mainly related to a recreation center and not much of anything else.  It does not 

provided what is needed to back up the fees.  Mr. Haverstick stated that the plan is an 

empty shell as if it was done on a word processor for five other townships.   Mr. 

Kreider stated that he had talked to Bill Laudien who had felt it might be a problem to 

get the two boards together.   Mr. Ott stated that the minutes indicate the Planning 

Commission would like to get together with the Park and Recreation Board and Mr. 

Ott thinks that John May indicated that he would work on making that happen.   Ms. 

Glazier pointed out that maybe someone could attend the January 26
th

 Park and 

Recreation Board meeting.    Ms. Glazier read from the November 2008 meeting of 

the Park and Recreation Board and their next meeting is January 26
th

 so they would 

not have had a chance to discuss what was sent to them in the Commission minutes.   

 Mr. Haverstick stated two things they are asking of the Supervisors are 1) 

somehow arranging a joint meeting with the Park and Recreation Board and 2) review 

of the SALDO.    

 Mr. Haverstick stated he would like to move along with at least studying a TDR 

program for the Township, which was looked at briefly.  The Supervisors indicated 

that they had interest in a TDR program.   Ms. Shellenberger advised them if you just 

wanted to transfer within the Township, to make them marketable, it takes either 

using them for floor coverage or additional dwelling units. If you are satisfied with 

your current density, to create a market, unless you want to look at higher density 

than you already allow, the Township would have to down zone to create that market 

to get the density to where you want it now.  Mr. Haverstick stated that he felt that 

this is an idea that is applicable for Manor Township.   There are farms waiting to be 

preserved all over in Manor Township and this is a way of moving that along.   There 

were questions as to how to begin the process.  Ms. Shellenberger advised the 

Commission that you would start by looking at the Zoning Ordinance, because your 

Urban Growth Area is where you would want to transfer the development rights to 

from your rural area.  You would have to look where the vacant parcels are located, 

what are they zoned, and what is the current density. If you want to be able to use 

what development rights are transferred in, your zoning has to allow for more than 

what is currently allowed.  You must decide where you want to allow more density 

than what you currently allow.  If you want to relate it to a commercial development 

like Warwick Township, then they transferred rights equivalent to lot coverage. But 

in order to do that, before they started their TDR program, they created this new 

zoning district which only allowed ten percent lot coverage. The transferred rights 

allowed the lot coverage to increase.  If you tried that now in Manor Township where 

you already are allowed 70 or 80 percent lot coverage, you would need to amend the 

zoning ordinance and only allow say 20% lot coverage.  Any such amendment will 

create numerous unhappy people.   It requires a lot of homework and study to come 

up with what works best for a TDR program.  Part of what LIMC was looking at was 

transferring them to Lancaster City or somewhere else who might want the higher 

density.   Mr. Haverstick stated that he felt that overall TDR’s is a good device and a 

device that they need as a Township to implement.    Mr. Ott pointed out that the 
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SALDO needs to be in place and revised and those types of things need to happen 

prior to launching another project.   

 

 There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 8:35 p.m. 

 

 

        Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

        Mary Glazier 

        Secretary 

 

Recording Secretary 

Evelyn Rineer 

 

  

  

  

  

 

  



Manor Township Planning Commission Minutes 

 

Monday, February 9, 2009     Time:  7:30 P.M. 

 

 

 The Manor Township Planning Commission met on Monday, February 9, 2009 at 

the Manor Township Municipal Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA.  

Chairman Scott Haverstick opened the meeting with the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.  

Mr. Haverstick introduced the members of the Planning Commission. 

 

Members Present: Scott Haverstick, Pam Shellenberger, Donald Witmer, Mary  

   Glazier, James Henke, and Mark Harman 

Visitors Present: Pam & Les Neidig, 137 Carol Drive, Washington Boro, PA 

   Ron Vogle, 131 Spring Meadow Lane, Washington Boro, PA 

   Bob Boettger, 125 Spring Meadow Lane, Washington Boro, PA 

   Ken Asche, 116 Spring Meadow Lane, Washington Boro, PA 

   Jim Huber, 113 Shannon Drive, Lancaster, PA 

   Maria Elliott, 126 E. King Street, Lancaster, PA 

   Scott Fertich, LASA 

   Mike Kyle, LASA 

   John Weese, Rettew Assoc. 

   Elaine Jones, Lancaster Newspapers 

 

Public Comment 

 There was no public comment. 

 

Minutes 

 Mr. Witmer made a motion to approve the January 12, 2009 minutes.  Mr. 

Haverstick seconded the motion and the motion carried with James Henke and Pam 

Shellenberger abstaining. 

 

Old Business 

Action Item #08-004A – Final Subdivision/Land Development Plan for Lancaster 

Area Sewer Authority (LASA) - John Weese from Rettew Associates presented the plan.  

Mr. Weese stated that he had received two review letters from Buchart-Horn.  They had 

resubmitted to Buchart–Horn addressing comments between the time of the last Planning 

Commission meeting and this meeting for their review.  There were two outstanding 

items: 1) receive a letter from the Lancaster County Conservation District on the Erosion 

Control Plan as noted on the plan. This plan was submitted to the LCCD showing along 

with the overall sewer line routes, approximately .636 acres subdivided off the Crites 

property for the pumping station.   The purpose of this site is to have a submersible pump 

station.   The erosion control plan as been reviewed, but the permit has not been issued 

due to the fact there is a couple stream crossings associated with the plan that must also 

be permitted.   2) The drafting comment can be easily addressed.  There was a question as 

to how to show the property line between the new Lot 11A and the original Lot 11.   The 

line was originally down the center of the stream and it was suggested that they use the 
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meets and bounds of the property instead.   The plan was revised to show the meets and 

bounds.  This plan was actually recorded in 1980 but it was done as a lot add-on plan to 

the owners prior to the Shertzers.   Mr. Weese stated that to his knowledge the lot add-on 

plan was never completed.  Mr. Weese stated that they felt it was best to re-subdivide the 

exact same parcel so it stands alone.   There were existing easements that were recorded 

previously that would carry over onto this plan; in particular there is a 50-foot easement 

that is used to serve the Martin Farm.   That easement remains, because it still serves to 

adjacent residences.  That easement was previously recorded in the Letort Subdivision 

Plan and that was referenced on the drawing.   

Pam Shellenberger questioned why on the cover sheet for the site data does it 

state that the total number of lots is (1) one since it is a subdivision and it only addresses 

the use of one lot.  Mr. Weese stated that under site data they could add another column 

stating the existing use of Lot 11 is residential.  Ms. Shellenberger stated that it would be 

more consistent if that information were added. 

Mr. Henke pointed out that the review letter was cleaned up from the last letter 

received. 

Mr. Weese pointed out that they added all the conditions of the Zoning Approval 

which was one of Mr. Wayne’s comments. 

Mr. Henke asked Mr. Weese what was the status of the DEP approval for the 

pump station.   Mr. Weese stated that he did not know the exact status.   Mr. Fertich 

advised Mr. Henke that Part 2 was being reviewed by DEP. 

Les Neidig, 137 Carol Drive, read from a two page letter expressing concerns 

with regards to the flooding on this site and requested that riprap be layered on the creek 

bank from the bridge to a point approximately 220 feet upstream on the west bank of the 

creek.  The letter is attached to the minutes.   

Ken Asche, 116 Spring Meadow Lane, asked what the square footage was for the 

subdivided property that will have the pump station placed on it.   Mr. Asche was advised 

that it is 27,698 square feet.   Mr. Asche asked if any studies have been completed on the 

potential stormwater run off from the Barley property once the sewer is built. He stated 

that the bridge opening restricts the water causing the flooding.  Mr. Asche stated that he 

would like to see the pumping station located below the second bridge on Letort Road or 

somewhere else and stated that the potential for flooding would increase everyday a new 

house is added to the Barley tract.   

Mr. Haverstick advised the audience that the cost of this sewer project is not in 

their jurisdiction.   The Planning Commission is charged with determining whether or not 

this lot can be subdivided.   The Commission’s personal feelings regarding the sewer 

system does not enter into this process.   

Mr. Weese advised the Commission that he was at the Board of Supervisor’s 

meeting where concerns were expressed regarding the flooding.   Since last Monday 

night, Mr. Weese has met with Michael Shertzer who lives next door to where the pump 

station control panel will be located and Mrs. Nissley across the street.   Mr. Weese stated 

that this was a detailed study area that was completed by FEMA; therefore, there was no 

need for them to do another flood study.   Mr. Weese stated that he wanted to make sure 

that they knew exactly where the flood plain was so they went out and did a topographic 

survey of the site to show where the computed elevations were.   Mr. Weese pointed out 

the line on the drawing that showed the floodplain.   Mr. Weese advised the Commission 
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that the wet well is in the floodplain but the driveway and control panel were designed 

not to be in the floodplain so access could be made during severe flooding if there is a 

power outage.  Mr. Weese wanted to be certain that there was access to the control panel 

if the area flooded; therefore, aside from FEMA and their survey, he met with the two 

property owners.   Ms. Nissley had taken pictures in 2006 and remembered back in the 

1990’s when the area had flooded.  She felt that the flooding was about the same both 

times.   Mr. Weese and Mr. Shertzer walked the site and Mr. Weese stated that the line on 

the plan is about where the water according to Mr. Shertzer had risen to.   Mr. Shertzer 

advised Mr. Weese that he has seen about three inches of water across his driveway.    

Mr. Shertzer felt that the water in his driveway was due to the fact that the pipe under the 

road is unable to handle the water during severe flooding.   Mr. Weese stated that he feels 

comfortable with the FEMA elevation for the 100-year flood and it appears to be 

accurate.   Mr. Weese stated in Mrs. Nissley’s photographs you could clearly see the 

bridge railings and guide rail above the flood water.   Mr. Weese stated that the elevation 

at the bridge is around 267 feet and the floodplain is 270 feet which is on the plan.   Mr. 

Weese stated that he feels that this figure is a good representation.   Mr. Weese stated that 

he realizes that during severe flooding access across the bridge would be difficult to 

impossible.  In the event of a power outage, LASA would probably have to access the site 

from the southeast.   

Mr. Haverstick asked what the elevation of the panel is.   Mr. Weese advised him 

that the base of the control panel is between 271 and 272 feet so the ground elevation is 

about 1 to 2 feet higher than the flood plain.  The lane elevates as you travel to the north.  

The bottom of the control panel will be about 3 to 4 feet above the floodplain.  There was 

discussion on the flood elevation of the water in the area during storms.   

Mr. Haverstick asked if this was the best site for the pumping station in LASA’s 

engineer’s determination and Mr. Kyle advised him that it was.  Mr. Haverstick asked 

what the criterion was for determining this site.   Mr. Kyle advised him that the proximity 

to the system, use of the property, availability of the property, and the willingness of the 

property owner to negotiate a sale were the criteria.   Mr. Kyle advised him that this was 

not the only property available but that they felt this was the best choice.   

Mr. Witmer stated that he would like to see the electrical system raised another 

two feet if this is built.   

Mr. Haverstick asked if LASA had experience with pumping stations in similar 

situations with regards to the severity of flooding.    Mr. Haverstick was advised that they 

have a number of pumping stations in floodplains and have needed to access stations that 

have been flooded.   They have portable pumpers, generators and most stations have 

many hours of holding capacity and the pump stations are flood tight.   Mr. Kyle stated 

that he cannot say that they have stations in a similar area, as they are not familiar with 

this specific area.    Mr. Haverstick asked if LASA would give consideration to 

recommendations the Supervisors may make in terms of additional safety measures.   Mr. 

Kyle stated that they are always open to suggestions in regards to safety measures and 

even in regards to the comment of bank riprap or some kind of stream restoration.  He 

stated that LASA is open to any suggestions.     

Ms. Glazier stated that she feels that the subdivision is a slam-dunk because the 

Zoning Hearing Board approved the special exception use without putting as many 

conditions on the application as perhaps would be appropriate considering how dicey this 
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site is.   Ms. Glazier questioned who has the authority to say that this does not make sense 

and was that opportunity lost when the Zoning Hearing Board did not press harder for 

conditions.    

Mr. Witmer asked how close to the banks the pipes would be laid.  Mr. Witmer 

was advised that it was stated at the Zoning Meeting that the pipe would be laid 30 to 35 

feet from the creek bank.     

Mr. Kyle advised the Commission that they were not prepared to answer all the 

questions raised by the Planning Commission, but that they could have their designer 

respond to the Planning Commission concerns.  

Attorney Maria Elliott advised the Commission that LASA did go through a 

zoning hearing application for the pumping station in the floodplain under a special 

exception.   There were criteria that needed to be met as part of the zoning application 

and indicated there were 15 criteria that is listed in the Zoning Ordinance.  Ms. Elliott 

stated that there were conditions addressing issues put into the Zoning Ordinance that 

would address some of the Commission’s concerns regarding the flooding.    

Scott Fertich, Staff Engineer for the Authority, advised the Commission that the 

pipes would be below the creek bed.   They must cross the creek at several places so they 

will be several feet below the creek bed.   Mr. Fertich stated that they will protect their 

assets and if there would be deterioration, LASA will do what they have to.   

James Henke made a motion that the revised final subdivision and land 

development plan for the Lancaster Area Sewer Authority be recommended for 

conditional approval based on the first comment being that the site data be revised to 

include the use for Lot 11.   The second part of the motion was that additional 

consideration be given to raising the electrical panel to some additional safety factor 

above the elevation that is currently shown on the drawings.   

Mr. Henke stated that the installation of the sewer pipe, station location, etc. was 

LASA’s business and they have a maintenance program and will be looking at those lines 

periodically. Mr. Henke stated that he also understands about the depth of the piping.  

Mr. Henke completed his motion stating that the applicant must finish and follow 

up addressing all the review comments from Buchart-Horn dated February 6,
 
2009.  Mr. 

Witmer seconded the motion. 

Ms. Glazier commented that they needed to hope that the interest of the Authority 

leads them to do things in a way that will be responsible.   There are many questions 

raised by all the problems associated with this site.   Ms. Glazier stated that water is 

powerful and we cannot underestimate what could happen at this site.  Ms. Glazier 

indicated that the people who live in the area would appreciate more specific assurances 

that steps will be taken to protect the banks of the stream and address the potential for 

problems down the road.   

Mr. Haverstick called for the vote on the motion.  The motion passed 

unanimously. 

 

Update on SALDO revisions and Manor Township Comprehensive Recreation & Open 

Space Plan 2008 -   Mr. Ott advised the Commission that as far as he was aware, the 

SALDO revisions that were given to the Board of Supervisors will be advertised and 

voted on by the Board of Supervisors in the next two months or so. 



 5 

 Mr. Haverstick stated that everyone needed to apologize to Ms. Glazier and Ms. 

Shellenberger for attending the Park and Recreation Meeting with no one being aware 

they would be attending.   Mr. Haverstick advised the Commission that he is not sure 

how that occurred.  Mr. Ott stated the information sent him did get passed on to the 

appropriate people.    

 Mr. Ott stated he was informed by Mr. Smith that if the Commission wishes to 

they could attend the March 23
rd

 meeting of the Park and Recreation Board.   

 Mr. Haverstick stated the Supervisors are going to pass the Comprehensive Plan 

and are open to amending it.   Mr. Haverstick and Ms. Glazier indicated that they are not 

happy with the plan being passed and then amended after seeing the SALDO go through 

the same process.   Mr. Ott advised them that the meeting is open to all the Planning 

Commission members and he would hope that everyone who could make it that night 

would attend.   Ms. Glazier wanted to know if they met again, what would they be doing 

and will there be staff support to go forward to make changes in the plan.    Ms. Glazier 

stated that she would like to know who will be there and what will happen.   Ms. 

Shellenberger stated that they had talked about a subcommittee being created that would 

include representatives from the Planning Commission and from the Park and Recreation 

Board to really delve into the plan and make some solid recommendations for changes.    

They would meet separately and not on someone’s meeting night.    Ms. Glazier stated if 

they would meet again she wants someone to attend who is prepared to help move 

forward.   Mr. Haverstick indicated that he would call Mr. Smith to talk about how any 

revisions that came from a joint meeting would be developed and implemented.   

 

Correspondence 

 Ms. Glazier stated that she had received a letter from LCPC enclosing the original 

signed Waiver – Exhibit A of the Memorandum of Understanding for the Sewer 

Authority Plan. 

 There was also a letter from C. S. Davidson, Inc. regarding the Muddy Creek 

Region Joint Comprehensive Plan Preliminary Draft Plan on a CD.     Ms. Shellenberger 

explained why the letter and CD were sent and also the area that the Muddy Creek 

Region covered. 

 

There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 8:30 p.m. 

 

 

       Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

       Mary Glazier 

       Secretary 

 

Recording Secretary 

Evelyn Rineer 
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Manor Township Planning Commission Minutes 

 

Monday, March 9, 2009      Time:  7:30 P.M. 

 

 The Manor Township Planning Commission met on Monday, March 9, 2009 at the 

Manor Township Municipal Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA.  Chairman Scott 

Haverstick opened the meeting with the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.  Mr. Haverstick 

introduced the members of the Planning Commission. 

 

Members Present: Scott Haverstick, Pam Shellenberger, Donald Witmer,  James Henke and 

Mark Harman 

Member Absent: Mary Glazier 

Visitors Present: Mark Lauriello, Rettew Associates 

 David Charles, Manor Vest 

 Mitchell Thomas & Maryanne Thomas, 104 Fawn Hill, Millersville, PA 

 Chris Venarchick, RGS 

 Joel Snyder, RGS 

 Andrea Ellis, 3039 Miller Rd., Washington Boro, PA 

 Jim Huber, 113 Shannon Dr., Lancaster, PA 

 Elaine Jones, Lancaster Newspapers 

Public Comment 

          There was no public comment. 

 

Minutes 

 Pamela Shellenberger made a motion to approve the minutes as presented.  Jim Henke 

seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously. 

 

Mr. Haverstick advised they would be taking the Pre-Application Review Sketch Plan for 

Country Manor before Old Business. 

 

New Business 

 Pre-Application Review-Sketch Plan-Country Manor – Chris Venarchick from RGS was 

representing the applicant.   Also present was the property owner Dave Charles from Manorvest.  

Mr. Venarchick stated that they were before the Commission to show the sketch plan for Country 

Manor project.   The property is approximately 6.7 acres located on the west side of Duke Street 

south of the intersection of Duke Street and Route 999.  There are four existing apartment 

buildings on the property.   The project is located within the High Density Residential (RH) 

Zoning District.  The property is within the Urban Growth Boundary and is served with public 

water and sewer.  There is no action required this evening.  The applicant will be utilizing the 

existing access drive off Duke Street and they are simply expanding an infill project with 

additional apartment buildings.  The existing land to be used in this section is currently used as 

agriculture.  They are proposing three new apartment buildings.  This project is in line with the 

County’s objectives for Smart Growth and is the same use as what is occurring on the property at 

the present time.  Each proposed building would house 16 apartment units for a total of 48 units.  

There are 32 existing units so there would be a grand total of 80 proposed apartment units.  The 

applicant did look at some of the traffic studies that might be needed.   This does comply with 
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the section where trip generations would need to be provided to the Township, however, due to 

the small scope of the project there would not be a full-blown traffic study required.   The 

estimates are much less than the 100 peak trips per hour.  Access will be off Duke Street and the 

applicant has met with the fire department and understands that they may have some concerns.  

The fire company asked the applicant to widen out from the radius.  The applicant wants to work 

with the existing buildings and the applicant created a bit of a traffic calming effect through the 

parking area.  The feedback from the fire department is to widen out the radius, the single point 

of access in is okay and the applicant understands that would be a waiver of the Subdivision and 

Land Development Ordinance.  The applicant has a letter from the fire department stating that if 

the applicant complies with what they have asked for from the applicant, the fire department will 

be okay with the access.  This will be filed as a preliminary final plan.   The storm drainage was 

pointed out on the plan indicating the location of the stormwater management basin.  With the 

new DEP regulations, the applicant knows that the stormwater leaving that site will be less than 

it is today based on the infiltration requirement.   The applicant is looking at using the existing 

storm drainage easement that was set up in the adjoining development.  They received a letter 

from the Township Engineer and have no problems with the letter.  Comments that were in the 

review letter were as follows: 1) Comment regarding the access drive and parking compounds 

will need interior curbing and the applicant understands that is required.  2) Access restriction 

with one access to Duke Street and as was mentioned earlier they met with fire department to 

make sure emergency services were okay and the plan was revised according to feedback from 

the fire department.  3) Comment regarding stormwater discharge.  They will work within the 

limits of the Ordinance as well as with Conservation District and DEP to make sure stormwater 

is managed accordingly.   The applicant realizes that a waiver would be required for the two 

points of access.   The applicant stated that he feels that the feedback from the fire department 

supports that and the existing conditions create a hardship.   

 Don Witmer asked the width of the existing driveway and was told that it is 

approximately 23’ wide. 

 Scott Haverstick questioned the existing stormwater management.  Mr. Venarchick 

explained where the drainage is currently going.  Mr. Haverstick asked if stormwater Basin “A” 

does exist and was advised it is a proposed feature.  Mr. Venarchick stated that the stormwater 

would be better managed with this project than at present.  Mr. Haverstick asked when the 

existing buildings were constructed.  Mr. Charles advised them that the buildings were built 

approximately 45 year ago.   

 James Henke asked if there was an opportunity for a secondary emergency entrance 

anywhere.   Mr. Henke was advised it is completely surrounded by development.  The 

topography does not really allow for a second entrance.   

 Mr. Harman asked if it would be possible to widen the access drive or separate with some 

type of curbing so there would be a delineated way in and out.  Mr. Harman was advised it is 

narrow and to widen the access drive would push the edge close to the property line.   

 Mr. Haverstick questioned the number of apartment units per floor.   Mr. Charles stated 

that there would be four units per floor.   Mr. Charles advised the Commission that there will be 

three story buildings and the end units will be two stories.   

 Mr. Haverstick asked Mr. Lauriello if the revisions proposed to the SALDO would allow 

for more stringent buffering than the pre-existing SALDO.  Mr. Lauriello advised him that there 

are no proposed changes to that section. 
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 Andrea Ellis, 3039 Miller Road, questioned the size of the apartments and asked if they 

will be rented to students.   Mr. Charles advised her that there would be a mix of one and two 

bedroom apartments and they would be available to college students.   Ms. Ellis asked if the 

parking spaces are provided to allow two vehicles per dwelling and Mr. Charles advised her that 

the parking is sufficient.   

 Mr. Haverstick advised her that the Township does have requirements for the number of 

parking spaces. 

 Mr. Lauriello advised the Commission that the engineer’s comments are outlined in the 

February 25 letter and will be addressed at the land development stage.  The emergency access 

will be dealt with at the land development stage and they will have to request a waiver and 

supply justifications.   The support letter from the fire company will be very important as far as 

evaluating the modification for the waiver.  The stormwater discharge, aside from the emergency 

access, is probably the biggest issue and if the applicant has not already done so, they will need 

verification that the easement they are discharging into can be used for the development of this 

tract.  Mr. Charles advised the Commission that he has called the previous owner who actually 

owned the adjacent tract of land and sold it for development but retained the easement for the 

purpose of adding additional units.  Mr. Charles stated that he is not sure how that will be 

determined on paper at this time.   

 Mr. Henke stated that if it were at all possible, he would like to see an emergency 

entrance.  Mr. Charles advised Mr. Henke that one of the adjoining property owners, where an 

access could be possible, is against any easement of any form.  Mr. Henke stated that he wanted 

to follow up on Mr. Harman’s comment regarding some sort of boulevard to divide the access 

drive.  Mr. Henke asked if there are landscape islands required in the parking lot.   Mr. Ott 

advised him that there is five percent landscaping required in a parking lot. 

Mr. Henke questioned the location of the dumpster and the area was pointed out on the 

plan.   

 Mr. Haverstick stated that this is a non-action plan. 

 

Old Business 

Manor Township Comprehensive Recreation & Open Space Plan 2008 Update - Mr. Ott reported 

that this plan would be advertised as is for adoption.   At this point in time, there is no funding 

allocated for revisions.   Mr. Smith stated he would be willing to set a meeting up for the 

Planning Commission and Park and Recreation Board.    Mr. Haverstick stated that the 

Supervisors want to pass this plan in its present form and then revisit it.  Mr. Haverstick stated 

that Barry Smith is going to schedule at some point in time a joint meeting initially with both 

Boards and then both Boards can decide if they want to appoint representatives.   Ms. 

Shellenberger and Ms. Glazier are particularly interested in this plan and Ms. Shellenberger has 

the expertise to have some impact on the plan.   Mr. Haverstick stated he hoped they would be 

looking at revisions sooner rather than later and he will continue to nudge Mr. Smith regarding a 

joint meeting. 

 

Manor Township Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance Update - Mr. Lauriello 

reviewed the history of this Ordinance.   Manor Township adopted their Subdivision and Land 

Development Ordinance on May 7, 2007.  Prior to that, the Township used Lancaster County 

Planning Commission’s Ordinance.   After May 7, 2007, the Planning Commission felt they 

wanted to spend more time with the Ordinance with regards to perfecting it.  The Planning 
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Commission went through ten or so months of looking at the Ordinance.   On March 10, 2008, 

this Planning Commission recommended that the Township Supervisors adopt the Subdivision 

and Land Development Ordinance.  After the Planning Commission recommended approval of 

the Ordinance, Mr. Lauriello had to make some minor changes that the Planning Commission 

had recommended on the night of recommendation for approval.  The changes were made and 

within two weeks a dozen or more copies were sent to the Supervisors for them to start working 

on it.   When they received the Ordinance, the Supervisors also had a few other things they had 

to deal with and several things took precedence over the SALDO and nothing was done with it.  

Now the Supervisors are ready to work to adopt the revisions to the SALDO that the Planning 

Commission recommended.  It has been sent back to this Planning Commission, and they will be 

sending it to the Lancaster County Planning Commission for formal comments.  Mr. Lauriello 

recapped some of the major changes this Planning Commission made after its adoption in 2007.  

1) Minor tweaks were made to the definitions. 2) Changes were made to the sketch plan section. 

A clarification was made that sketch plans were not mandatory. 3) Clarified the water and sewer 

feasibility study reports in Section 407. 4) Historical Features Report Requirement was revised 

that is in Section 407.5.  5) Street and Paving Cross Sections were changed to give some options 

for local and collector streets.  6) The addition of an actual street cross section with dimensions 

from curb to curb, sidewalk, etc. was also changed and options were put in based on speed limit 

and average daily trips. 7) Revisions were made that provided more clarity to the greenway 

Section 511.F.  It mainly dealt with pedestrian access to an actual greenway through a 

development.   

Also, in addition to those changes that were recommended by the Planning Commission, 

there were two comments from Dick Bauder and one comment from Bruce Ott.   Mr. Bauder’s 

comments had to do with street lighting in that he wanted to remove the requirements for street 

lighting in developments and intersections.  Mr. Bauder wanted to make sure that the Park and 

Recreation fee for mandatory dedication was consistent with the Park and Recreation Study.   

Mr. Ott wanted to add some language to the definition of land development so that minor 

nonresidential building additions meeting certain criteria would not be required to follow the 

land development plan process.   Copies of the Ordinance with all changes annotated were 

supplied that shows all the proposed changes.   Mr. Lauriello stated that the Planning 

Commission must decide what they want to do next.   

 Ms. Shellenberger stated if everything the Commission talked about has been addressed 

and they recommended it be adopted, she did not see a need to open up any section and start 

delving into it at this point.   Mr. Lauriello stated that Rettew needed to go through and make 

sure the table of contents lines up with the page numbers.   

 Mr. Haverstick asked if the suggestions that were made by Mr. Bauder and Mr. Ott were 

reasonable.   Mr. Lauriello stated that they are all reasonable but also open for discussion.   Ms. 

Shellenberger questioned the word “substantial” in the land development definition stating it is a 

word that makes things hard to enforce.   Mr. Ott explained that one issue is if there is something 

small that only requires 3-4 parking spaces on a 10 or 15 acre lot, the staff wanted some 

discretion in making someone go through a land development plan for that size project.  Mr. Ott 

explained there was no specific number used because they wanted some flexibility.   Mr. Ott 

stated that staff is satisfied with the way it is written at this time.   

 Mr. Haverstick asked if there was any verbiage as what does not constitute land 

development.  Mr. Lauriello stated that there are three items and that is it.  These items are from 

the MPC. 
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 Ms. Shellenberger stated that she felt with the word “substantial” the first time will set 

precedence.  Mr. Ott stated that the staff will have to look at the lot size, use and what is being 

proposed; that is why it is difficult to use a specific number.  Each situation is different.   Ms. 

Shellenberger stated that we can see how it plays out and if it starts to cause problems we can 

always make changes.   

 Mr. Haverstick asked if the Supervisors would approach the lighting issues.  Mr. 

Lauriello advised him that Mr. Bauder’s recommendations were included in the SALDO on 

Pages V-17 and V-18.   Mr. Bauder’s recommendation was to remove the requirement for street 

lights except for unsafe conditions.  Secondly, Mr. Bauder commented on Section 

502.13.A.1.b.1; there was a requirement that dictated the technology and with changing 

technology it should be more of a performance standard.  Mr. Lauriello stated that he agreed with 

that change.   Mr. Ott pointed out that lamppost are required.  There was extensive discussion 

regarding the street light requirement.   

 Mr. Henke referred back to the land development discussion and asked if a detached 

garage over 1,000 square feet would require a stormwater management plan.    Mr. Ott advised 

him that it would require a building permit and require them to look at stormwater management.   

 Mr. Witmer questioned what the word tilling under “Land Disturbance” meant.   Mr. 

Haverstick pointed out that it is conceivable that the word “land disturbance” may not show up in 

the Ordinance as this is just a definition.   Mr. Lauriello pointed out that the definitions are often 

carried over from the Zoning Ordinance.  Ms. Shellenberger pointed out that this only applies 

when someone is submitting a subdivision and land development plan; it is not applicable in any 

other situation.  Ms. Shellenberger stated that it might be applicable if someone was submitting 

an E&S Plan.   

 Referring to streetlights, Mr. Henke stated that he feels street lights at intersections are a 

safety factor.  Ms. Shellenberger stated that she did not see the need for street lights throughout 

the interior of the development, but streetlights should be placed at a main intersection where the 

development road enters the main street.   

 Jim Huber, 113 Shannon Drive Wilshire Hills, stated that he feels that a certain amount 

of lighting is required especially at intersections.   There is a certain amount of lighting required 

for security and he would like to see more lighting in Wilshire Hills.  Mr. Huber advised the 

Commission that police would encourage lighting throughout a development to minimize crime.   

Mr. Haverstick suggested that they request that the Supervisors revisit street lights at 

intersections for safety reasons.  Mr. Henke asked what the opinions were from the other 

Supervisors and Mr. Henke was advised that Mr. Bauder was the only one who submitted 

comments.   

 Mr. Henke made a recommendation that the Board of Supervisors adopt the revisions to 

the SALDO as drafted subject to considering amending the Lighting Section 502.13.A.1.a.1) by 

including crossed out 1) as stated except remove terminus (bulb) of cul-de-sac and crosswalks.  

Ms. Shellenberger seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously. 

 

 Meeting was adjourned at 8:45 p.m. 

 

       Respectfully submitted, 

 

Evelyn Rineer 

       Recording Secretary 
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Manor Township Planning Commission Minutes 

 

Monday, April 13, 2009      Time:  7:30 P.M. 

 

 The Manor Township Planning Commission met on Monday, April 13, 2009 at 

the Manor Township Municipal Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA.  

Chairman Scott Haverstick opened the meeting with the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.  

Mr. Haverstick introduced the members of the Planning Commission. 

 

Members Present: Scott Haverstick, Pamela Shellenberger, Donald Witmer, Mary  

   Glazier, James Henke and Mark Harman 

Visitors Present: Jim Huber, 113 Shannon Drive, Lancaster 

   Elaine Jones, LNP 

   Larry Kratz, Kratz Surveyors 

   Allen Kreider, Supervisor 

   Jim Caldwell, Rettew Associates 

   Richard Bauder, Supervisor 

   John May, Supervisor 

 

Public Comment 

 Jim Huber, 113 Shannon Drive, commended the Township regarding the Manor 

Update articles in the newsletter on Allan Granger and John Ahlfeld. 

 

Minutes 

 Jim Henke made a motion to approve the minutes as drafted.  Pamela 

Shellenberger seconded the motion and the motion carried with Mary Glazier abstaining. 

 

Old Business 

 Mr. Ott advised the Commission that the Manor Township Comprehensive 

Recreation & Open Space plan was adopted last month.   Mr. Smith will be in touch with 

Mr. Haverstick to schedule a meeting pertaining to revisions, updates and changes that 

may be needed.   

 

New Business 

 Briefing Item Plan #09-002-A- Lot Add-on Plan – Marvin D. & Marjorie L. 

Slaymaker & Request For Planning Waiver & Non-Building Declaration – Larry Kratz 

representing the Slaymakers advised they had constructed a agricultural building and 

after construction discovered it was too close to the property line.  The Slaymakers are 

buying ground from the Kenneth E & Janice E. Burkhart to have sufficient setback for 

the building.   The Burkhart’s property will contain 11.9 acres after this plan.  The 

Slaymakers lot will be 25.78 acres.   

 Jim Caldwell from Rettew Associates stated that they did an initial review of the 

plan and had some questions for clarification.  Mr. Caldwell stated that he received Mr. 

Kratz’s response to their review letter before the meeting and glancing at the letter it 

looked like Rettew’s comments have been addressed.    Mr. Caldwell will take a closer 

look at the responses.   Mr. Caldwell advised the Commission that the applicant has 
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asked for two modification requests, one being stormwater management, which they 

recommended for approval because there is no construction.   Secondly, the modification 

of the clear sight triangle requirements that Rettew recommended approval of since it is 

adjoining a State highway.   

 Mr. Henke asked if the driveway meets the minimum sight stopping distance.   

Mr. Caldwell advised him that he would have to check that distance.   

 Mr. Ott had questions for Mr. Kratz regarding the stoned area and indicated he did 

not see it on the site plan.  Mr. Kratz advised Mr. Ott that he could show it on the plan.    

Mr. Haverstick asked if the stoned area would have any impact on the stormwater and 

Mr. Ott advised him that probably not on a lot this size.    Mr. Caldwell advised the 

Commission that Barry Smith deals with enforcing the Township’s Stormwater 

Ordinance and they would bring it to Mr. Smith’s attention.    Mr. Haverstick asked what 

the size of the stoned lot area was.  Mr. Kratz stated that it is approximately 80’ x 100’.   

Mr. Slaymaker pointed out that some of the stoned area is pre-existing.   Mr. Ott asked if 

a note was on the plan regarding the use of the agricultural building and Mr. Kratz 

advised him that it is noted as storage shed. 

 Jim Henke made a motion that the requested waiver for Storwater Management be 

recommended for approval based on Rettew Associates April 6, 2009 letter.  Mary 

Glazier seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously. 

 Jim Henke made a motion that the Clear Sight Triangle be recommended for 

approval based on Rettew Associates April 6, 2009 letter.  Mary Glazier seconded the 

motion and the motion carried unanimously.   

 Jim Henke make a motion that the lot add-on plan for Marvin D. & Marjorie L. 

Slaymaker be recommended for approval to the Board of Supervisors conditioned upon 

Rettew Associates review letter dated April 6, 2009 as well as Manor Township being 

satisfied when they look into the additional stoned area that has occurred on site as it 

relates to stormwater management.   Pamela Shellenberger seconded the motion and the 

motion carried unanimously.   

 

Correspondence 

 Ms. Glazier advised the Commission that she had a copy of the Planning 

Commission Waiver of memorandum of understanding for the plan they had just voted 

on. 

 There was a schedule for workshops on Form Based Codes.   Ms. Shellenberger 

explained Form Based Codes and how it affects the Planning Commission.    

 

 Mr. Haverstick asked if Mr. Bauder would like to make comments relative to 

discussion at the Supervisor’s meeting last week concerning possible rezoning.    Mr. 

Bauder advised the Commission that all the land south of the Fred Funk Farm to the 

Little Conestoga is zoned Rural and there are some large farms in that area.  Mr. Bauder 

stated that he is concerned with the spreading of development into that area and 

questioned if that land should be zoned back to agriculture.    Ms. Glazier questioned 

whether the land should be zoned agriculture or what is permitted under rural zoning 

should be examined.   

 Mr. Haverstick advised the Supervisors that in a very short time they should have 

in their possession information from the County Agriculture Preserve Board relative to a 
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program that exists where they are soliciting townships to contribute to agriculture 

preservation.   Mr. Haverstick had met with the Agriculture Preserve Board and they 

essentially are saying because of the soil type and slope in Manor Township, the farms on 

the list do not score very well.   With matching funding, the Township could ensure a 

minimum of three farms a year would be preserved.    Mr. Haverstick stated that he feels 

this is a program the Township needs to look into.   Ms. Glazier pointed out that due to 

the small number of plans that come before them, now would be the time to look at these 

issues.   Mr. Haverstick requested that the rural and agriculture zoning districts be put on 

the agenda for next month.   The Planning Commission requested that staff provide for 

them a table or chart of the two zoning districts for comparisons.   Mr. Witmer stated the 

landowners should have some say in any rezoning that may occur for their properties.  

There was discussion regarding rezoning or changing permitted uses in the rural area as 

well as what tracts of land would be considered for these changes.    

 Mr. May stated that one of Ed Goodhart’s comments when he left was that the 

Township should be looking at matching funds to preserve farms.  

 Ms. Glazier stated that she would like to look at issues such as what does the 

zoning allow in the rural area, are there areas that need to be rezoned and maybe it would 

be determined there is not a need to rezone if changes are made to the Ordinance.   

 Regarding farm preservation, Ms. Shellenberger stated that they have to look at 

where they are losing their points and is it from a zoning standpoint.  Where are the farms 

that are on a waiting list, what are they zoned and is that zoning affecting their scoring.   

Mr. Witmer stated the farms are zoned agriculture if they are on the list for preservation.    

 Jim Huber advised them that when he was supervisor, they had determined some 

of the most fertile land in the world is in Lancaster County and some of that land is in 

Manor Township.   He would see if he could find any of the studies that were done and 

provide a copy. 

 

 There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 8:10 p.m. 

 

 

       Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

       Mary Glazier 

       Secretary 

 

Recording Secretary 

Evelyn Rineer  

  

 



Manor Township Planning Commission Minutes 

 

Monday, May 11, 2009      Time:  7:30 P.M. 

 

 

 The Manor Township Planning Commission met on Monday, May 11, 2009 at the 

Manor Township Municipal Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA.  Chairman 

Scott Haverstick opened the meeting with the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.  Mr. 

Haverstick introduced the members of the Planning Commission. 

 

Members Present: Scott Haverstick, Donald Witmer, Mary Glazier, James Henke and 

   Mark Harman 

Member Absent: Pamela Shellenberger 

Visitors Present: Jim Huber, 113 Shannon Dr., Lancaster 

   Jim Caldwell, Rettew Associates 

   Joan Matterness, 213 Sutherland Rd., Lancaster 

   David Miller, David Miller Associates 

   Linda Michels, David Miller Associates 

   Bonnie Miller, 113 Bent Tree Dr., Lancaster 

   Wes Murry, Woods Edge Dev. 

   Ernie Helmick, Woods Edge Dev. 

   Richard Bauder, Millersville 

   Elaine Jones, Lancaster Newspapers 

   Al Kreider, 141 Supervisors Rd., Lancaster  

 

Pubic Comment 

 There was no public comment. 

 

Minutes 

 Jim Henke made a motion to approve the April 13, 2009 meeting minutes as 

distributed.  Don Witmer seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously. 

 

Old Business 

 Manor Township SALDO – Mr. Haverstick advised the Commission that the SALDO 

will be considered by the Supervisors at their June 1 meeting with the recommendations made 

by the Planning Commission.  There have been no changes made and no comments are 

needed. 

 

New Business 

 Sketch Plan – Woods Edge Phase 2, Section 4 – David Miller and Linda Michels from 

David Miller Associates stated that they were representing Murry Development.   Wes Murry 

and Ernie Helmick from Murry Development were also present.  Mr. Miller advised the 

Commission that tonight they were only giving a preview and would come back in 

approximately a month or so with a preliminary plan application as well as some modification 

requests.  Mr. Miller pointed out on the plan the section that they would be talking about 

tonight.  Mr. Miller stated that since the approved plan there has been a rethinking of the 

mixture and type of units to be built in this section.  Some of the improvements have actually 

been built from the old plan; this includes some of the utility lines and stormwater 

management facilities.  The new plan carries forward as much of the improvements as 



possible.  The tract is divided into two parts with one part intended to be a rental community 

with flats and townhouse rental units. The southern most portion of the plan will remain the 

same as previously planned with townhouse units.  The points of entrance are the same.   Mr. 

Miller pointed out the roads on the plan and the location of the proposed units.  Mr. Miller 

stated that they are proposing an extension of the entrance at Stone Creek Road, which comes 

into a landscaped traffic circle that accesses the parking compound and approaches the 

community building.  The overall location of the units is not substantially different from what 

has already been approved.  Mr. Miller stated that they have a review letter from Rettew 

Associates that list some anticipated modifications.  1) The Ordinance states if you abut an 

existing street, you need to improve it to the current standards.  Stonemill Road is a new street 

that was created with the subdivision in the past and is not dedicated at this point.   Mr. Miller 

stated that he believes that this street is in conformance with Township standards.  2) South 

Centerville Road was widened in conjunction with this project that has been completed.   

There is no curb or sidewalk along South Centerville Road and those are issues that were 

dealt with in prior plans.  The applicant proposes to leave that section of road the way it is.  It 

has a four foot shoulder paved from the edge of the traffic lane.  Proposed is a path system 

and sidewalks along the internal streets.   There is a standard in the Ordinance for sidewalks 

to be placed along the road.  There was a comment regarding the term “multiple family” 

needs to be used in lieu of “apartment” for consistency with the Zoning Ordinance.  There is 

parking tabulation calculating the required minimum number of spaces needs to be provided 

to demonstrate sufficient parking. Mr. Miller stated that they have sufficient parking.   

Densities do not exceed the maximum allowed.   Access drives need to be designed to the 

horizontal and vertical alignment standards and intersection standards for local streets.  There 

is an issue on centerline separation.   The Ordinance requires alleys to conform to street 

design standards and the intersections must be 200 feet apart.   The applicant will be asking 

for it to be 180 feet or 140 feet based on being able to meet safe stopping distance.  This is 

immediately south of the traffic circle where the alleys that serves the rear of the townhouse 

units intersect the main street.  Sidewalks are required along both sides of all streets in a 

development.   The applicant may be asked for a modification for sidewalks.  Recreation will 

be met by proposing a plan that has a combination of improvements.  There will be an 

extension of the existing path system.  There are open areas on the plan.  The applicant is 

looking at additional land or a fee in lieu of or a combination of both. The applicant will need 

to satisfy the park and recreational land dedication or fee in lieu of requirement. 

 Due to the Ordinance definitions, there are several different categories of roadways in 

the Township.  Mr. Miller described the streets on the plan. 

 Mr. Miller stated that the modification requests that they will be asking for are based 

on definitions and not the functional aspects of the plan.   

 Mr. Witmer asked if there is a copy of the old plan available to compare the two plans.  

Mr. Miller stated that what layout they were showing was basically the old plan.   

 Mr. Haverstick asked how many units were in the old plan.   Mr. Miller advised him 

that the previous plan had 183 units and this plan has 184 units. 

 Mr. Henke asked if any consideration was given to making the alleys two ways.  Mr. 

Miller stated that they would be willing to talk about that.  Mr. Henke asked if all the alleys 

and access drives south of Stonemill Road are considered private and Mr. Miller stated that 

they would be private.  Mr. Henke asked Mr. Miller who serves public water to this site and 

Mr. Miller advised him that it is the City of Lancaster.   

 Mr. Haverstick asked what the function of the community building would be.   Wes 

Murry advised him that part of the building will be a leasing office for the apartment 



community and the other section would be a room where people can meet.  The apartment 

complex will own the community building. 

 Joan Matterness, 213 Sutherland Road, expressed concerns regarding the increased 

traffic with regards to the access road and indicated she would like to see a traffic light at the 

intersection of Stonemill and South Centerville Road.  Other concerns included water runoff, 

deficiency in recreation/park area, lighting and layout for the proposed mail delivery areas, 

and the need for no parking signage along Stonemill Road.   

 Mr. Henke asked if the existing mailboxes open on the sidewalk side or the traffic 

side.   Mr. Helmick advised him that the mail boxes have changed over time. 

    Ms. Glazier asked who initiated the change in mail delivery from delivering to the 

individual residents to the mail pick up stations.   Ms. Glazier was advised that it was the post 

office that mandates how the mail is delivered.   

 Bonnie Miller, 113 Bent Tree Drive, stated that the people who live in the community 

use the park on South Centerville Road very little because it is on the road.  Ms. Miller had 

some questions regarding the type of homes that are proposed.  Ms. Miller suggested that 

there is a piece of land behind Interior 2000 off Weaver Road that would be a great area for a 

community building for the whole development to use.  Ms. Miller expressed concerns 

regarding exiting the development from this new section.  Residents will cut through the 

development to go north. 

 James Huber, 113 Shannon Drive, had questions regarding the wetland area, asked if a 

traffic study has been done and questioned if LASA agreed to provide sewer. 

 Ms. Matterness asked for clarification as to whether the homes would be condos or 

townhouses.   

 Ms. Miller stated that people could not buy condominiums unless they are 75% sold; 

therefore, the proposed section will be a total rental community.  Ms. Miller was advised that 

the 75% had to do with construction.  Ms. Miller questioned if the water would be included in 

the fee. 

 Mr. Huber asked if a traffic study has been completed and he was advised no study 

was done. 

 Dick Bauder asked if the plan meets the requirements of the Township Subdivision 

Land Development Ordinance.   Mr. Haverstick stated that he understands it does assuming 

the revisions are passed.  Mr. Bauder referred to the recreation section stating that the 

County’s recreation requirements are completely inadequate and the Township has suffered 

from that.  Mr. Bauder asked if this plan meets the requirements for public dedication of Park 

& Open Space in Manor Township’s Ordinance.  Mr. Miller advised him that they are looking 

for feedback regarding a combination of land and fee or fee in lieu of to meet the 

requirements.  Mr. Bauder stated a kiddie park and some land mowed along the road do not 

qualify as recreation space for the amount of people in Woods Edge.  Mr. Helmick advised 

Mr. Bauder that when they brought the overall plan in 20 years ago and they had 500 units 

laid out, the parks and recreation dedication they donated to the Township and set aside was 

to cover the entire project.  That is the understanding they have had from the beginning.   

They are now bringing this in and are willing to work with the Township to give more open 

space, but the initial understanding was what was given covered the whole project.     

 Ms. Glazier stated that the idea is to look at this plan as a whole in terms of recreation 

and by bringing in a revision obviously reopens it.   Maybe improvements could be made 

beyond what is being done.   

 

 Discussion regarding the Agricultural and Rural Zoning Districts - Mr. Caldwell 

reviewed the maps that were mailed to the Planning Commission members explaining what 



each map represented.   Information on the maps represented the rural zoned areas 

surrounding the agricultural zoned areas.  Landowners of parcels greater than ten acres are 

shown as well as preserved farms and properties that are in agricultural security.   Another 

map shows the Township zoning, water and sewer service areas.  The sewer information was 

taken from LASA’s information in terms of the area that they serve.  Lancaster City was 

contacted to obtain their water service area but they have not provided any information to 

date.   Millersville Borough was also contacted for their sewer service area but that 

information has not been received to date.  There is a map showing the prime agriculture soils 

and slopes.  That map includes a chart of uses in both the rural and agricultural zoning 

districts.  Also, a chart was provided by Pam Shellenberger laying out the different uses in the 

rural and agricultural zoning districts and the zoning provisions.   

 Mr. Haverstick questioned the theory behind having so much rural land zoned in the 

southwest corner of the Township.   Mr. Caldwell stated that it is his understanding that the 

Commission that preceded this Commission analyzed the properties in terms of their soil 

capabilities, soil class, and whether or not the land was prime agricultural soil.  That may have 

been a driving force behind those properties which were zoned rural.   Mr. Witmer pointed 

out that there is much more slope in the southwest area.  Mr. Caldwell stated environmental 

limitations that include soil suitability for on lot sewage disposal, ground water quantity and 

quality for supply and sewage disposal, slopes, and type of access, also play into effect.   

 Mr. May commented that unless the land is wooded, the southwestern area is mostly 

farmed even if it is sloped.   

 Mr. Bauder stated that his initial concern was the areas accessible to water and sewer.   

Mr. Bauder’s main concern was to limit development where there is public sewer and water; 

the question is do we want to keep the farms rural or rezone them agriculture to limit 

development.   

 Mr. Haverstick stated Ms. Glazier made a good point at the last meeting that this can 

be approached several ways.  The Commission needs to look at changing the Ordinance, 

changing the designated zoning areas, or both.  

 Ms. Glazier pointed out that when looking at the map, the area zoned agriculture is not 

much different than the rural zoned areas.    

 Ms. Glazier stated that she felt it would be beneficial to be able to look at the maps 

and continue the discussion next month when Pam Shellenberger would be present. 

 

 The meeting was adjourned at 8:55 p.m. 

 

        Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

        Mary Glazier 

        Secretary 

 

Recording Secretary 

Evelyn Rineer 

  

  



Manor Township Planning Commission Minutes 

 

Monday, June 8, 2009       Time:  7:30 P.M. 

 

 

 The Manor Township Planning Commission met on Monday, June 8, 2009 at the 

Manor Township Municipal Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA.  

Chairman Scott Haverstick opened the meeting with the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.   

Mr. Haverstick introduced the members of the Planning Commission. 

 

Members Present: Scott Haverstick, Donald Witmer, Mary Glazier, Mark Harman 

   and Pamela Shellenberger 

Member Absent: James Henke 

Visitors Present: Joan L. Matterness, 213 Sutherland Rd., Lancaster 

   William Croud for Dwayne Brown Plan 

   Kenneth L. & Nancy Shertzer, 398 S. Duke St., Millersville 

   Mark Lauriello, Rettew Associates 

   Dwayne Brown, 122 Whitney Rd., Lancaster 

   John May, 100 Red Fox Rd., Millersville 

   Lamar Shertzer 

   Robert McLane, 206 Manor Ave., Millersville 

 

Public Comment 

 Mr. Haverstick indicated that he had received an e-mail from Bonnie Miller, 113 

Bent Tree Drive, which he read into the minutes.  “Ladies and Gentlemen of the Manor 

Township Planning Board.  As Broker/Owner of an Independent Real Estate Firm in 

Lancaster County and 20 year resident of Manor Township, I would like to bring some 

very important situations to your attention as you are working on the SALDO. Past 

boards have approved several communities that have been recently completed and 

occupied forgetting a very important factor: recreation area for the young residents of 

school age.  Millstone and the Landings have absolutely no recreation area.  The children 

are playing on the streets and in the swales as well as the wetlands, all are unsafe and 

accident-prone.  Daily, 2 income families are becoming 1 or even both losing their jobs 

and turning to smaller homes, even rentals for personal reasons, having no choice and 

displacing their children from large yards and parks nearby.  Last week alone I worked 

with 3 families needing housing with 2 to 4 children and wanting to remain in Manor 

Township.  Showing housing in the above 2 communities reaffirmed my concern, no 

recreation areas that were safe for the children.  I urge you to please make this subject top 

priority in looking at any and all future developing in our township.  My professional 

opinion is that it will be a dream for a detached home with a yard for the middleclass in 

the future and high density has to address this now.”  

 Mr. Haverstick asked Mr. May if the Township Board is required by state law to 

offer in lieu of as opposed to demanding land for recreation.   Mr. May advised if they 

take cash in lieu of then they must use it within a certain period of time for open space 

and recreation.    Mr. Lauriello advised Manor Township’s Ordinance requires dedication 

of land on a per unit basis.   The developer can offer a fee in lieu of, but it is at the 

discretion of the Township whether or not the Township accepts the fee in lieu of the 

land.   Ms. Glazier pointed out that the existing situation with recreation areas came 

under the County Ordinance.   Ms. Glazier stated that going forward they might need to 
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readdress what should be provided in way of recreation areas.     Ms. Glazier pointed out 

the need for areas for children to play other than tot lots, and the need for walking and 

biking paths.   

Joan Matterness, 213 Sutherland Road, stated an example of what is happening 

can be seen in the Murry Development at Wood’s Edge with the addition of 137 more 

units and the small amount of recreational area that is provided in the development.   The 

developer does not want to use land for recreation when that they can build on it.   She 

stated that she feels if Manor Township starts to send a message to the developers that 

recreation area must be provided, then they will provide for it.   Ms. Matterness pointed 

out that especially in the area of the Murry Development, since there will be more growth 

in the next five to ten years with another 500 plus units on the Eshleman Farm, there 

needs to be more recreational areas.  She stated that she feels if the Township takes a 

stand early in the development process, the developer will be more apt to make 

provisions for open land. 

 Robert McLane, 206 Manor Avenue, asked the Township to set standards by 

taking the large tracts of land out of development and put into agriculture zones.   

 

Minutes 

 Ms. Glazier made a motion to approve the minutes as drafted.  Mr. Witmer 

seconded the motion and the motion carried with Pamela Shellenberger abstaining. 

 

New Business 

 Revised Final Plan – Dwayne A. Brown – Mr. Lauriello from Rettew Associates 

stated that the location of the project is on Prospect Road near the intersection of 

Habecker Church Road.  This is a plan that adjusts some property lines.  A parcel 

designated as parcel 2B is getting combined with the property of Paul & Debra Heisey.   

The Dwayne Brown property looses parcel 2B and gains parcel 1A.  The last lot line 

change is for the purpose of maintaining a lot large enough for Clean and Green; it is to 

add parcel 2A to the lands of Heisey.   Rettew wrote a review letter dated May 29
th

 with 

straightforward comments.  There is one modification being requested.   Mr. Lauriello 

advised the Commission that the remaining comments have been addressed in a submittal 

received today and it looks like the comments have all been addressed.   Mr. Lauriello 

recommended to the Planning Commission to recommend approval of the modification 

that deals with adding additional right-of-way to comply with the subdivision ordinance.   

The right-of-way would be extended from 33 feet with 16 ½ feet center line to 50 feet 

with 25 feet to center line.    Mr. Lauriello recommended approval of the modification 

and conditional approval of the plan subject to the applicant addressing all the comments 

to the satisfaction of the Township.   Mr. Brown advised the Commission that he needed 

more room in the rear of the property to build a house due to the topography in the front 

and the well would now also be on his property.   Mr. Haverstick asked if the existing 

structure would be removed and he was advised that it would be.   

 Ms. Shellenberger made a motion that the revised final subdivision plan is 

approved on condition the comments are addressed in Rettew’s letter of May 29
th

 and the 

modification request for the additional right-of-way be approved.  Ms. Glazier seconded 

the motion and the motion carried unanimously.   

 

 

Old Business 

 Continuation of discussion regarding the Agricultural and Rural Zoning Districts - 
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Ken Shertzer, 398 S. Duke Street read a statement  that he had prepared in which he 

indicated he would like to preserve his farm but was told by the Agriculture Board that 

his property had to be zoned Agricultural to be considered for preservation.  There was 

some confusion regarding the need for property to be zoned agricultural to be preserved 

and Mr. Ott advised  them that he was informed by Barry Smith that changes had been 

made that required property to be zoned agricultural to be considered for preservation.   

Mr. Haverstick stated that assuming that is the case, he cannot see any reason to deny a 

land owner willing to preserve his farm the property zoning that would allow him to do 

that.  Mr. May advised them that the changes regarding preservation have only taken 

place in the last month or so.  There was discussion regarding the preservation process.  

Mr. Haverstick explained the procedure for an application to the Agricultural 

Preservation Board to the Shertzers.   Mr. Haverstick advised the Shertzers that the 

Planning Commission would do whatever is needed to expedite the process to allow them 

to preserve their farm.  The Planning Commission needs to decide how to help them and 

the Commission will do what they can.    

 Mr. McLane stated that in the 70’s revenue sharing came onto the scene, which 

was designed by the federal government to develop rural areas.  That funding went into 

highways, etc. to develop rural areas and took it out of farming.   Mr. Haverstick advised 

him that is the opposite of the Manor Township Supervisors desire.   The Board of 

Supervisors are eager to preserve farms.   

Ms. Glazier asked how many townships have rural and agriculture zoning and she 

was advised there are very few.  She stated that she feels the two zoning districts may be 

part of the problem because there is so much overlapping within the two districts.  Ms. 

Glazier went over what is suppose to be the purpose of the two districts and what is and is 

not allowed indicating there are many things that do not make sense as to what is or is not 

allowed.  Ms. Shellenberger pointed out that the Growing Together Plan does not show a 

designation for rural.    Mr. Lauriello stated that the rural is less desirable and is a 

transition between development and agriculture areas.   Ms. Matterness stated that two 

years ago, the Supervisors indicated that they would be giving the Planning Commission 

instructions to look at the rural zoning district and what it is really used for.  Ms. 

Matterness stated that possibly they need to look at removing the rural zoning.   

Mr. Haverstick stated the County is making an attempt to promote agricultural 

tourism that may or may not be permitted in any of the zoning districts.  Mr. Haverstick 

advised the Commission that the County has on their web site a section on agricultural 

tourism guidelines.   Ms. Matterness indicated that there are some forms of agricultural 

tourism already in the area.  Ms. Glazier asked what the Planning Commission needs to 

do to respond to this request.   Mr. Haverstick asked Mr. Ott if this type of event would 

be permitted use at this time.  Mr. Ott advised the Commission that he was not sure and it 

would depend on what was planned.   Mr. Haverstick stated that he feels this is 

something that needs to be looked at and make certain that it is permitted.   It is 

something that may impact traffic and there may be requirements for parking that would 

be needed.   

Mr. Lauriello referred to the issue of possibly changing rural to agricultural 

zoning indicating they may want to engage the County Staff in the planning discussion in 

order to be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.   Mr. Lauriello advised the County is 

interested in talking to the Township about the two farms between Perth Hills and Letort 

Manor due to sewer coming to that area and the area not being in the designated growth 

area.   They are concerned about those two farms and would like to engage the Township 

in some planning discussion to see what the Township would like to do about it.   Mr. 
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Haverstick asked Mr. Ott to contact the County Planning Commission to invite them to 

have someone attend the Township Planning Commission meeting.  Ms. Glazier again 

pointed out that there are contradictions in the rural and agriculture zoning districts and 

there are uses listed that do not make any sense.   Ms. Glazier read the uses that are listed 

in the zoning districts and pointed out several that she felt were contradictory or did not 

make any sense to her.    

Mr. Haverstick stated a meeting is needed between the Planning Commission and 

the Park and Recreation Commission.  Mr. Haverstick asked Mr. Ott to relay their 

message that they would like to meet together with the Park and Recreation Commission. 

Ms. Glazier pointed out that a mobile home park is only allowed in the rural 

zoning district which she feels should be in a medium or high density residential district 

since they need water and sewer.  Ms. Glazier stated that she feels that mobile home 

parks need immediate attention since the process reviewing and making possible changes 

to the rural and agricultural zoning districts will take quite some time to work through.   

Mr. Harman questioned if a provision for a mobile home park is needed in the zoning 

ordinance and he was advised that it must be provided for.  It provides affordable housing 

options.  There was discussion regarding mobile home parks and the zoning districts 

where mobile home parks should be permitted.   

Mr. Haverstick stated that he feels that the Supervisors would welcome the 

Planning Commissions comments and suggestions.   He would not want to be wasting 

time if the Supervisors were not interested in their input.   Mr. May stated the Board of 

Supervisors are interested in the Planning Commissions suggestions and 

recommendations.  

Due to vacations, Mr. Ott suggested that they wait until September to have 

someone from the Lancaster County Planning Commission attend the Planning 

Commission meeting.  

 

Correspondence 

 There was no correspondence. 

 

There being no further business Mr. Haverstick adjourned the meeting at 8:50 p.m.   

 

 

      Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

      Mary Glazier 

      Secretary 

 

Recording Secretary 

Evelyn Rineer 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 



Manor Township Planning Commission Minutes 

 

Monday, July 13, 2009      Time:  7:30 P.M. 

 

 

 The Manor Township Planning Commission met on Monday, July 13, 2009 at the Manor 

Township Municipal Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA.  Vice Chairperson 

Pamela Shellenberger opened the meeting with the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.   Ms. 

Shellenberger introduced the members of the Planning Commission and welcomed a new 

member, Don Mann, to the Commission. 

 

Members Present: Pamela Shellenberger, Donald Witmer, Mary Glazier, James 

   Henke, Mark Harman and Don Mann 

Member Absent: Scott Haverstick 

Visitors Present: Brooks K. Norris, LCSWMA 

   Don Barrett, Rettew Assoc. 

   Elaine Jones, LNP 

   Jim Caldwell, Rettew Assoc. 

   Robert McLane, 206 Manor Ave., Millersville 

   John May, 100 Red Fox Rd., Millersville 

   Dick Bauder, 130 Sheep Lane 

   Allen Kreider, 141 Supervisors Rd. 

   Ken Shertzer, 398 S. Duke St. 

 

Public Comment 

 Robert McLane, 206 Manor Avenue, Millersville, expressed his opinion on the loss of 

farmland and wants to see the majority of Manor Township’s land put into agricultural zoning to 

stop mass development.   

 

Minutes 

 Ms. Shellenberger indicated a correction on Page 4.  In the paragraph beginning with Ms. 

Glazier, the word “quiet” should be “quite”.    Ms. Glazier made a motion to accept the minutes 

as distributed with the one typographical correction.  Mr. Witmer seconded the motion and the 

motion carried with James Henke and Don Mann abstaining. 

 

New Business 

 Briefing Item – Plan #09-005-A-Lot Add-On Plan for Frey Farm Landfill –  

Don Barrett from Rettew Associates presented the plan.  Mr. Barrett indicated that this project 

combines three (3) parcels of land owned by Frey Dairy Farms and joins them in common with 

land owned by the Lancaster County Solid Waste Authority.   The plan shows a transfer of 

parcels.   There is no change in use, no proposed construction, and no change in easements.   Mr. 

Witmer questioned the zoning of the parcels.   Mr. Barrett advised Mr. Witmer that there are four 

different zoning districts: Rural, Excavation, Industrial and a small area that is Conservation.  

Ms. Shellenberger asked if the zoning districts would be noted on the plan under comments.   

Mr. Barrett advised her that they would be noted as well as the tables associated with the districts 

and the requirements of each zone.   There are no lot coverage issues since no additional 



 2 

impervious coverage is proposed.  Ms. Shellenberger asked if numbers are typically assigned to 

the lot to show where the lots are coming from.  Normally, when a piece of land is taken off, it is 

considered a subdivision plan.   Ms. Shellenberger stated that when you look at the plan it is not 

clear where the parcels are coming from.   Mr. Barrett indicated that was a point made by 

Vincent Wayne from Buchart-Horn that a table might be helpful describing the pieces that are 

being transferred to the Lancaster County Solid Waste Authority from the Frey Farm including a 

breakdown of the lot areas.    Mr. Barrett advised the Commission that they are requesting one 

modification for Plan Scale, because they are providing plans at 100 scale.   There is a section in 

the Ordinance that requests a certain amount of studies.  He stated that they have summarized the 

studies through various means.  They have provided an aerial view that shows a good inventory 

of the parcels being transferred to the Lancaster County Solid Waste Authority and the 

conditions that exist on the parcels such as soils, drainage features, hardscape, and impervious 

areas. Also, the aerial views show where potential wetlands may occur.  

 Mr. Witmer questioned if the northwestern most part of the property at Turkey Point was 

surveyed and a parcel taken off or was there separate deeds to start with.  Mr. Barrett advised 

him that there was some survey work done to be able to identify where they wanted to put the 

property lines.  Mr. Witmer asked if there were plans to take soil off the one parcel.  

 Brooks Norris from Lancaster County Solid Waste Authority stated that the one parcel 

was for sale and they took that as an opportunity to possibly obtain the other parcels that would 

assist the authority in its long-range goal.   One long-range goal is to control Mann’s Run, and 

the one parcel will put them in control of Mann’s Run.  The Authority is looking at the potential 

for wind turbines and in accordance with the Ordinance, if they have the one parcel, there is set 

back requirements that they will now be able to meet.   There is potential to use the parcel at 

some point for stock piling as they construct the Frey Farm down the road, but they have no 

plans to start stockpiling there in the near future.   

 Ms. Glazier questioned the zoning on the northern most tract they had been discussing.   

Mr. Norris advised her that it is zoned Rural.    Ms. Glazier verified that the Lancaster County 

Solid Waste Authority’s lands south of that parcel are zoned Excavation.   Mr. Norris stated that 

they are not asking at this point for a change in the zoning from Rural to Excavation.   

 Mr. Henke questioned the cover letter that stated there are a few structures but not of a 

historical significance.  He asked if that was a determination on someone’s part or was there a 

study done.   Mr. Henke was advised that the only structure is an old trailer and a concrete pad 

for Verizon.   

 Vince Wayne from Buchart-Horn referred to the comments in the Buchart-Horn July 6, 

2009 letter.  Comment #1 is a definition issue.   This is a lot add-on plan until you read the 

Ordinance where there is a caveat that says a lot add-on plan shall not alter a recorded plan.  

Most plans are recorded and if it is a recorded plan than technically it should be approved as a 

revised final plan.  Mr. Wayne stated that he felt it should be a lot add-on and maybe ask for a 

waiver, because it does kick in additional requirements in other sections of the Ordinance.   Mr. 

Barrett stated that if this were a revised final plan, then this would have had to be created by 

means of final plans.  Many of these lots were created through deeds.  Mr. Barrett stated that 

none of these lots occurred as final plans.    Mr. Wayne stated that the remaining comments were 

mostly clarity issues.   Mr. Wayne stated that in Comment #11 there looked like there were two 

land locked parcels.   Mr. Barrett advised him that they found a deed for the power line that is 

described in the deed rights, giving access across this strip that was written in 1951 and it is 
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conveyed to any future owners of properties adjacent to that strip.  It grants rights and crossing of 

that access.   

 Ms. Shellenberger asked if they would need to submit a request for modification of that 

title for the plan to call it a lot add-on.  Mr. Ott stated he agrees with Mr. Wayne that it is a 

revised plan and they would need to request a modification.   

 Mr. McLane questioned how many acres are involved in this expansion.  Mr. McLane 

was informed that there are 588 acres.   Mr. McLane asked how much of that is farmed and he 

was advised that approximately 42 acres are farmed.  Mr. McLane asked how many times the 

landfill was expanded and he was advised that it was expanded in 1968 and 1985.   Mr. McLane 

was informed that this plan is not an expansion of the landfill.    

 Mr. Henke made a motion that the lot add-on plan for the Frey Farm Landfill be 

recommended for conditional approval pending addressing comments in the Buchart-Horn July 

6, 2009 letter with the addition of the applicant submitting a waiver request to the revised final 

plan process in accordance with the Manor Township SALDO and the recommended approval is 

also hinged on the recommended approval of the modification currently requested as it relates to 

the plan scale.  Mr. Henke amended his motion and continuing that they recommend approval to 

the second modification of Section 403.3.C Existing Features.   Ms. Glazier seconded the motion 

and the motion carried unanimously.   

 

Old Business 

 Discussion regarding the Agricultural and Rural Zoning Districts - Ms. Shellenberger 

stated the Commission  had received additional information from Rettew Associates since the 

last meeting and Mr. Ott provided them with information on mobile home park regulations 

comparing Manor Township to some of the other municipalities in the region.  Mr. Caldwell 

advised that they had summarized last month’s discussion into questions and they asked Mr. 

Gabriel from their office to take the various documents referenced in the handout and provided a 

review of the planning documents that provide guidance for the Township and information based 

solely on those planning documents.   It does not take into account any political prospective that 

may come into view and other issues that this Board may need to deal with.  Mr. Caldwell stated 

that they are not saying their recommendations and conclusions is what this Planning 

Commission needs to do or recommend to the Board of Supervisors.   

 Regarding the Shertzer property, Mr. Caldwell stated that they looked at the issues and 

concluded based on the Comprehensive Plan “Growing Together”, the Future Land Use Policy, 

surrounding land uses and soil types, that rezoning could be supported.  There are additional 

properties surrounding the Shertzer property that are in agricultural use and would also fit into 

the rezoning. This would tie them together with the existing agriculture district and eliminate any 

issues of spot zoning that the Township may have concerns with.  The Comprehensive Plan will 

support rezoning, possibly not as a stand-alone parcel, but in conjunction with the other parcels 

in the area.  Mr. Caldwell pointed out that the Shertzer property, as well as the surrounding 

parcels, would give them a block of agriculture zoning.   Ms. Shellenberger advised the 

Commission that she had followed up with the Agriculture Preserve Board and their requirement 

is that if you do not have what they define as effective agricultural zoning they are not going to 

process your application.  They define effective agricultural zoning as one per twenty acres.  If 

you allow any greater development than one per twenty acres, it is not considered effective 

agricultural zoning.  The Ag Board did indicate that if they knew that land was going to be 

rezoned they would process that application while the rezoning was being processed, but it could 
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not be approved until the zoning process was final.  The rezoning would allow it to begin to 

move through the process.  The new regulations were put into place in 2002.   Mr. Caldwell 

stated that it circumvents someone from preserving a farm in an area of a township that has been 

designated as a growth area.  It serves two purposes.  The funds are going where they should and 

it still supports the township’s land use planning program.   Ms. Shellenberger said they 

indicated it also helps prevent development from occurring around that farm that prevents 

conflict between the uses.  There was discussion regarding the land uses around the Shertzer 

farm.  

 Ms. Glazier stated that regardless of what this Board would decide to do, because there 

are other issues such as mobile homes and whether you need both rural and agriculture zoning, 

would there be a down side to making a recommendation with regard to the Shertzer property 

and surrounding land.  In light of what has been said regarding the consistency with the 

Comprehensive Plan and the concern that the individuals have that are trying to preserve farms 

and maintain the agriculture character, can we make a recommendation?  There was also 

discussion regarding the property along Slackwater Road.  Mr. Ott advised them that at the 

request of the Commission he has made contact with the LCPC and has made arrangements for 

LCPC to attend the September meeting.  Ms. Shellenberger stated that they are all supportive of 

doing something to help the property owner, especially when it is the property owner’s interest to 

be able to preserve their land.   Ms. Glazier stated as it stands now the current zoning is an 

impediment to preservation.   Even as they go forward, it seems that they are going in one of two 

directions; one direction would be to get rid of the distinction between rural and agriculture 

zoning and move everything into agriculture zone that would have the same effect.  The second 

direction would be to make those differentiations and maybe move some land around, clarify 

some things, or make some changes.   It is not like we would recommend undoing this decision 

in six months.  This would be the direction that this land would go in anyway, so why make the 

landowners wait until we make recommendations on all the issues.  Ms. Shellenberger asked if 

they are making a statement that they are in support of the rezoning.   Mr. Caldwell stated that in 

conclusion of the Commission’s discussion, he would envision that the Commission would make 

certain recommendations to the Board of Supervisors and recommend that the Board consider a 

rezoning of this area.  Mr. Caldwell advised them that if the Planning Commission made 

recommendations and the Board of Supervisors accepted those recommendations and grant the 

authorization to do the work, then the Planning Commission would look at it again.  They would 

do everything at one time and tackle rezoning of that portion of the Township first, while they 

are still discussing some of the other issues.  How do the Supervisors want to move forward?   

Ms. Glazier asked if any of the Supervisors had any comments.  Mr. May stated that it would be 

beneficial for them to know if there is land that is zoned rural now that is totally unfit for 

agriculture and what should that land be zoned.   If all the rural zoning is made agricultural 

zoning, that is a disservice.  Mr. Henke asked what does rural offer now that you could make low 

density residential or agriculture.  Mr. Henke stated that he felt that the distinction between 

agriculture and rural now is very minor and you could tweak either or both and get what you 

want in those parcels that are not farmed.   Mr. Henke stated that he does not feel it is uncommon 

to have land in a large agricultural zoning that might have some parts wooded or unfit to be 

planted but might be considered for other agriculture uses than the ones we normally think of.  

Ms. Glazier indicated that she would not want to think that the only thing considered agriculture 

is growing corn, wheat, etc.  Ms. Shellenberger pointed out that management of woodlands could 

be an agriculture use.   Mr. Caldwell stated that a question to consider is what land is not suitable 
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for agriculture and why is it not suitable.   Mr. Witmer pointed out that the area zoned rural is a 

buffer to the agricultural land.  Mr. Bauder asked what the Commission had in mind for the Frey 

parcel.  There was discussion on what should be included in agricultural zoning in the area of the 

Shertzer farm.  Mr. Henke questioned what you would zone the parcels that we were talking 

about if you eliminate rural zoning.   Mr. Witmer stated that he is not sure you would want to get 

rid of the rural zoning altogether.  Mr. Caldwell stated what he is hearing from the Board is that 

there is a general consensus that the area where the line might be drawn from Walnut Hill Road 

and Sun Lane up to Letort Road and following around the Funk Farm may take some looking at 

and that the large area of residential lots is where you capture those homes and keep it in some 

sort of residential district and have the agriculture on the other side of that.  Mr. Witmer pointed 

out that would put the large lot homes in agricultural zoning.   Mr. Bauder advised them that 

agricultural zoning might give those property owners some susceptibility to some things they 

might not want.   Ms. Glazier stated that she is waiting to hear what the downside is to making a 

recommendation that the Township Staff begin to draw up whatever needs to be prepared for the 

Supervisors to make the change in zoning for the area discussed.  Ms. Glazier stated that if they 

know the area is agricultural, that might help some with the discussion.  Mr. Caldwell asked 

them if it is a general consensus that agricultural zoning may be consistent for that finger of rural 

on the eastern portion of the Township.   Ms. Glazier stated that is what she is saying and how do 

you make that happen.  Mr. Caldwell stated that in terms of drafting regulations and drawing 

lines, it is impossible to do a whole in depth analysis and identify every nonconformity that may 

be created simply because you do not know what everybody is doing.  Dimensional variances do 

not carry as much weight as they did at one time, so even though you may create some 

dimensional nonconformities, they are not as severe an impact as creating use nonconformity.  

Ms. Glazier pointed out that if this gets on the agenda for the Supervisors it will at least get it on 

the radar, and if there are issues and concerns that people have, they will presumably come out 

and may help to bring some attention to the other issues we are discussing in terms what do 

people intend to want as far as the differentiation between rural and agriculture.  Ms. Glazier 

pointed out that they may find out people have a different view altogether and it can be discussed 

and considered.  Ms. Glazier stated that this is simple and clean and comes as a response to a 

specific concern from somebody who lives in that area who wants to do something that is 

consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.   Ms. Glazier stated that she feels that they should do it 

and the best way is to do it for the entire area, because there are other people in a similar 

situation.  

 Mr. McLane stated that he feels that the Board is missing the issue.  If you make it 

agriculture, it is solid and you can pinpoint the oddities you want to deal with at a later time.  Mr. 

McLane stated that he feels you should put all 3,000 to 4,000 acres that are involved in 

agriculture. Then you got a clear objective of what to eliminate in the future.   Mr. McLane asked 

if anyone thought of stopping the Funk project and indicated that they could stop it by rezoning it 

and that would make a lot of people happy. 

 Mr. Caldwell suggested another issue to discuss and come to some general conclusion is 

the property between Perth Hills and Letort Manor.  Mr. Caldwell stated that from a planning 

perspective there are inconsistencies in the recommendation in “Growing Together”.  The area is 

recognized as an area suitable for maintaining agricultural landscape and agricultural heritage 

that exists between the two projects but then in “Growing Together”, it goes on to say that it is 

suitable for minor residential infill.  Both areas are outside any recognized growth areas.  The 

Ordinance states that the uses should be served by water and sewer.  Sewer is proposed for the 
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area and moving forward.   Ms. Shellenberger stated the proposed sewer is for health and safety 

issues and that is a little different then extending it to serve new development.  Mr. Caldwell 

stated that there has also been some talk that public water might be available to serve these areas.  

Mr. May stated that Columbia Water Company has talked about it.  Mr. Caldwell stated if the 

Township collectively states that this area is suitable for residential development between Perth 

Hills and Letort Manor, what uses could be built on that tract with public sewer and without 

public water.   Mr. Ott indicated the development would be very limited.  Depending on nitrate 

levels, you could possibly make ten-acre tracts.   

 Ms. Shellenberger asked the difference in flex zoning.   Mr. Ott explained that in the flex 

zone the uses are the same but the lot coverage is increased and smaller setbacks are required.   

 Mr. Caldwell stated that based on the Township’s planning documents the property 

between Letort Manor and Perth Hills should not be developed.   

 Ms. Glazier stated it is zoned for development but without sewer and water in low-

density residential flex, how could it be developed.  Mr. Ott advised her that it could be 

developed in ten-acre tracts and be farmed with a house on each tract.   For example, if the tract 

was 60 acres you could have 6 tracts.  Mr. Henke pointed out that you would not have street 

frontage to divide it into 6 tracts.    Mr. Henke stated the tract is currently low-density residential 

flex and you need water and sewer in order for it to be developed.   Sewer will be available and if 

water comes it could be developed, but the plan as written indicates the land is not to be 

developed in a large development of lots.  Mr. Caldwell indicated Mr. Henke’s statement was 

correct.  Mr. Henke asked what happens if you look at down zoning or an alternate zoning to 

protect it in order to conform to “Growing Together” and other plans that show it as a heritage 

area.  Mr. Caldwell advised him that the options are to stay with what is in place or move to take 

some action and recognize that if there is some residential development, it is going to be very 

low density with large lots that will be uses that need a large amount of land.  Mr. Caldwell said 

one of the first questions is do you want to do anything with this tract.  Are you satisfied with the 

way it is and looking at it as a good infill area.    Mr. Henke stated that if you have development 

on the north and south side and agriculture around the area that you are going to protect, is there 

anything wrong with developing it.   Mr. Henke said it extends the opportunity for Manor 

Township to have available land that can be developed.   Ms. Glazier stated that it would take 

pressure off other areas.   Ms. Glazier stated that today you probably would not have planned to 

put the developments there.  Ms. Glazier and Mr. Henke stated that this might be an area to keep 

in reserve for future infill.   

 Mr. McLane asked where the ten acre farmettes came from.   Mr. Witmer stated that it is 

considered a farm if you have over ten acres.    Mr. McLane asked if this is in the zoning 

ordinance and if it is rewrite the zoning ordinance. 

 Mr. Ott advised the Commission that when the County is at the September meeting some 

of these issues would be addressed and it might be more beneficial to continue the discussion at 

the September meeting. 

 Mr. Witmer stated that there is additional land in the southern end of the Township that 

needs to be put back into agriculture besides the Shertzer farm and parcels around it.  Mr. 

Witmer stated that he feels that there is land along Safe Harbor Road that needs to be put back 

into agricultural zoning, because there are individuals in that area that want to preserve their 

farms.  There was discussion regarding property from Observation Site Road to Safe Harbor 

Road and the zoning for those properties.   
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 Ms. Glazier felt the next discussion they should have is where mobile home parks should 

be allowed and possibly that they should not start that discussion until their next meeting.   Ms. 

Glazier indicated it is clear to her that there is a better place for mobile home parks other than the 

rural zone.   Ms. Shellenberger stated that she feels they need to look at some of the regulations 

as well.  The Township has one of the smallest lot size requirements for a mobile home park.  To 

make them a better fit even in residential zoning may require changing some of the regulations 

so they are more compatible with other single-family development.   

 Mr. Caldwell asked if it would be beneficial if the staff drew lines on a map stating that 

this is the potential boundary line to expand the agriculture zone for starters. Also, we can look at 

some alternatives for the piece of property between Perth Hills and Letort Manor.  Mr. Caldwell 

recommended that they look at the high-density residential zone for mobile home park use and 

whether it would be practical for that use.    Ms. Shellenberger advised the Commission that they 

need to look at the high density residential zoning and see if there is enough land to 

accommodate the use so they are not trying to be exclusionary by placing it in that zoning 

district.   Mr. Caldwell advised them that he would provide a map outlining the suggest 

agriculture zone and that would give them something to work from.   

 

Correspondence 

 Mr. Ott advised the Commission that they had a letter from Mr. Smith regarding a joint 

meeting with the Park & Recreation Commission at the Park & Recreation meeting on July 27
th

.   

The Commission members had schedule conflicts with the date; therefore, the Planning 

Commission decided to wait and attend the Park & Recreation Commission’s September 28
th

 

meeting.  They asked that both Commissions be provided with copies of the minutes dealing 

with comments on the Park and Open Space Plan in preparation for the meeting.    

 Ms. Glazier indicated that she received a letter from LCPC for notice of plan receipt for 

review of the Country Manor Plan that is scheduled for July 27
th

.   

 

 Ms. Shellenberger adjourned the meeting at 9:25 p.m. 

 

 

        Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

        Mary Glazier 

        Secretary 

 

Recording Secretary 

Evelyn Rineer 
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Manor Township Planning Commission Minutes 

 

Monday, August 10, 2009      Time:  7:30 P.M. 

 

 The Manor Township Planning Commission met on Monday, August 10, 2009 at 

the Manor Township Municipal Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA.  

Chairman Scott Haverstick opened the meeting with the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.  

Mr. Haverstick introduced the members of the Planning Commission. 

 

Members Present: Scott Haverstick, Pamela Shellenberger, Donald Witmer, Mary 

Glazier, James Henke, Mark Harman and Don Mann 

Visitors Present: Steve Strocki, P. O Box 1001, Millersville 

 Brian Eshbach, 2966 Safe Harbor Rd., Millersville 

 Ann Willett, 69 N. Duke St., Millersville 

 Elaine Jones, Lancaster Newspapers 

 Robert McLane, 206 Manor Ave., Millersville 

 David Charles, 26 Millersville Rd., Lancaster 

 Jim Huber, 113 Shannon Dr., Lancaster 

 Chris Toews, 967 Central Manor Rd. 

 Jim Caldwell, Rettew Associates 

 Jim Hocker, Derck & Edson Assoc. 

 

Public Comment 

 There was no public comment. 

 

Minutes 

 Mr. Henke made a motion to approve the minutes from the July 13, 2009 meeting 

as presented.   Mr. Witmer seconded the motion and the motion carried with Scott 

Haverstick abstaining. 

 

New Business 

 Briefing Item – Plan #09-001-B-Preliminary Final Plan for Country Manor – 

Chris Venarchick with RGS Associates presented the plan.   Mr. Venarchick stated they 

are present tonight to address any concerns or questions.  Mr. Venarchick indicated they 

have a review letter from Rettew Associates.   This is essentially an infill project with 

development surrounding the entire project.  The property consists of approximately 7.3 

acres and that assumes acquiring the Sweigart property that would allow them to improve 

the access that exists.  It is within the Urban Growth Boundary.   The existing land use is 

four apartment buildings with access drive off North Duke Street.  There is public sewer 

and water available.   The plan represents what is in the current subdivision and land 

development drawings that have been submitted to the Township and reviewed by the 

Township Engineer.   They are proposing to add four new apartment buildings.   There 

are 16 units per building.  The existing units house 32 units and with the additional 64 

units there are a total of 96 units on the property.   Based on the Zoning Ordinance of a 

maximum of 14 units per acre, it will be around 13 units per acre.  It aligns with feedback 

from the County in terms of Smart Growth and where development should be occurring.  
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Regarding stormwater management, the site primarily drains to the northwest and the 

applicant is proposing a stormwater management facility.   They are trying to utilize an 

existing stormwater management drainage easement that runs to the north.  They are 

introducing basically across the entire site rain gardens.   They are trying to direct as 

much stormwater as possible from the parking lots through curb cuts and through rain 

garden areas.   Mr. Haverstick asked for a definition of rain garden.   Mr. Venarchick 

advised him that a rain garden is a stormwater management facility being encouraged by 

DEP, Conservation Districts and multiple municipalities that basically add water quality.  

The stormwater coming off the asphalt goes into amended soils, river rock, and plantings 

that help cleanse the water from pollutants and slow it down before it discharges from the 

site.  The access point is at the high point of North Duke Street, so it is the optimal 

location for the access.  The applicant is proposing doing a boulevard entrance that is a 

split drive.   The feedback from the fire company was favorable.  There will be several 

waivers for the project.  Mr. Venarchick wanted to point out that they had a favorable 

letter from the fire company that covers Rettew’s comment on Page 2, Item D.   They are 

not proposing any new streets and only improving the existing access drive.  They are 

requesting a waiver of the preliminary plan.  There are improvements being discussed 

along North Duke Street and they are trying to work that out with staff.  Ms. 

Shellenberger asked if the joining of the Sweigart property is part of the plan and she was 

advised that it was part of the plan.  Ms. Shellenberger stated that she feels it would be 

helpful if a lighting strike symbol be included on the plan so it stands out that the 

properties are being joined in common.  Mr. Haverstick advised the Commission that 

there was a memo from Mr. Arnold who is the manager of Millersville Borough with 

traffic concerns.   Mr. Arnold asked that their concerns be shared with the Planning 

Commission.   Mr. Haverstick asked Mr. Smith to supply Mr. Venarchick with a copy of 

the memo.  Mr. Venarchick advised the Commission that they had a traffic study 

completed that was reviewed and there are a few comments in the latest review letter 

pertaining to the traffic study.   Mr. Haverstick pointed out that one comment in the 

review letter from Rettew was that data was collected while Millersville University was 

not in session and Mr. Haverstick stated he agreed with Rettew that would have 

significant bearing on the traffic count.   Mr. Witmer asked what the traffic study showed 

regarding trips.   Mr. Venarchick advised him that the study basically concluded that the 

traffic generated by the proposed project would not warrant a left turn lane at the 

development.  Mr. Henke asked if they were asked to look at Blue Rock Road and North 

Duke Street.    Mr. Venarchick stated not at the sketch plan stage and not per the 

Ordinance.  Mr. Glazier asked if they expected the apartments to be student housing.   

Dave Charles advised her that maybe about 25% would be student housing.   Mr. Charles 

advised her that these would be one and two bedroom apartments and student housing 

seems to be mostly located where there are three bedrooms.  Mr. Haverstick asked what 

percentage of the current apartments are student occupied and Mr. Charles advised him 

that approximately 3% is student occupied.  Mr. Henke had questions on the number of 

stories in the apartment buildings.  Ms. Glazier asked if they had received the comments 

from the LCPC and Mr. Venarchick stated yes.   

 Jim Huber, Wilshire Hills, asked who owned the property. 

 Ann Willett, 69 N. Duke Street, expressed concerns regarding the increased 

traffic. 
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Briefing Item – Plan #09-006-A-Revised Subdivision Plan for Jacob Toews - 

Chip Toews, the son of Jacob Toews, was present to answer any questions.   Jim 

Caldwell, from Rettew Associates, briefed the Commission on the plan.   Mr. Caldwell 

stated that the property is located on Central Manor Road south of Rt. 999.   The property 

is bordered by Central Manor Road on the west and Supervisors Road to the east.  The 

total tract is approximately 50 ½ acres.  In the past, it was subdivided into three lots the 

remaining lands and two lots were created along Central Manor Road.  The purpose of 

this project is an undo the subdivision.   There was one home built on a lot.  The 

applicant is proposing to join the lot without the home with the lot with the existing 

dwelling so they are actually losing a lot.   The applicant will be expanding the home site 

and will have 50 ½ acres in two lots with the remaining lands containing 40 acres and 

proposed lot being 10 acres.  Mr. Caldwell advised the Commission that there was a staff 

meeting prior to the submission and at that time they identified modifications that the 

applicant may need.   There were modifications for planning scale, calculations of 

stormwater piping in the existing culvert as the Ordinance requires the applicant to 

provide calculations of capacity and position of the piping, wetland study and installation 

of sidewalk.  Mr. Caldwell stated that when the first subdivision was done, they had 

exhausted their subdivision quota under the agricultural ordinance; however, there is still 

one dwelling that was not built and that needs to be assigned to one of the lots.  Mr. 

Haverstick stated they needed clarification on the intent of where the home is going to be 

placed.   Mr. Caldwell advised them that there would be no construction with this.  There 

is an existing home with this that will be the home on the ten-acre lot.   It is a matter of 

determining which lot they want to assign the remaining dwelling right to.  Mr. Toews 

advised them that it would be assigned back to the parent tract.   

 Ms. Shellenberger made a recommendation regarding the Jacob Toews Jr. 

Irrevocable Trust Plan that they recommend to the Board of Supervisors that they 

approve the plan subject to meeting all the comments in Rettew review letter dated July 

24, 2009 and they also address with a note on the plan which lot the remaining dwelling 

right will be assigned to.  The Commission also recommended the approval of the 

modification regarding plan scale, modification regarding calculation on existing storm 

pipe on Central Manor Road, modification on the wetland study and modification on the 

sidewalks.   Mr. Henke seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously. 

 

 Pre-Application Review-Plan #09-007-A-Central Manor Elementary School & 

Modification Request – Jim Hocker, Landscape Architect with Derck & Edson 

Associates, presented the plan.  Mr. Hocker introduced Steve Skrocki, Business Manager, 

and Denny Coleman, Head of Facilities, from the school district.  Mr. Hocker stated the 

Penn Manor School District is proposing a renovation and expansion to the Central 

Manor Elementary School located on Route 999/Blue Rock Road.  They are planning to 

add eight classrooms and completely renovate the school.  With the increase in 

classrooms, they are looking at an increase student capacity of 200.  The projected 

enrollment at this point would not meet the increased capacity.   Ms. Shellenberger asked 

what the current capacity is and she was advised it is 575.  The school is located in the 

Agricultural Zoning District and they are not proposing any expansion to the lot size or 

adding any addition of land.  The school was last renovated in 1988 and this will be the 
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final expansion as they are blocked in by agricultural.  The parking will be increased 

from 96 to 119 parking spaces in accordance with the Zoning Ordinance.  There is public 

sewer and a private well.   The applicant has received Rettew’s review letter on the 

sketch plan and does not foresee any major hurdles.   The school district is planning on 

starting construction in the spring of 2010.   Mr. Hocker pointed out the location of the 

proposed classrooms on the plans.  There is no proposal to change the existing façade.  

There are some minor renovations planned for the current front door, upgrading an area 

for a secured vestibule, and an upgrade of the loading area for the cafeteria and complete 

renovation of the interior of the building.  They are looking at conservation and energy 

upgrades to the building.  Mr. Hocker pointed out an area that is being considered for a 

wind turbine that is not shown on this plan.  Mr. Skrocki advised them that they 

anticipate construction to start in the spring of 2010 so for the 2009/2010 schools year 

there would be no changes with respect to the configuration.  For the 2010/2011 school 

years, they are considering moving some Central Manor students to the Manor Middle 

School.  The school district is in the process of working with the Township to obtain 

permitting for modular units to be located behind the Manor Middle School.  They have 

not decided how many grade levels will actually vacate the Central Manor Elementary 

School for the 2010/2011 year, but they are certain it will probably be at least two classes 

that will move to the modular units at the Manor Middle School.  It will be an occupied 

phase renovation project, so the remaining students will be moved around throughout the 

building as necessary.  The additional classrooms will be the first areas subject to the 

project so hopefully the students can use the eight additional classrooms in the fall of 

2010.   

 Mr. Witmer asked that Mr. Hocker point out the additional parking areas on the 

plan. 

 Mr. Haverstick asked if the SALDO takes into consideration the use of a building 

in regards to parking.   Mr. Caldwell advised him that the Ordinance has parking 

standards for schools.   

 Mr. Harman asked the location of the well and would the well need to be 

upgraded for the increase in capacity.   Mr. Hocker advised him that they are not 

anticipating upgrading the well.  As part of the review process, there is a water feasibility 

study and they will be providing documentation on the well and is performance. 

 Mr. Hocker advised them that there is a modification request and if it pleases the 

Commission they would like to have their recommendation on the request this evening so 

they can proceed with the proper planning. 

 Mr. Haverstick stated that it is his understanding that no children walked to this 

school and that was the school’s intent.   Mr. Haverstick was advised all the children are 

bussed.  Ms. Glazier stated as long as there are no sidewalks in the area how could 

children walk.  Ms. Glazier expressed her opinions on the lack of sidewalks.   Mr. Hocker 

stated that the more compelling reason is that all the acreage surrounding the school is in 

agricultural security or preservation.   Mr. Haverstick stated that they could always take 

the option that in the future if the need arises, then the Commission revisit the sidewalk 

issue.   Mr. Caldwell stated if this area would evolve to a point where a walkable concept 

came into play, he would envision rather than sidewalks following the roadway system 

that some sort of trail set back off the roadway similar to the trail along Route 322 in 

Hershey may work very well.   Mr. Haverstick asked if the opportunity is lost regarding 
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sidewalks if it is not done now.   Mr. Smith advised the Commission that is not 

necessarily true because the sidewalks would be on adjoining properties as opposed to the 

school property.  Mr. Witmer stated unless agriculture preserve is changed there is no 

where to go with sidewalks or trails.    

 Mr. Henke had questions on the stormwater.   Mr. Hocker stated there is an 

existing detention facility on the southern portion of the site where most of the 

stormwater drains.  They will look at any necessary upgrades to control stormwater.  In 

areas of additional paving, their first choice is to make pervious pavement to allow 

recharge of the ground water.  They are also considering a rain garden in conjunction 

with an ecological garden area that is presently used for classroom activities.  Mr. Henke 

asked if the school district would be only obligated for the reduction on the new 

impervious or go back and look at everything.   Mr. Caldwell stated that the Ordinance 

states the project site but the literal interruption would require the existing basin to get 

much larger.  

 Mr. Hocker stated there is a requirement for the widening of the Route 999 right-

of-way because Route 999 is an arterial road and the Ordinance requires a 60’ right-of-

way.   At the western portion of Route 999, it is only 55’ wide so they would like to 

entertain a request for a waiver of modification of the 60’ right-of-way which is Section 

502.5.B.  Mr. Smith stated Staff supports the applicant’s request.  Mr. Smith stated 

additional right-of-way creates some potential new dilemma with the State.   Mr. Henke 

asked if there is anything officially submitted regarding the modification request for 

right-of-way.  Mr. Hocker advised he is making the request for the right-of-way at this 

time.   Mr. Henke stated that he felt there should be a written request for the waiver of the 

modification of the right-of-way. 

 Mr. Henke made a motion that Section 502.12.b.6 – Sidewalks be waived in 

accordance with the request as submitted.   Mr. Witmer seconded the motion and the 

motion carried unanimously. 

 

Old Business 

 Discussion regarding the Agricultural and Rural Zoning Districts – Mr. Caldwell 

stated that with regards to the southeast corner of the Township, there was general 

consensus that the area should be looked at changing the zoning from Rural to 

Agriculture.  Mr. Caldwell stated they had put together an exhibit that has two options to 

consider.  Mr. Caldwell went over the options.   Mr. Caldwell pointed out the rural 

district in the southeast portion of the Township that is the area from the Funk Farm 

(excluding the Funk Farm) followed the Funk property line to Walnut Hill Road, north on 

Walnut Hill Road to the properties that were developed north and south of Owl Bridge 

Road.  There is two options and the one Mr. Caldwell recommends is follow Walnut Hill 

Road to Letort Road, head west on Letort Road where it adjoins with existing agricultural 

zoning.  That creates some dimension non-conformities in terms the existing residential 

uses in that area.  In addition, they did not exclude Rolling Ridge.   Mr. Caldwell advised 

them that there could be a clean line or zigzag line around the small residential properties.  

It was pointed out that the southeast corner of the Township was an area that was being 

looked at as a priority due to the fact Mr. Shertzer was interested in preserving his farm 

that had to be zoned agriculture to be considered for preservation.   Mr. Witmer indicated 

there were other farmers who were interested in preservation but were unable to do so 
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because of the zoning of their property.   Brian Eshbach from Safe Harbor Road indicated 

his property is located between Indian Marker and Walnut Hill Roads.   He has a farm 

that is zoned Rural and found that he cannot preserve that farm when it is not zoned 

agriculture.  Mr. Eshbach would like to see his farm zoned agriculture.  Ms. Glazier 

indicated to Mr. Eshbach that it is not that the Commission has decided not to do 

anything in the other areas; it was just that the Commission has not gotten to that point 

yet.   Ms. Glazier stated that she did not want to see the people farming ground and trying 

to get their farms preserved being held up while the Commission looks at other things in 

the Zoning Ordinance that may be more complicated and take more time.  She suggested 

that they just go ahead and rezone the southeast section to agriculture.   She stated that 

the Commission may end up doing the same rezoning in the other areas, but they have 

not talked about those areas yet.  There were some parts of the rural zoning area that were 

not clear if they are appropriate for agriculture zoning, but the Commission has not 

decided if both rural and agricultural zoning is needed.  Since the County is no longer 

allowing farms zoned rural to be preserved, it has raised other issues.   

 Robert McLane, 206 Manor Avenue, Millersville, indicated that he had obtained a 

zoning map and gave the Commission calculations he had done as to the acreage that is 

developed, in rural zoning, in preservation, conservation, waste and sewer authority, and 

PP&L.  Mr. McLane stated that he would like to see a majority of the acreage put into 

agricultural zoning. 

 In response to Mr. Caldwell’s comments, Barry Smith stated from the Planning 

Staff’s view that has to deal with zoning maps, land use maps and accompanying 

regulations, that he believes that the existing uses that were indicated can be dealt with.  

It is much easier to have clear distinctions for zoning lines as opposed to winding through 

properties.   

 Don Mann asked for an overview of the differences between agricultural and rural 

zoning that Mr. Smith supplied.  There was further discussion regarding differences in 

agriculture security and preservation.  

 Dave Charles asked why have rural zoning?   If they are going to eliminate it, 

eliminate across the board.  Rural zoning gives a little flexibility in residential areas and 

you end up with the 10 and 15 acre lots and it is a huge waste of farmland.   Mr. Charles 

stated either put it in agriculture and keep it farmland or look at the comprehensive plan 

and allow for residential zoning in areas where it should be.    

 Ms. Glazier suggested that in order to get away from the rural zone, they could 

define agriculture more broadly and have the agriculture zone include some things that 

were in the rural zone.   

 Ms. Glazier made a motion to recommend to the Board of Supervisors rezoning of 

Option #2.   Ms. Shellenberger seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously. 

 It was suggested for the next meeting that they look at text changes in order to 

implement recommendations that have been made in dealing with the agriculture district.   

 

Correspondence 

 Ms. Glazier stated that she received a memo from the LCPC dated July 28, 2009 

regarding the final land development plan for Country Manor with comments and 

recommendations. 
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 Ms. Glazier stated that she received a letter from LCPC dated July 28, 2009 

regarding the modification request for Parkfield Phase 3 requesting a time extension of 

90 days that is scheduled for August 24, 2009. 

 Ms. Glazier stated that she received a brochure from Envision Lancaster County 

regarding Leadership Awards Program with an entry form. 

 

 The meeting was adjourned at 9:10 p.m. 

 

 

       Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

                  Mary Glazier 

       Secretary 

 

 

Recording Secretary 

Evelyn Rineer 
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Township Planning Commission Minutes 
 

Monday, September 14, 2009       Time:   7:30 P.M. 
 
 The Manor Township Planning Commission met on Monday, September 14, 2009 at the Manor 
Township Municipal Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA.  Chairman Scott Haverstick opened the 
meeting with the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.   Mr. Haverstick introduced the members of the Planning 
Commission. 
 
Members Present: Scott Haverstick, Pamela Shellenberger, Donald Witmer, Mary Glazier, James 
   Henke and Don Mann 
Member Absent: Mark Harman 
Visitors Present: Bonnie Miller, 113 Bent Tree Dr. 
   Joan Matterness, 213 Sutherland Rd. 
   Justin Evans, LCPC 
   Scott Wails, LCPC 
   Robert McLane, Millersville 
   Elaine Jones, LNP 
   Al Kreider, Manor Township Supervisor 
   John Mateyak, Hartman, Underhill, & Brubaker 
   Wes Murry, Murry Development 
   David Miller, David Miller Associates 
   Richard Bauder, Manor Township Supervisor 
   Ken Shertzer, 398 S. Duke St. 
 
Public Comment 
 There was no public comment. 
 
Minutes 
 Ms. Shellenberger indicated that there were two typographical errors.   On Page 3, Line 10, the word 
should be “losing” and under the school district application on Page 3, line 36, it should read “from the school 
district”.   Mr. Henke made a motion to accept the minutes with the corrections.   Ms. Shellenberger seconded 
the motion and the motion carried unanimously. 
 
Old Business 
 Mr. Haverstick wanted to clarify with Mr. Ott that the joint meeting with the Park and Recreation Board 
on September 28th is still on.   Mr. Ott stated that the meeting is scheduled and the Planning Commission may 
present to the Park & Recreation Board what the issues are with the adopted plan that the Commission would 
like the Park & Recreation Board to look at.   Ms. Shellenberger, Ms. Glazier and Mr. Mann indicated that they 
would attend the Park & Recreation Board meeting on September 28th.   
 Mr. Haverstick indicated that he had made a request to the Supervisors that they include a small 
amount of money in the budget to be allocated to the Planning Commission for education and training programs 
that may occur throughout the year.   
  Action Item – Plan #09-001-B-Preliminary/Final Plan for Country Manor – Mr. Haverstick asked if there 
was anyone present to represent the Country Manor Plan.   There was no representation.   Mr. Henke pointed 
out that there was a review letter from Rettew dated July 27, 2009. Mr. Henke stated that he suspects that the 
applicant has addressed some of the items and we do not knowing the items that still are outstanding.  He 
suggested that it may be appropriate to table any action.   Jim Caldwell stated that they had met with the 
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applicant and their consultant on August 19th.   To date they have not received a formal resubmission addressing 
the comments in the review letter.   After a brief discussion, the Commission decided that they would table any 
action until a future meeting.  
 
New Business 
   Briefing Item-Plan #09-003-B-Final Subdivision & Land Development Plan for Woods Edge- 
Phase2-Section 4 & Modification Requests - David Miller from David Miller Associates presented the plan.  This 
is a two lot subdivision plan for the remaining tract at the southernmost part of the Woods Edge project. This 
section known as Phase 2 Section 4 is the last section of the project.   It is bordered by South Centerville Road 
and Stone Mill Road.   The plan proposes to subdivide the tract into two separate pieces; one lot will contain 9.5 
acres and the other lot will contain a little less than 12 acres.   The applicant has received the Lancaster County 
Planning Commission review comments and this afternoon they received the review letter from Rettew 
Associates.  The applicant has asked for three waiver requests and there was a recommendation from the 
Township Engineer to approve one of the waivers.   There was an issue regarding the data table content 
provided on the plan.  Mr. Miller stated that the data can be revised.  The plan did not show building setback 
lines on some of the lots.  Mr. Miller stated that the setbacks lines can be added to the plan. The other item was 
to show recorded easements and Mr. Miller stated that the easements can be shown on the plan.   
 Dick Bauder had a question regarding the open space requirement.  He asked how the plan will   meet 
the open space requirements of the Township Subdivision Ordinance.   Mr. Miller advised him that would be 
part of their next plan. 
 Bonnie Miller, 113 Bent Tree Drive, asked why there is a request for the subdivision.   Will the project be 
done in two phases?   Mr. Miller explained that there are two types of projects proposed for the two lots; one 
project will be fee simple townhouse ownership and the other will be condominiums.   They need to have two 
separate tracts of land.  Mr. Miller stated that the condominiums require a single piece of land and this is not a 
phased project.   Ms. Miller asked if the fee simple units would be developed first.   Mr. Miller was unable to 
answer the question.   Wes Murry stated that the projects will be concurrent. 
 Briefing Item: Plan #09-003-C-Preliminary/Final Subdivision & Land Development Plan for Woods Edge-
Phase2-Section 4 & Modification Requests  -  David Miller stated that along with this plan the applicant has 
made requests for modifications. Mr. Miller stated that this is an existing recorded plan with partially built 
improvements.   Some of the requests are a result of connecting with existing streets where the applicant would 
like to carry through the same dimensions and characteristics that the existing streets have.  The applicant has 
asked for a modification of the preliminary plan so that the plan can be processed as a final plan application.  
The stormwater, utilities, and points of access had some modifications as needed.   Mr. Miller stated that the 
detention basin has been 80% constructed from the prior plans and the applicant is proposing improvements to 
bring the detention basin into conformance with the current design standards.   Mr. Miller stated that they have 
received review comments from Rettew Associates and after reviewing the letter, he did not see any major 
issues with compliance.   Mr. Miller listed the following modification requests:  1) Section 305 - Preliminary Plan 
Processing Procedures which was already discussed.  2) Section 407 – Traffic Study – Modification of the 
requirement to provide a full Traffic Impact Study and in the alternative, we have provided a trip generation 
report.  3) Section 502.1.S – Streets Offered for Dedication – Modification of the requirement to offer all streets 
for dedication.  The applicant is proposing that Rowley Court and a portion of Whitechapel Road be maintained 
as private streets.  Mr. Miller questioned the last paragraph in the review letter regarding this section.   Mr. 
Caldwell stated that there has been discussion at staff level whether or not the Township is interested in the one 
street as a public street.   4) Section 502.2.A.1 – Private Street Design – Modification of the requirement to 
provide a fifty (50) foot right-of-way and travel lane widths as defined by the Ordinance as they pertain to 
Rowley Court and the proposed private portion of Whitechapel Road.   In the alternative, applicant is proposing 
a forty (40) foot right-of-way width and twenty eight (28) foot cartway width.  5) Section 502.5, 502.11, 502.12 – 
Reconstruction of Perimeter Streets, Sidewalks, and Curbing – Modification of the requirement to reconstruct 
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Stonemill Road and South Centerville Road to provide sidewalks and curbing.  In the alternative, the applicant is 
proposing to maintain the existing curb and provide sidewalk along south side of Stonemill Road and to provide 
a walking path (no curb) along and generally parallel to South Centerville Road.  6) Section 502.7 – Rights-of-way 
and Cartway Width for Local Streets and Alleys – Modification of the requirement to provide a fifty (50) foot 
right-of-way and travel lane widths as defined by the Ordinance as they pertain to Stone Creek Road and the 
proposed public portion of Whitechapel Road.  In the alternative, the applicant is proposing a forty (40) foot 
right-of-way width and twenty eight (28) foot cartway width. The applicant is also requesting modification of the 
requirement to provide a twenty (20) foot wide easement for the proposed alleys.  In the alternative, the 
applicant is proposing private ownership of the alleys with a general cross-easement for their use.     
 Joan Matterness, 213 Sutherland Road, expressed concerns regarding the forty (40) foot roadway for 
Whitechapel Road and asked if there will be parking allowed on the street.   Ms. Matterness expressed concerns 
with the curbing stating curbing prevents vehicles from going onto properties.   She continued by stating that 
with the current slanted cement along Stonemill Road, there is nothing to prevent a vehicle from going onto the 
grassway.   Mr. Miller advised her that they are placing curbing on Stonemill Road and most of it is already in 
place.    Mr. Miller advised her that it is called slant curb and that type of curb is permitted by the Township 
Ordinance.    
               Mr. Miller continued with the modification requests.  7) Section 502.10.F – Intersection separation 
distances – Modification of the requirement to provide a two hundred (200) foot separation distance between 
street intersections as it relates to the separation distance from Kilgannon Drive to Alley No. 1 and 2, and the 
separation distance from Rowley Court to Alley No. 1 and 2.  In the alternative, the applicant is proposing a 
separation distance of one hundred eighty eight (188) feet and one hundred forty six (146) feet, respectively.   8) 
Section 502.12.D.1 – Grass Planting Strip Between Curb and Sidewalk – Modification of the requirement to 
provide a two (2) foot grass planting strip between curb and sidewalk.  In the alternative, the applicant is 
proposing to install sidewalk immediately adjacent to the curb.  Mr. Haverstick asked Mr. Caldwell why it is 
being recommended that this modification not be granted.  Mr. Caldwell stated that it was based on discussions 
with the staff and the ability to add areas to put in the necessary street signs without having to bore through 
sidewalks, etc.  9) Section 502.14 – Cul-De-Sacs – Modification from the requirement to provide an eighty (80) 
foot diameter cul-de-sac for Rowley Court and the proposed private portion of Whitechapel Road.  In the 
alternative, the applicant is proposing a “hammerhead” turnaround with parking.   Mr. Caldwell advised the 
Commission that the Ordinance does provide for “hammerheads” as an alternative to a conventional cul-de-sac.  
There is a limit in terms to the number of dwelling units that a “hammerhead” can serve and the applicant does 
exceed the number slightly; therefore, the need for a modification request.  10) Section 502.15.A.3 – Curbing of 
Alleys – Modification of the requirement to provide curbing along alleys and, in the alternative, the applicant 
proposes no curbing along Alley No. 1 and Alley No. 2.   The applicant intends to design the alley as an inverted 
crown where, as normal road has hump in the middle, this alley design would be the opposite.   The stormwater 
would flow along the center of the alley so there would be no need to have curbs.   11) Section 501.15.A.4 – 
Horizontal and Vertical Alignment of Alleys – Modification of requirement to provide a horizontal curve with a 
one hundred fifty (150) foot radius for Alley No. 1.  In the alternative, the applicant is proposing a horizontal 
curve with an approximate twelve (12) foot radius.  In addition, the applicant is requesting a modification of the 
length of vertical curve for Alley No. 1.  12) Section 505.D – Parking Setbacks – Modification of the requirement 
to provide a ten (10) foot separation distance between parking areas and the side/rear property and street lines.  
In the alternative, the applicant is proposing parking stalls immediately adjacent to, and at ninety (90) degrees 
to, Stone Creek Road and Whitechapel Road.  The extra parking is in addition to the on the site parking 
requirements; the applicant is providing .5 parking spaces per unit in excess of the required spaces.   13) Section 
509.5.D – Street Trees – Modification of the requirement to provide street trees every forty (40) feet (on-center) 
along the streets and, in the alternative, proposes street trees sporadically along the streets and provides the 
remaining required number of street trees in other areas throughout the site. 
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 Bonnie Miller asked where the stormwater will go to after the improvements are done.   Ms. Miller 
asked if there was any consideration for a traffic light at the Stone Mill Road and South Centerville Road 
intersection.   Mr. Caldwell advised Ms. Miller that one of the reasons they asked the applicant to do current 
traffic counts was to update the traffic information from previous projects.   Previous counts indicate that this 
intersection does not warrant a traffic light.  Mr. Caldwell advised her that they are asking for current traffic 
counts to verify that the assumptions made in the prior studies are correct.  Mr. Caldwell stated that they also 
asked them to do an analysis of the intersection in terms of the level of service.   Ms. Miller asked if the study 
will be done on a normal work day and when school is in session.    Mr. Caldwell stated that the traffic counts 
will be done on a normal workday but there may also be traffic counts done on a weekend. 
 Allen Kreider stated that in talking with the public works employees, there is a concern with traffic 
circles in regards to snow removal.   Mr. Kreider pointed out that traffic circles create a problem for the public 
works department along with curbing and sidewalks side by side.  There is really no place to push the snow and 
the snow ends up being pushed onto the sidewalks.   
 Joan Matterness asked if there will be parking on Whitechapel and Stonemill Roads.  She stated that she 
wants to make sure there are enough parking spaces.  Mr. Haverstick stated that the applicant is mandated to 
supply the number of parking spaces that the Ordinance requires.   David Miller advised her that they are 
providing parking on each lot and in addition there will be perpendicular parking spaces at several locations 
along the streets.   
 Don Witmer asked if they have enough extra parking spaces according to the Ordinance.   He stated that 
he does not feel that it looks like there is enough extra parking shown on the plan.    
 Mr. Haverstick asked if all the fee simple properties have garages.  Mr. Miller stated that they will all 
have garages.   
 Mr. Henke questioned the location of the dumpsters in the apartment section.   Mr. Miller pointed out 
the location of the dumpsters and indicated there are some covered parking spaces.   Mr. Henke asked if the 
covered parking areas are on a first come first serve basis.  Mr. Miller advised Mr. Henke that they would be 
rented spaces.   Mr. Henke asked if the walkway around the perimeter is paved and handicapped accessible.    
Mr. Miller advised Mr. Henke that the walkway is paved but is not intended to be handicap accessible 
throughout the entire course.   Mr. Miller stated that there will be handicap accessible street crossing.   
 Mr. Miller went over the zoning comments in Rettew’s review letter.  The zoning comments included 
the following items: driveway locations, clear sight triangle for all driveways, width requirements for ADA 
parking spaces, signs for ADA parking, curb/sidewalk/ramp locations need to be shown on the plan for ADA 
accessible routes, and parking space tabulation needs to be included for the community center. 
 Mr. Miller read the comments regarding compliance with the Subdivision and Land Development 
Ordinance in Rettew’s review letter and indicated how the applicant would respond or comply with the 
comments.   
 Mr. Bauder had questions regarding the recreation and open space requirements.   Mr. Miller stated 
that on the plan they have provided an extension of the trail system, open areas in the center of the project and 
open space along the perimeter.    The stormwater retention facility will be developed to best management 
practices.   These are all open space areas.  Mr. Miller continued by stating that as far as the dedication of open 
space is concerned,  there is some question with the plans that were approved to this point and how those plans 
addressed the open space requirement and whether the open space provided to date meets the requirement or 
not.   Mr. Bauder stated that they met the requirements of the County Subdivision and Land Development 
Ordinance which requires less recreational space than the Township Subdivision and Land Development 
Ordinance.   Mr. Bauder asked in regards to this plan, what is the rationale to address the open space 
requirement.   
 John Mateyak who is an attorney with Hartman, Underhill and Brubaker stated that he is present on 
behalf of Murry Development and they are looking into the issue regarding the open space requirement 
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addressed by Mr. Bauder.   He stated that they hoped to have the information to report back to the Planning 
Commission when this plan is before the Commission again.   
 Mr. Miller advised the Commission regarding stormwater management that they will need to talk to Jim 
Caldwell.   There is nothing in the Rettew comment letter that will be a major problem and Mr. Miller stated that 
they do have some technical engineering items to reach an agreement on.   There is nothing from an overall 
planning standpoint that will be a problem. 
 Mary Glazier pointed out that there was a letter from the Chief of Police of Manor Township that 
addresses the parking issue.   He commented that the roadways need to be wide enough to allow emergency 
fire apparatus and he also stated to be aware that by requesting twenty eight (28) foot wide streets, it will 
necessitate the posting of “No Parking” signs on one side of the street.  Also, the letter stated that the Township 
discourages traffic circles due to maintenance issues.  
               Mr. McLane from Millersville Borough asked how many people are involved in the project. 
Mr. McLane asked if the walkway goes all the way around the project and if this walkway connects with rest of 
the Woods Edge Development and Columbia Avenue.   
 Bonnie Miller advised the Commission that you cannot walk directly to Columbia Avenue on a sidewalk.  
The walk stops at the Woods Edge Shopping Center.   
 

LCPC Presentation – Scott Wails and Justin Evans were present from the LCPC.    Mr. Wails stated that 
Justin Evans has been working with the LCPC staff to try to develop certain areas.  The County staff is looking at 
different overlays, looking at mapping technology, resources, and ordinances to look at how to develop the 
growth areas.   Mr. Wails thanked Mr. Ott for giving him a tour of the back roads in the Township and areas that 
have specific issues regarding the rural and agricultural designated zoning areas including some areas that were 
in question for possible zoning changes.   

Justin Evans gave a presentation.   Mr. Evans talked about potential options for maintaining the rural 
character in Manor Township by 1) targeting specific areas for rezoning, 2) strengthen the “effectiveness” of 
zoning districts, 3) consider using a Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) program and, 4) promote non-
regulatory or voluntary actions.    
 Mr. Haverstick stated that at the last meeting the Commission had recommended to the Supervisors 
that they take the area including the Shertzer property that is currently zoned rural and change the zoning to 
agricultural.   The Supervisors did not acted on that recommendation at this month’s Supervisors meeting and 
Mr. Haverstick stated that he hopes it will be on the October agenda.   Mr. Caldwell advised him that he was 
following up with Staff on the recommendation and they are wrapping up final questions on the rural zoning in 
the southern end of the Township.   Following the presentation by the County, Mr. Caldwell stated that they 
would come back and show some alternatives and ideas to the Commission next month.   Mr. Caldwell stated 
that the Commission passed the recommendation onto the Board and it is within the Board’s discretion when 
they decide to act. 
 Ms. Glazier stated that she does not feel it would be a bad idea for the Board to be aware of what the 
Commission has recommended.   Ms. Glazier pointed out that other issues may crop up and one of the 
Commission’s concerns was that they have people who are farming and want to stay in farming; these people 
want to preserve their farms.   Ms. Glazier stated that she would like them not to have to sit and wait while the 
Commission works out details for every square inch of ground in the Township.   She stated that she felt it would 
be more complicated in some of the other areas.   Ms. Glazier and Mr. Haverstick agreed that they would like to 
see the Supervisors proceed with the Planning Commission’s recommendation regarding the section of the 
Township that they recommended to rezone to agriculture which included the Shertzer property.       
 Mr. Bauder asked if the Planning Commission is recommending that they rezone piece meal rather than 
wait until they agree on all the areas to be rezoned.    Ms. Glazier stated that she does not feel that they should 
wait to agree on all the areas.   This is a section of the Township in which there was a lot of agreement on the 
part of the Commission and they are suggesting that the Supervisors go ahead and at least begin the process.    
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Mr. Bauder stated that he did not know that the Commission was that far along in the process.   He thought it 
was still in the philosophical stage.   Mr. Haverstick stated that he realizes the Supervisors may or may not be 
able to make a decision based on their recommendations, but he stated that he did not know why there was a 
delay in presenting the Commission’s recommendation at the Supervisors Meeting.    Mr. Bauder asked the 
Commission what they were presenting to the Supervisors.   Are you presenting a specific alteration in the map?  
Mr. Haverstick stated that the Commission was presenting a change in the zoning map.   Mr. Bauder stated he 
did not realize that.   
 Bonnie Miller stated that from her knowledge there is a process to preserve a farm.   She listed some 
characteristic for preservation.   Mr. Haverstick advised her that in order to make an application to preserve a 
farm the area must be zoned agricultural.    
               Ms. Shellenberger explained that it is the County program that requires you to have one (1) lot per 
twenty five (25) acres and in our rural zone, the requirement is only one (1) lot for every five (5)acres; that 
requirement is what is kicking it out of the County program.   If you do not hit the density requirement, they will 
not even process your application.  Any farm within the rural zone, although it allows agriculture, if it is not 
meeting the density requirement, the application is stopped dead in its tracks.   The area the Commission is 
talking about is mostly farmed and used for agriculture and that is the reason that the Commission wanted to 
proceed with the rezoning of this area.    Ms. Shellenberger stated that the rezoning will not guarantee that it is 
preserved, but it will at least get it started in the process to find out where it does fall in the ranking.     
                Bonnie Miller asked how long this request been before the Supervisors or is it just new.   Mr. Haverstick 
advised her that this is fairly new.   Mr. Bauder stated that when they approved the Funk Farm, the Supervisors 
looked south of the Funk Farm and found there is significant farms that they felt should probably be zoned 
agricultural.  Ms. Glazier stated that area is what the Commission is recommending unanimously. 
 Jim Caldwell stated that he is quite pleased with how the other areas that they are looking at are falling 
into place.   The area they are struggling with is Pittsburg Valley Road.   They are undecided whether to include it 
in the agricultural zone or not.   Mr. Caldwell pointed out that the area has different characteristics than the land 
on either side.    
 Mr. Haverstick stated that months ago that they had asked the Board of Supervisors to consider helping 
them by providing information regarding the issues of TDR’s and that has not happened.     There was some 
general discussion on TDR’s and where they are being used.   
 Mr. Caldwell suggested that the Commission may want to consider a joint workshop separately from the 
regular meetings where they make their presentations and recommendations with the Board of Supervisors.   It 
would be an advertised meeting for both bodies.   
 Robert McLane from Millersville Borough talked about acreage and how much is farmed.  Mr. McLane 
stated that he would like the Funk property to be included in any rezoning.   Mr. McLane stated that he would 
like a massive change over to agricultural zoning.   Mr. Bauder advised the Commission regarding the Funk 
property that there is a legal issue regarding changing the zoning once an applicant has submitted a plan.   
 Ms. Shellenberger brought up the area that is zoned Low Density Residential Flex (RL1) between Letort 
Manor and the Perth Hills Development.  She asked Mr. Evans what his thoughts were on how to look at that 
area.    Ms. Shellenberger asked for suggestions on what to do with the zoning in that area.  
               Mr. Wails stated that he had not talked to Mr. Evans specifically about that area because the County 
wanted to discuss the rural issues tonight.  There were several potential solutions to that area, but the County 
thinks that the current zoning does not seem to match either a farming situation or a density situation.   They 
will address the situation further with the Commission if they desire.   Mr. Wails stated that what they were 
trying to discuss tonight was when the Township completed the Growing Togethe Plan, there were some issues 
that needed to be addressed such as bringing the zoning into compliance with the Growing Together Plan.   One 
of the largest issues of non-compliance with the Comprehensive Plan was that rural zoning area.  The County 
was hoping that area would have been rezoned to agricultural.  That would be consistent with Growing Together 
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Plan and the County’s Plan.   Mr. Wails indicated that he is not prepared to get into details about what they 
would recommend specifically for the parcel in between Perth Hills and Letort Manor tonight.   
 Bonnie Miller had questions regarding the possible development of the Haverstick Farm. 
 Mr. Caldwell stated that everyone would be interested in the County’s recommendation regarding the 
area between the two developments.     
 Mr. Bauder suggested that the Wal-Mart tract be included in this comprehensive rezoning.   Ms. Glazier 
stated that is a completely different issues.   The Commission is looking at rural zoning that should be zoned 
agriculture. 
 Mr. Ott suggested that the Commission members come to the October 13th meeting with dates that 
they are available for a workshop. 
 
Correspondence 
 Ms. Glazier had two pieces of correspondence from the LCPC.   

The first piece of correspondence was a letter dated August 25, 2009 which was an approval of  
a 90 day waiver of the time period provided that all conditions of approval for Parkfield Phase 3 are met.     

 The second piece of correspondence was a memo dated August 11, 2009 regarding a        
Memorandum of Understanding review done for the Jacob Toews Revised Final Plan. 

Pamela Shellenberger stated that she had a brochure on a seminar “Cost of Growth & What It Means to 
Your Community”  which is a Smart Growth Summit sponsored by Lancaster County Coalition for Smart Growth 
on September 29th.    Ms. Shellenberger stated that she is registered and advised the Commission there is an 
opening for another Manor Township individual to attend at no charge.      
 
 There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 9:40 p.m. 
 
 
         Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
         Mary Glazier 
         Secretary 
 
 
Recording Secretary 
Evelyn Rineer 
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Manor Township Planning Commission Minutes 
 

Tuesday, October 13, 2009       Time:  7:30 P.M. 
 
 
 The Manor Township Planning Commission met on Tuesday, October 13, 2009 at the Manor 
Township Municipal Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA.  Chairman Scott Haverstick opened 
the meeting with the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.  Mr. Haverstick introduced the members of the 
Planning Commission. 
 
Members Present: Scott Haverstick, Pamela Shellenberger, Mary Glazier, James Henke, Mark  
    Harman and Don Mann 
Member Absent: Donald Witmer 
Visitors Present: Clifford & Floris Sisler, 316 Stone Creek Road 
   Deb Holt, 140 Spring Meadow Lane 
   Jim Hocker, Derck & Edson Assoc 
   David Charles, 26 Millersville Road 
   Chris Venarchick, RGS Associates  
   Marian Myers & Richard Myers, 3344 Hostetter Road 
   Roger Lehman, 2266 Prospect Road 
   Denny Coleman, 59 W. Frederick Street 
   Al Kreider, 141 Supervisors Road 
   Paul Long, 103 Langley Square 
   Richard Bauder, Manor Township Supervisor 
   Greg Strausser, Strausser Surveying & Engineering 
   Ken & Nancy Shertzer, 398 S. Duke Street 
 
Public Comment 
 There was no public comment. 
 
Minutes 
 Ms. Shellenberger made a motion to approve the minutes of the September 14, 2009 meeting 
as presented.  Jim Henke seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously. 
 
Old Business 
 Mr. Haverstick advised the Commission that the Action Item Plan Numbers 09-003-B and 09-
003-C for Woods Edge are postponed until the November meeting at the request of the applicant. 
 Action Item – Plan #09-001-B-Preliminary/Final Plan for Country Manor - Chris Venarchick from 
RGS Associates along with David Charles, the owner of the property, was present for the plan.    Mr. 
Venarchick stated that the project is 7.3 acres zoned High Density Residential.   To the north of the 
property is Rt. 999 and to the south of the property is West Charlotte Street.  The property is located on 
the west side of North Duke Street.   The applicant is proposing an infill project.   There are existing 
apartments on the site and the applicant is proposing four (4) new buildings for a total of 64 proposed 
apartment units; with the 32 existing apartment units, it brings the total to 96 apartment units.   The 
applicant was before the Planning Commission several months ago with a sketch plan and had a full 
review with the Township Engineer.   The applicant went through the process of submitting a 
subdivision and land development plan.  Mr. Venarchick stated that they have made some changes to 
the plan based on feedback from the Fire Company and staff.    They have the second review letter 
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supplied by the Township Engineer dated October 13, 2009.   The comments in the letter from the 
Township Engineer are primarily an administrative review as they have been through the technical items 
with the Township Staff.  The comments in the review letter have to do with financial security, storm 
water agreements associated with the project, notes, making sure recreation fees are covered, etc.   
 Mr. Henke commented that in the past there was off site drainage easement issues and Mr. 
Henke asked if that has been worked out.   Mr. Venarchick advised him that they are in the process of 
working out the agreements.    Mr. Henke asked whether the comments made regarding traffic have 
been resolved.   Mr. Venarchick advised him that there is one comment that relates to taking a look at 
the intersection of Rt. 999 and North Duke Street and whether this development has any impact on that 
intersection.    Mr. Venarchick stated that he feels that there will not be an impact on that intersection. 
 Ms. Glazier asked why there would not be an impact on that intersection.    Mr. Venarchick 
stated since the traffic generated from the proposed development would likely be less than 100 vehicle 
trips per peak hour a full traffic impact study would not be required per the Ordinance.   Due to the 
concern, the applicant will take the additional step and look at the potential impact of the additional 
vehicles.   Ms. Glazier verified that there is only one way in and out of the development.  Mr. Venarchick 
indicated that the access drive will have a boulevard entrance. 
 Mr. Henke stated that he would like to see the geo tech notes dealing with sink holes, liner, 
basin, etc. be added to the plan.   
 Mr. Haverstick stated that regarding traffic he had a concern as the demographics of the tenants 
would mostly likely change and there may be more college students.    Mr. Charles advised Mr. 
Haverstick that approximately 10% to 15% of the tenants would be college students.    Mr. Charles 
advised him that these would be one and two bedroom units and college students are more likely to 
rent three bedroom units.   Mr. Haverstick stated that he is convinced that there will be more traffic and 
he would like to see something indicating what the increase would be.  Mr. Venarchick advised him that 
there was a traffic analysis done for the project.   
 Ms. Glazier asked how the park and recreation land dedication requirements would be satisfied.  
Mr. Venarchick stated that there will be a fee in lieu of.   Mr. Venarchick advised the Commission that 
they are proposing a passive walking trail around the perimeter of the property.  Mr. Haverstick asked 
Mr. Charles how many children are in the existing project.   Mr. Charles advised him that there are only a 
few children.   
 Jim Henke made a motion recommending the approval of the modification requests of Section 
305 and 307 – Preliminary Plan, which was a new request with the revised submission in accordance 
with the most recent Rettew review letter dated October 13, 2009.   Ms. Shellenberger seconded the 
motion and the motion carried unanimously. 
 Mr. Venarchick advised the Commission that they would be submitting a letter withdrawing the 
request for a waiver of the clear sight triangle as per the Rettew review letter. 
 Jim Henke made a motion recommending the approval of the waiver for a modification request 
of Section 503.1.F – Access Drive Setback Requirements based on the justification and support of the 
Township Engineer.   Ms. Glazier seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously. 
 Jim Henke made a motion recommending the approval of the waiver for a modification request 
of Section 503.1.G.1 – Access Drive Green Width Area based on the justification provided as well as 
support of the Township Engineer in accordance with the review letter of October 13th.   Ms. Glazier 
seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously. 
 Jim Henke made a motion recommending the approval of waiver of a modification request of 
Section 503.3 – Emergency Access Requirements based on the justification provided as well as the 
conditions that the Township Engineer has outlined in his October 13th letter.   Ms. Shellenberger 
seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously.   
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 Jim Henke made a recommendation that the Country Manor Preliminary/Final Subdivision and 
Land Development Plan be conditionally approval based on satisfactorily addressing conditions outlined 
in the October 13, 2009 Rettew Associates letter or any subsequent comments that may arise from the 
traffic work and storm drainage easement work that still needs to be completed as well as addressing 
the geo tech notes that were commented on.   Ms. Shellenberger seconded the motion and the motion 
carried unanimously.   
 Mr. Haverstick stated that he feels very strongly about the traffic issue and he hopes there is 
serious thought given to the impact. 
 
New Business 
 Briefing Item – Plan #09-008-A-Preliminary/Final subdivision Plan & Modification Requests for 
Brenda S. Lehman – Greg Strausser from Strausser Engineering presented the plan.   Mr. Strausser 
stated this property is approximately 11.3 acres located on the north side of Prospect Road just west of 
the Hostetter Road intersection.  Currently, the bulk of the site is farmed and is located in the 
Agricultural (A) Zone.   There is an existing single family dwelling on the southeast corner of the lot.   The 
dwelling is connected to an on lot well and on lot tile field.  There is an existing driveway coming out to 
Prospect Road.   The applicant is proposing to create a one acre lot around the existing dwelling.    There 
is no new construction.   There is 10.1 acres remaining that will continue to be farmed.  The applicant 
would be offering for dedication the additional right-of-way along Prospect Road that is required by the 
Ordinance.   Currently, there is a 16 ½ foot wide right-of-way on the north side of Prospect Road and the 
applicant would be offering up to the 25 feet , which is the amount indicated for a local street.   The 
modifications requested were: 1) deferment of submitting any information for whatever might occur on 
the remaining acreage.   The plan is to keep it in agriculture.   It is in Clean and Green and there will be 
over ten acres.   The lot allows for the possibility of a dwelling unit. 2) The applicant requested a 
modification of the requirements for road widening, curbing and sidewalk.   Based on Rettew’s review 
letter of October 2, 2009, it was indicated because of the low impact on the road this does not require a 
traffic evaluation study and the applicant will be withdrawing that waiver modification request.   
 Mr. Caldwell stated that the first modification request that Mr. Strausser referred to dealt with 
the engineering for placing the house on the site, stormwater management facilities, etc. and the 
Township Engineer had recommended that the Township deny that modification request.   That 
recommendation was in error.   In Manor Township, stormwater is handled under another stand alone 
Ordinance and the approval authority of that Ordinance is at the staff level.  Barry Smith is the one who 
administers that Ordinance and he indicated that he was fine deferring that requirement to the future 
until such time when someone would come in with a permit.  At that time, the stormwater will be dealt 
with under the Stormwater Ordinance just the same as another existing undeveloped lot.      
 Mr. Haverstick asked how long the parcel has been in Clean and Green and Mr. Lehman advised 
him that it was just last year.   
 Mr. Harman asked if there was any reason for the primary and alternate septic testing sites.   
Mr. Strausser advised him that the sites were arbitrarily picked.    Mr. Strausser stated that DEP 
regulations  for the applicant to create this subdivided lot they had to show on the remaining tract a 
perk and probe for purposes of a planning module.   The instructions given to the sewage enforcement 
officer was to go somewhere back pretty far from the road, because there is an easement at the very 
low end of the lot.   
 Marian Myers, 3344 Hostetter Road, stated that she has no objections to this property being 
divided.    She just wanted to know there would be no development on the remaining tract. 
               The Planning Commission decided to move this plan to an action item and make a 
recommendation to the Board of Supervisors. 
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 Jim Henke made a motion to recommend approval of the waiver as it relates to Brenda S. 
Lehman Preliminary/Final Subdivision Plan requesting modification of Section 403.4 – Proposed Plan 
Requirements based on the deferment of the requirements as outlined in the subsequent review letter 
offered by Rettew Associates.    Ms. Shellenberger seconded the motion and the motion carried 
unanimously. 
 Jim Henke made a motion to recommend conditional approval of the Brenda S. Lehman 
Preliminary/Final Subdivision Plan based on satisfying the Township Engineer’s review letter and any 
Township Staff comments that may be available as the plan progresses.  Ms. Shellenberger seconded 
the motion and the motion carried unanimously. 
 
 Briefing Item – Plan #09-007-B-Preliminary/Final Land Development Plan for Central Manor 
Elementary School & Modification Requests - Jim Hocker  from Derck & Edson Associates presented the 
plan along with Deb Holt and the Facilities Manager from the Penn Manor School District.   Mr. Hocker 
told the Commission that this was shown as a sketch plan and is very much the same as the sketch plan 
that was presented with two building additions for classrooms to the rear and other minor additions 
associated with the building.  The purpose of the project is to complete the renovations for the Central 
Manor Elementary School and a maximum expansion of up to eight classrooms.  The applicant has 
received Rettew’s review letter dated October 13, 2009 and they have no objection to any of the 
comments.  Mr. Hocker stated that they will be prepared to meet the comments and provide the 
information that is requested.    Most of the comments deal with notes on the plans.   Mr. Haverstick 
asked Mr. Hocker to discuss the right-of-way issue.   Mr. Hocker advised him that the Ordinance requires 
a 60 foot right-of-way on Blue Rock Road.   There is a portion to the west where it is currently 55 feet 
instead of 60 feet.  In that 55 foot right-of-way, the cartway, curbing, etc. is fully contained within that 
right-of-way.   This is a rural area and zoned Agricultural (A) so they are not anticipating expanding the 
width of the road due to future development.  To widen the right-of-way on the Penn Manor school side 
of the road would put the existing building out of setback compliance.   
 Ms. Shellenberger asked if the cartway meets the current requirements.   Mr. Hocker stated the 
cartway is about 35 feet wide.   Mr. Caldwell stated the current requirements are met.   Mr. Caldwell 
pointed out that Penn Dot is in the process of reconstructing that roadway and they have not come to 
any of the landowners for additional right-of-way to do any road work.   
 Mr. Harman asked if they plan on using the existing well to accommodate the increase in 
students , was there any testing required or are they planning on doing any.   Mr. Hocker stated that 
they would be using the existing well.   Renovations to the building will include low flow fixtures and 
higher efficiency fixtures in the building.   The applicant has no projected increase in water use.   Mr. 
Caldwell stated that it is estimated that there will be about a 7,300 gallon per year reduction in water 
use even with the increase in students.    Mr. Hocker stated that the well is tested to meet current DEP 
standards.   The well currently is not coded for maximum daily withdrawal.    
 Mr. Haverstick questioned the purpose of the well being off site. Mr. Hocker stated that the well 
is located on Penn Manor property on the opposite side of Rt. 999.  There is no problem with the water 
from the well.   No one had an explanation why the well was on the opposite side of Rt. 999 from the 
school.   
 Don Mann asked if there have been any vehicle accidents in front of the school.   He was advised 
that there have been accidents at the west side of the school.   
 Mr. Caldwell stated that he applauds the School District and Derck & Edson.  In their initial 
reviews with the Applicant, they encouraged them to use pervious pavement as an infiltration Best 
Management Practice to take care of the stormwater which they did in the design.    
               The Planning Commission moved this plan from a briefing item to an action item making a 
recommendation to the Board of Supervisors. 
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 Pam Shellenberger made a motion regarding the Central Manor Elementary School 
Preliminary/Final Land Development Plan that they approve the modification request of Section 305 – 
Preliminary Plan based on the justifications provided and the comments of October 13th review letter 
from Rettew.  Ms. Glazier seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously. 
 Pam Shellenberger made a motion to approve the modification request of Section 502.5.G 
regarding not providing any additional dedicated right-of-way along Rt. 999 in accordance with the 
justification provided.  Mr. Mann seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously. 
 Pam Shellenberger recommended conditional approval of Central Manor Elementary School 
Plan subject to meeting all the requirements in the October 13th review letter from Rettew Associates 
and any additional comments that may be made as a result of the stormwater management review or 
staff comments made as it proceeds through the review process.    Mr. Mann seconded the motion and 
the motion carried unanimously. 
 
Correspondence 
 Ms. Glazier had a memo from the LCPC dated September 15, 2009 on the Woods Edge Phase 
Two Section 4 plan indicating that the County had reviewed the plan and had no additional comments. 
 Ms. Glazier had a brochure regarding the Regional Breakfast Meeting from the LCPC that is on 
October 23rd. 
 
 Mr. Ott advised the Commission that Barry Smith is working on a date for the work session 
between the Supervisors and the Planning Commission.   Mr. Ott stated it looked like the date would be 
November 17th.   Mr. Caldwell reviewed the items that they would be looking at during this session. 
 There was discussion between the Supervisors who attended the meeting and the Planning 
Commission on how the Supervisors are made aware of the Planning Commission’s actions and 
recommendations and ways that the Supervisors can be updated on the actions of the Commission. 
  
 Mr. Shertzer thanked the Township for fixing the area around the manholes on Ironstone Ridge 
Road. 
 
 There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 8:50 p.m. 
 
 
        Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
        Mary Glazier 
        Secretary 
 
Recording Secretary 
Evelyn Rineer 
  
  
   



Manor Township Planning Commission Minutes 
 

Monday, November 9, 2009       Time:  7:30 P.M. 
 
 The Manor Township Planning Commission met on Monday, November 9, 2009 at the Manor 
Township Municipal Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA.  Chairman Scott Haverstick opened 
the meeting with the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.   Mr. Haverstick introduced the members of the 
Planning Commission. 
 
Members Present: Scott Haverstick, Pamela Shellenberger, Mary Glazier, James Henke, Mark  
   Harman, Donald Witmer and Don Mann 
Visitors Present: David Miller, David Miller Associates 
   Wesley Murry, Murry Development 
   Justin Evans, LCPC 
   Jim Huber, 113 Shannon Dr., Lancaster 
   Mark Lauriello, Rettew Associates 
   Cindy & Bill Burns, 106 Oak Rd., Conestoga 
   Randy Schappzel, Weber Surveyors 
   Elaine Jones, LNP 
 
Public Comment 
 There was no public comment. 
 
Minutes 
 Ms. Shellenberger made a motion to approve the October 13, 2009 minutes as presented.   Mr. 
Henke seconded the motion and the motion carried with Don Witmer abstaining. 
 
Old Business 
 Action  Item - Plan #09-003-B-Final Subdivision & Land Development Plan for Woods Edge-
Phase2-Section 4 & Modification Requests -  Dave Miller from David Miller Associates presented the 
plan.    Mr. Miller indicated that Linda Michels and Wes Murry were also present.    Mr. Miller stated 
that they have had their second review by the Township Engineer.   This is a two lot subdivision of the 
remaining tract of Woods Edge.   This application divides the tract into a piece of land to be used for 
apartment development and the other tract for a fee simple townhouse project.     Mr. Miller had the 
November 3, 2009 review letter from Rettew Associates and Mr. Miller listed the modification requests 
and the Township Engineer comments.    1) Request  for Section 502.5, 502.11, 502.12, 502.13.A and 
509.5 regarding perimeter streets, curbs, sidewalks, street lights and street trees – Applicant requested 
modification of the requirement to reconstruct S. Centerville and Stone Mill Roads including the 
installation of curbs and sidewalks and in the alternative defer such improvements until such time as 
development is proposed on this tract.   The Engineer recommends approval based upon the 
justification provided and with the condition that the required improvements are provided with any 
future or concurrent subdivision or development plan application.   Mr. Miller stated that the comments 
are standard items for subdivision and land development such as evidence of notification of any 
restrictions imposed on the site by City of Lancaster Bureau of Water.   1)  This site is the subject of an 
existing approved and recorded development plan and that plan has some water line and utility road 
easements on it.   Some improvements have been constructed but none have been turned over to the 
respective authorities.    There was no dedication; therefore, Murry Development has the right to 
change them going forward.  2) Plan certificates need to be completed prior to recording.  Applicant will 
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comply.   3) Final action and date of the action by the Board of Supervisors of any modification requests 
need to be noted on the plan and that will be done.   4) Upon approval of the final plan, applicant needs 
to submit a copy in electronic form to the Township and that will be done.  5) The planning module is 
pending.   It is in processing with DEP and they are expecting the planning module sometime in the near 
future. 
 Ms. Glazier asked if there is a sidewalk on Stone Mill Road.   Mr. Miller advised her that a 
sidewalk is proposed. 
 Mr. Haverstick asked if there is currently a sidewalk on the north side and Mr. Miller stated that 
there is a sidewalk. 
 Mark Lauriello advised the Commission that the plan they are talking about is not the plan with 
the units but is only the two lot subdivision plan. 
 Mr. Henke made a motion that modification requests for Section 502.5, 502.11, 502.12, 
502.13.A and 509.5 be recommended for approval based on the Rettew review letter dated November 
3, 2009.   Mr. Witmer seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously.  
 Mr. Henke made a motion to recommend that the final two lot subdivision plan for the Woods 
Edge Phase 2 Section 4 be conditionally approved based upon the Rettew review letter dated November 
3, 2009 comments being met.   Ms. Shellenberger seconded the motion and the motion carried 
unanimously. 
 
 Action  Item: Plan #09-003-C-Preliminary/Final Subdivision & Land Development Plan for Woods 
Edge-Phase2-Section 4 & Modification Requests  -  Dave Miller stated that they had an initial review 
after which they responded to the staff and Township Engineer and this review is a result of that 
exchange.   Mr. Miller pointed out several significant changes in the plan.   One issue was the 
performance of a section of Whitechapel Road and Stone Creek Road.     The applicant made some 
modifications to bring them into closer conformance with the Township’s specifications for a public 
street.  The most visible change was the elimination of a roundabout and design modifications to the 
sidewalk location along the street.  There were design changes to the detail at the termination of 
Rowley Court and Whitechapel Road, both of which are proposed to remain private streets.    Mr. Miller 
advised the Commission that planting islands were added to separate parking spaces from the turn 
around area.    They also verified the truck turning geometry using a computer software package.    
There was some redesign of the building locations due to the circle being changed, but the unit count 
has not changed.    Mr. Miller reviewed the following modification requests and the Rettew letter 
recommendations:  1) Section 305 – Request a waiver of the preliminary plan process and make a 
combined application.    The Engineer recommended approval of the request as long as the content of 
the plan contains both the preliminary and final plan information.  2) Section 407 – Traffic Study – This 
project has been through the process several times in the past and there was approved plan so the 
applicant is requesting a waiver of the full traffic impact study.    They provided in lieu of the impact 
study, a traffic assessment which focused on the intersection of Stone Mill Road and South Centerville 
Road.   The Engineer recommended approval of the request based upon the justification provided and 
with the condition that the applicant provide a contribution in lieu of preparation of a Traffic Impact 
Study encompassing a broader study area.  3)  Section 502.1.S – Streets Offered for Dedication - They 
are proposing to offer Stone Creek Road and Whitechapel Road extension as public streets.    The 
terminus of Whitechapel Road because of its configuration would be a private street as well as Rowley 
Court.   The Engineer recommended approval of request with the condition that the streets proposed as 
private streets will be constructed to the Township standards and a private street agreement which is 
required by the Ordinance.   The engineer further noted that Stone Creek Road and the portion of 
Whitechapel Road from Stone Mill Road to Stone Creek Road are being offered for dedication as public 
streets are accepted as public streets.  4) Section 502.2.A.1 – Private Street Design – The applicant is 
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requesting modification of the requirement to provide a fifty (50) foot right-of-way width as it pertains 
to Rowley Court and the proposed private portion of Whitechapel Road.   They would like to use a 40’ 
right-of-way that is consistent with Whitechapel Road in the existing part of Woods Edge.   The Engineer 
recommended approval of modification as it pertains to the right-of-way width for Rowley Court and the 
proposed private portion of Whitechapel Road based upon justification provided.  5) Section 502.5, 
502.11, 502.12 – Reconstruction of Perimeter Streets, Sidewalks and Curbing – The applicant is 
requesting modification of the requirement to reconstruct Stone Mill Road and South Centerville Road 
and to provide sidewalks and curbing.  Applicant is proposing to maintain the existing curb and provide 
sidewalk along the south side of Stone Mill Road and to provide a walking path (no curb) along and 
parallel to South Centerville Road.   The engineer recommends approval of modification based upon the 
justification and alternatives provided.  6)  Section 502.7 – Rights-of-Way and Cartway Width for Local 
Streets and Alleys – The applicant is requesting a modification of the requirement to provide 50’ right-
of-way widths as they pertain to Stone Creek Road and the proposed public portion of Whitechapel 
Road.   In the alternative, applicant is proposing a 40’ right-of-way width.  The applicant is also 
requesting modification of the requirement to provide a 20’ wide easement for the proposed alleys.   In 
the alternative, the applicant is proposing private ownership of the alleys with a general cross-easement 
for their use.  The engineer recommends approval of this modification as it pertains to the right-of-way 
width for Stone Creek Road, the proposed public portion of Whitechapel Road and the alleys based 
upon the justification and alternatives provided.    7) Section 502.10.F – Intersection Separation 
Distances – With the removal of the traffic circle, the applicant had questioned the separation distance 
between street intersections as it relates to the separation distance from Kilgannon Drive to Alleys No. 1 
and 2, and Rowley Court and Alleys No. 1 and 2.  The applicant is proposing a separation distance of 154’ 
to Kilgannon Drive and 145’ to Rowley Court.   The Engineer recommended approval of this modification 
based upon the justification provided.   8) Section 502.12.D.1 – Grass Planting Strip  between Curb and 
Sidewalk – The applicant is requesting a modification of the requirement to provide a two foot grass 
planting strip between the curb and sidewalk.   The applicant is proposing to install sidewalk 
immediately adjacent to the curb in some areas and to provide the 2’ grass strip in other areas 
throughout the site.  The engineer recommends approval of the modification based upon the 
justification provided with conditions that a) Pedestrian access easements are provided where sidewalk 
is located outside of the right-of-way; b) A two foot grass strip is provided in the area between buildings 
4 and 5; and between building unit 8 and the parking area.  9) Section 502.14 – Cul-De-Sacs – The 
applicant is requesting a modification from the requirement to provide an 80’ diameter cul-de-sac for 
Rowley Court and the proposed private portion of Whitechapel Road.   The applicant is proposing a 
“hammerhead” turnaround with parking.   The engineer recommends approval of the modification as it 
relates to Rowley Court and the proposed private portion of Whitechapel Road.  10) Section 502.15.A.3 
– Curbing of Alleys – The applicant is requesting a modification of the requirement to provide curbing 
along alleys and proposes curbing along one side of Alley No. 1 and Alley No. 2.  The engineer 
recommends approval of the modification based upon the justification provided with the condition that 
the storm sewer inlet serving Alley No. 2 are analyzed for capacity and bypass flow onto Whitechapel 
Road and a maximum gutter flow depth along the curb of three inches is achieved for storms up to the 
25-year event.  11) Section 502.15.A.4 – Horizontal and Vertical Alignment of Alleys – The applicant is 
asking for a Modification of the requirement to provide a horizontal curve with a 150’ radius for Alley 
No. 2.  The applicant is proposing a horizontal curve with a 30’ radius.   The engineer recommended 
approval of modification request based upon the justification provided.   The 30’ radius is limited to the 
western intersection of Alley No. 2 and Stone Creek Road.    12) Section 505.D – Parking Setbacks -   The 
applicant is requesting a modification of the requirement to provide a ten foot separation distance 
between parking areas and side/rear property and street lines.  The applicant is proposing parking stalls 
immediately adjacent to and at ninety degrees to Stone Creek Road and Whitechapel Road.  The 
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engineer recommended approval of the modification based upon the justification provided and with the 
condition that the applicant demonstrates that there is adequate minimum safe stopping sight distance 
for the approaches to the proposed parking stalls.  13) Section 509.5.D – Street Trees – The applicant is 
requesting a modification to provide street trees every forty feet (on-center) along streets.   They are 
proposing sixty-seven of the ninety-six required street trees along the streets with the remaining 
required number of street trees located in other areas throughout the site.   The Engineer recommends 
approval of this modification subject to the applicant providing an alternative landscaping plan that is 
acceptable to the Township.   
 Mr. Miller reviewed the subdivision and land development items in the review letter stating that 
they are processing type items.   1)  Any approved modifications, including conditions of approval, and 
dates of final action by the Board of Supervisors need to be included on the plan.  Mr. Miller stated that 
the applicant will comply.   2) All plan certificates need to be completed prior to recording the plan.  Mr. 
Miller stated that the applicant will comply.  3) Approved planning module, exemption or notice that a 
planning module is not required needs to be provided.  Mr. Miller stated that the planning module is in 
process with DEP.  4) Cost estimate, financial security and financial security agreement need to be 
provided.  Mr. Miller stated that the applicant will comply.  5) Private street agreement in a recordable 
form needs to be provided and must define ownership and maintenance responsibilities.  The applicant 
will comply.  6) Proposed street names need to be approved by Lancaster County-Wide Communications 
and applicant has a letter from County-Wide Communications approving the street names.  7) Available 
and required safe sight stopping distance needs to be provided for both intersections involving Alley No. 
2.   That was a condition of the waiver and the applicant will comply.  8) Lighting plan including 
photometrics, fixtures, poles and footer details needs to be provided.  The applicant advised the 
Commission that the plan is at a lighting consultant at this time.  9) Applicant needs to provide evidence 
of water design and updated sewer capacity and design approvals.  Mr. Miller stated that they have 
capacity commitments from City Water and LASA.  Their engineering plans are being reviewed at this 
time and they do not have their response to date.  10) Applicant needs to satisfy the park and 
recreational land dedication requirements.   Mr. Miller advised the Commission that there is a question 
on this and the developer is going to work it out with the Board of Supervisors.    Mr. Miller pointed out 
what they are providing with the project and indicated the entire project exceeds the Township 
requirements by about seven (7) acres.   11)  Upon approval of the final plans, the applicant will need to 
submit a copy of the plans, in an electronic, GIS compatible format to the Township.   Mr. Miller stated 
that the applicant will comply.  12) Draft homeowner’s association documents need to be submitted for 
review.  Mr. Miller stated that the applicant will comply.  13) Clear sight triangles need to be provided 
for the alleys and shown on the Landscape Plans to demonstrate that the proposed landscaping does 
not interfere with the clear sight triangles.  The applicant stated that they will add the clear sight triangle 
line to the landscape plan. 
 Mr. Miller reviewed the stormwater management items.   1) Ownership and Maintenance 
program in a recordable form needs to be provided and applicant will comply.   2) Evidence of approval 
of the Erosion & Sedimentation Control and NPDES Permit, if applicable.    Mr. Miller advised the 
Commission that this is under review by the Conservation District and they have not to date received 
their response.  3) Soils testing needs to be provided in support of the proposed infiltration of the 
ground water recharged where it is proposed.   Mr. Miller stated that there are areas within the 
stormwater retention basin where best management practice plantings and groundwater recharge is 
occurring in the detention basin in the south corner.   Mr. Miller advised the Commission that they will 
supply the required documents.    4) Gutter flow calculations need to be provided for inlet 20 (Alley 
No.2) based on a 25 year storm and need to provide a gutter flow depth of three inches or less.    Mr. 
Miller stated that the applicant has submitted the calculations.  

 Mr. Haverstick asked Mr. Miller to briefly review the projected water  flow.   
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 Mr. Henke had questions regarding the basin that would be located between the back of the 
structures and the road; he asked if it would be a native grass type area.   Mr. Miller verified that it 
would be that type of area and it would also act as a buffer between the road and the back of the 
buildings.  Mr. Henke had some questions on the photometrics.   

Ms. Glazier had questions regarding the walkways.  Ms. Glazier questioned the difference in the 
widths of the walkways and indicated she would like to see a six foot width for the entire walkway.   

 Jim Huber, 112 Shannon Drive, had questions regarding the plan and also asked for the traffic 
count statistics.   
 Mr. Henke made a recommendation that the modifications letters “A” thru “M” as requested be 
conditionally approved as suggested and outlined in the Rettew Associates November 3, 2009 review 
letter.   Ms. Shellenberger seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously.   
 Mr. Henke recommended conditional approval of the Preliminary/Final  Plan for Woods Edge 
Phase 2 ,Section 4 conditioned upon the November 3, 2009 review letter offered by Rettew Associates.   
Ms. Shellenberger seconded the motion.     Mr. Henke amended his motion to include a revision to make 
the four foot (4’) proposed walkway to a six foot (6’) walkway to be consistent with the rest of the 
development.   Ms. Shellenberger seconded the amendment.     Mr. Haverstick commented that the 
dedication of the open space is out of their hands.   Mr. Haverstick called for the vote on the motion.  
The motion carried unanimously.   
 
New Business 
 Briefing Item: Plan 09-008-A – Revised Final Plan for William & Cynthia Burns & Modification 
Requests - Randy Schappzel, from Weber Surveyors, presented the plan.   The Burns are proposing to do 
a lot add-on of 22 acres.   The parent tract is 44 acres and they are basically splitting the parent tract in 
half.    They are asking for a modification for plan scale and modification for dedication of additional 
right-of-way.  Oak Road is a loop road and only serves the people living on Oak Road.   There is no 
proposed new development, homes, or traffic.   Three of the existing buildings will be inside the new 
expanded right-of-way.   Both of these modifications have been recommended for approval by Rettew 
Associates in their review letter dated October 29, 2009.   There was one provision regarding the right-
of-way that a note be put on the plan stating that the plan reserves additional right-of-way to the 
Township for any improvements they need to do for stormwater.    Under the zoning comment in the 
review letter, the applicant added a note on their revised plan, which is note #11, stating that there are 
eight additional lots permitted at this time.   The remaining lands and new lot would each obtain four 
future development lots and no more than 40% of the remaining land of each lot can be used for 
development.   Regarding subdivision and land development, the applicant has shown the existing 
driveway on the Gantz property.   They have submitted this to the LCPC.  Any modifications that are 
received will be added as notes on the plan.   There are no new right-of-ways being dedicated; 
therefore, we do not need to place any monuments.   Mr. Schappzel continued stating that they need 
approval before they can complete plan certificates.   Regarding planning module, they are submitting a 
waiver because there is no new development proposed and there has been a new septic system put on 
the remaining lands in the past seven months.   The following note will be added to the plan. “This plan 
shows additional right-of-way along all portions of the existing road frontage of the subject property.  
This additional right-of-way is hereby reserved for possible future use by Manor Township for future 
roadways and related improvements.”   When the plan is approved copies in an electronic GIS 
compatible format will be forwarded to the Township.   
 Ms. Shellenberger asked if the remaining lands should be given a lot number.    Mark Lauriello 
advised in this case the lot should have a number.    Ms. Shellenberger stated that she feels it would 
clarify the note by referring to which lot gets what development assignments.     
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 Mr. Henke recommended that this plan be moved to an action item and recommended 
conditional approval of the William L. and Cynthia J. Burns Revised Final Plan conditioned upon 
satisfying the comments in the October 29, 2009 Rettew Associates review letter.   That motion would 
also include recommending approval of the two waiver requests based upon the justification provided 
and satisfying the Township Engineer’s comments.  The remaining lands should be labeled Lot #2.    Ms. 
Glazier seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously. 
 
Correspondence 
 Ms. Glazier had a memorandum from the LCPC dated October 27, 2009 regarding the Penn 
Manor School District Central Elementary School with several comments.   
 
 Mr. Haverstick advised the Planning Commission that they would be having a joint meeting 
Tuesday, November 17th at 7:00 p.m. with the Board of Supervisors in which they will be discussing the 
rural to agriculture zoning. 
 
 There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 8:55 p.m. 
 
 
       Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
       Mary Glazier 
       Secretary 
 
 
Recording Secretary 
Evelyn Rineer   
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Manor Township Planning Commission Minutes 
 

Monday, December 14, 2009       Time:  7:30 P.M. 
 
 The Manor Township Planning Commission met on Monday, December 14, 2009 at the Manor 
Township Municipal Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA.  Chairman Scott Haverstick opened 
the meeting with the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.  Mr. Haverstick introduced the members of the 
Planning Commission. 
 
Members Present: Scott Haverstick, Pamela Shellenberger, Donald Witmer, Mary Glazier, James 
   Henke, and Mark Harman 
Member Absent: Don Mann 
Visitors Present: Brian F. Masterson, Regester Associates 
   Daniel G. Beiler, 1930 Beaver Valley Pike, Strasburg 
   Jim Huber, 113 Shannon Dr., Lancaster 
   Joan Matterness, 213 Sutherland Rd., Lancaster 
   Jeff Burkhart, David Miller Associates 
   Greg Strausser, Strausser Surveying & Engineer 
   Justin Evans, LCPC 
   Elaine Jones, LNP 
   Al Kreider, Supervisors Rd. 
   Bill Murry, 1899 Lititz Pike 
 
Public Comment 
 There was no public comment. 
 
Minutes 
 Mr. Haverstick indicated that Donald Witmer’s name was omitted as being present at the 
November 9 meeting.  Ms. Shellenberger made a motion to approve the minutes with the addition of 
Donald Witmer to “Members Present”.     Mr. Henke seconded the motion and the motion carried 
unanimously. 
 
New Business 
Briefing Items may be moved to an Action Item by the Planning Commission. 

Briefing Item - #09-010-A – Revised Subdivision Plan for Woods Edge (Lot Consolidation) & 
Modification Requests -     Jeff Burkhart from David Miller Associates presented the plan.   Mr. Burkhart 
stated that this is a total of 47 units on various properties along Pine Bridge Lane and Summitville Court 
owned by Murry Development Corporation.   There are 47 different lot lines and what this revised plan 
does is make the interior lot lines disappear.   All the units are owned and operated by Murry 
Development and have been since they were constructed.    They are asking for the following three 
waivers:   1) Section 403.3.A-Existing Features (contours), 2) Section 403.3.C.1-Capacity & Condition of 
Existing Stormwater Management System and 3) Section 407.4 – Submittal of a Wetland Study.   The 
waivers were supported by the Township Engineer and the applicant has a draft of the Lancaster County 
Planning Commission’s review that has a suggestion to change a plan note that states “There will be two 
off street parking spaces per lot” to say “There will be a minimum of two parking spaces per unit”.  
 Mr. Haverstick had questions on the ownership of the units.  Mr. Burkhart stated that the units 
were all owned by Murry Development. 
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 Ms. Glazier asked if all the homes are rental units and she questioned if the units were designed 
to be rental units only.     Ms. Glazier asked Mr. Burkhart  if there were any other comments from the 
LCPC.  Mr. Burkhart stated no.  
 Jim Huber, 113 Shannon Drive, had questions on the plan. 
 Joan Matterness, 213 Sutherland Road, questioned the number of rental units that were 
indicated. 
 This plan was moved to an action item by the Commission.   Mr. Henke made a motion that 
Woods Edge Phase 1, Section III, Stone Creek Road Revised Subdivision Plan be moved to an action item.  
Mr. Henke made a recommendation that the three requested modifications dealing with Existing 
Features (Contours), Capacity and Condition of Existing Stormwater Facilities, and Wetland Study be 
recommended for approval in addition to the plan; as a condition of both the waiver of modifications 
and the approval of the plan, the comments on the November 19th Rettew Associates review letter as 
well as the LCPC review letter dated today needs to be satisfied.    Ms. Shellenberger seconded the 
motion and the motion carried unanimously. 
 

Planning Module – Brenda S. Lehman – Mr. Ott indicated that a copy of Component 4A from the 
DEP Planning Module was given to the Commission members.    Mr. Ott advised the Commission that he 
has filled out the form and it is brought before the Commission as an information item before he signs it 
and passes it on to the Board of Supervisors.     There is no action required by the Commission. 
 

Briefing Item - #09-011-A – Final Subdivision Plan for Daniel G. Beiler – Brian Masterson from 
Regester Associates presented the plan.    Mr. Masterson stated that they prepared a final subdivision 
plan for the property owned by Mr. Beiler along Letort Road.   This is approximately a four (4) acre tract 
with an existing home that was recently renovated.     Mr. Beiler would like to divide this into two lots 
with the existing home on the one lot and creating a second lot to allow for construction of a second 
dwelling.   Also, Mr. Masterson stated that there is a Planning Module before the Commission.   
Stormwater management is being handled on the lower end of the lot through infiltration.   There will 
be two lots and each lot will be a little over two acres.   The applicant has just received Rettew’s review 
letter and the applicant will have no problem complying with the comments in the letter.   

Mr. Haverstick asked where the lot originated from and he was informed that this lot was like 
this for over 50 years. 

Mr. Witmer asked Mr. Masterson questions on the frontage of the lots and the slope of the lot. 
 Ms. Shellenberger made a motion that the Final Subdivision Plan for Daniel G. Beiler be moved 

to an action item and be approved subject to meeting the requirements of Rettew’s review letter of 
December 14, 2009.    Mr. Henke seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously.    

 
Planning Module – Daniel G. Beiler  Sewage Facilities Planning Module Component 4A –   The 

Commission did not need to take any action.    Mr. Ott  stated that he would sign the planning 
component 4A  of the DEP Planning Module and pass it onto the Board of Supervisors. 

 
Correspondence 
 Ms. Glazier had three pieces of correspondence from the Lancaster County Planning 
Commission. 
 A letter dated November 20, 2009 was received and stated that the LCPC received a Revised 
Subdivision Plan for Woods Edge, Phase 1, Section III lot Consolidation that was scheduled for review on 
December 14, 2009.   
 A letter dated November 10, 2009 was received  regarding Parkfield, Phase 3.   The LCPC 
approved a 60 Day waiver of time to meet all conditions of approval, obtain all plan certifications and 
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record plans as stated in Section 303.10 of the Lancaster County Subdivision and Land Development 
Ordinance of 1991.   
 A Memorandum dated November 9, 2009 was received indicating the LCPC has reviewed the 
William L. & Cynthia J. Burns Revised Final Plan.  No comments or recommendations were offered by the 
LCPC. 
 
 Mr. Caldwell gave the Commission members follow up correspondence on the joint meeting 
that was held.     Mr. Haverstick questioned when they would meet again and was informed a date 
would be set sometime in the beginning of the new year. 
 
 There being no further business and the meeting was adjourned at 8:00 p.m. 
 
 
         Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
         Mary Glazier 
         Secretary 
 
Recording Secretary 
Evelyn Rineer 



Zoning Hearing Board Minutes 

 

Wednesday, January 7, 2009      Time:  7:00 P.M. 

 

 

 The Manor Township Zoning Hearing Board met on Wednesday, January 7, 2009 

at the Manor Township Municipal Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA.  

Vice Chairperson Walter Schlemmer called the meeting to order.    

Mr. Schlemmer stated that Allan Granger passed away in November.   Mr. 

Granger was dedicated to the community and had served 18 years on the Manor 

Township Planning Commission and was in his 19
th

 year with the Zoning Hearing Board.  

Mr. Granger had served on numerous other organizations and was in the U.S. Navy.   Mr. 

Schlemmer knew Mr. Granger as a colleague and appreciated Mr. Granger’s work.  Mr. 

Schlemmer asked for a moment of silence in memory of Mr. Granger.   

After introductions, Mr. Schlemmer led the pledge of allegiance to the flag. 

 

Members Present: Walter Schlemmer, Barbara Douglas and Lynn Miller 

Township Officials Present: Bruce Ott and James McManus 

Visitors Present: Leslie & Stephen Osborne, 109 Oak Road 

   Vic Ressler, 103 Oak Road 

 

Minutes 

 There were no corrections or additions to the minutes.   Ms. Douglas made a 

motion to approve the November 5, 2008 minutes as presented.   Ms. Miller seconded the 

motion and the motion carried unanimously. 

 Ms. Miller made a motion to approve the December 3, 2008 minutes as presented.  

Ms. Douglas seconded the motion and the motion carried with Mr. Schlemmer 

abstaining. 

 

Re-organization Meeting 

 Mr. Ott advised the Township Board of Supervisors reappointed Ms. Douglas for 

another term and appointed Lynn Miller to fill out Allan Granger’s term of one year. 

 Chairperson – Ms. Douglas nominated Mr. Schlemmer as Chairperson.   Ms. 

Miller seconded the nomination. 

 Vice Chairperson – Mr. Schlemmer nominated Ms. Douglas as Vice Chairperson.  

Ms. Miller seconded the nomination. 

 Secretary – Ms. Douglas nominated Ms. Miller as Secretary.   Mr. Schlemmer 

seconded the nomination. 

 Set Meeting Dates – The meeting dates will remain the first Wednesday of every 

month at 7:00 p.m. as needed. 

 Selection of Solicitor for Zoning Hearing Board for the year 2009 – Ms. Douglas 

made a motion for Mr. McManus to continue as the Board’s solicitor for 2009.   Mr. 

Schlemmer seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.   

 

New Business 

Case #1-09 – The application of Stephen L. & Leslie J. Osborne, property located 

at 109 Oak Road, Conestoga, PA 17516 for a special exception of Section 202.3.1 – 

Animal Hospitals & Veterinary Offices and Kennels in accordance with Section 405 of 

the Zoning Ordinance.  The applicant wishes to operate a veterinary office on the 
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property.  The property is zoned Rural (R) Zoning District.  Mr. Schlemmer turned the 

meeting over to Mr. McManus.   

Mr. McManus asked that Mr. Ott be sworn in.  Mr. Ott stated that he is employed 

as the Zoning Officer for Manor Township and in that capacity receives, reviews and 

administers the applications submitted for consideration by the Zoning Hearing Board.   

Mr. Ott received the application indexed at #01-09 that is the application for Stephen L. 

and Leslie J. Osborne for review by the Board.   Notice of the time, date, place and 

subject matter was published in the Lancaster Newspapers on December 24 and 31, 2008.  

Mr. Ott provided a copy of the proof of publication.  The property was posted with the 

time, date, place and subject matter on December 12, 2008 and the notice was posted in 

the lobby of the Township Municipal Building on the same date.  The application 

contained the following: standard application form filled out by the applicant; appended 

to that application supplemental pages one of which appears to be a information sheet 

required by Section 702.2 and 702.3 of the Ordinance; list of adjoining property owners; 

attachment that is a narrative explaining the application, letter dated December 2, 2008 

under signature of applicants of Stephen L. Osborne and Leslie J. Osborne addressed to 

Manor Township to the attention of Bruce Ott; additional correspondence from the 

Township Sewage Enforcement Officer, David Lockard, dated February 28, 2008 

addressed to the applicants, letter from Charles A. Bleacher addressed to the Manor 

Township Zoning Hearing Board dated February 4, 2008; a site plan showing property 

lines and proposed uses for the applicant’s tract dated February 18, 2008 has a reference 

#SP-1; floor plan and building elevation plans also dated February 18, 2008 has a 

designation reference of A-1.  The applicants for the particular use have submitted an 

application on a prior occasion.  That application is known as Case #02-08 and at that 

time the application was for both a special exception and a variance.  Mr. McManus 

summarized the application of that date stating the application was denied by the Board 

for the failure of the Applicants to comply with one of the provisions of Section 405.  

Specifically, that provision required that for the Applicants proposed use of the veterinary 

facility the tract had to have access directly to or immediately upon a collector road.  Mr. 

McManus asked Mr. Ott if since the application Case #02-08 and the decision of the 

Board regarding that application dated April 10, 2008 have there been any changes to the 

Manor Township Zoning Ordinance that relate to the use and development of the tract for 

veterinary purposes.   Mr. Ott replied there was an amendment to the Zoning Ordinance 

adopted December 1, 2008 that was Ordinance No. 6 of 2008.  The Ordinance removed 

from the requirement of Section 405 the need for the veterinary facility to be on a 

collector road.   In all other respects, the provisions of Section 405 of the Zoning 

Ordinance remained as they were in previous editions of the Zoning Ordinance.   

Mr. McManus requested that Mr. & Mrs. Osborne be sworn in.  Mr. McManus 

asked if the application indexed Case #02-08 and the application submitted Case #01-09 

is identical in every respect with respect to the use of the buildings and layout of the 

buildings.   Ms. Osborne advised The Board that the applications are identical with the 

exception of minor word changes.  Mr. McManus advised the Board that they may take 

judicial notice of the prior application of 2008, the minutes, the record made and the 

notes of the Board relating to that application.   Ms. Osborne had no objections to the 

Board considering her prior testimony with respect to Application Case #02-08.  Ms. 

Douglas made a motion to take all the past testimony and also the finding of facts from 

the decision made in April of 2008 concerning the application of Case #02-08 for the 

Osborne’s in their decision.  Their new Board member will review that information 

before a decision is made individually with the Solicitor.  Mr. Schlemmer seconded the 
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motion and the motion carried unanimously.   Mr. McManus stated the Board is taking 

judicial notice of the prior application and Mr. McManus informed the Osborne’s they 

could present any testimony regarding the application before the Board indexed at Case 

#01-09.   

Ms. Osborne introduced herself and her husband as the applicants and owners of 

the subject property.  Ms. Osborne stated she would like to establish and operate a small-

scale veterinary office on the property.   The subject property is located at 109 Oak Road 

and is approximately 10.7 acres.  The property is located in the Township’s Rural (R) 

Zoning District.  Currently on the property are the Applicant’s personal residence and 

Harborwoods Boarding Kennel as well as a garage that the applicant proposes to convert 

into the veterinary office.  Mr. Osborne took over the existing Harborwoods Boarding 

Kennel business from Noreen Graver when they purchased the property in 1996 and he 

continues to operate the kennel today.   They met with Mr. Ott to discuss the use of the 

kennel and he confirmed that the kennel is a valid non-conforming use because prior to 

the 1990 version of the Manor Township Zoning Ordinance kennels were permitted by 

right at this location.   A letter from Charles Bleacher, a long time property owner on Oak 

Road, confirms that the kennel existed on the property prior to 1990 is included in the 

application.  Similarly the access drive serving the kennel, a non-residential use, was 

established at the same time as the kennel and conforms to the access drive requirement 

in the Zoning Ordinance enacted prior to 1990.   Therefore, the access drive is non-

conforming.  Accordingly, as confirmed by Mr. Ott, neither the kennel nor the access 

drive requires any zoning relief.  Ms. Osborne stated that they desire to establish a small 

animal veterinary office on their property that will be operated by Ms. Osborne.  In order 

to move forward with the proposed veterinary office, the following zoning relief is 

needed; a special exception pursuant of Section 202.3.1 and Section 405 of the Zoning 

Ordinance to permit a veterinary office to be located on the property is needed.  Ms. 

Osborne is employed as an associate veterinarian with Willow Run Veterinary Clinic in 

Willow Street since 1989.  One of the reasons she would like to open a veterinary office 

on her property is that her employer is considering retirement and it is not clear what he 

will be doing with the clinic when he retires.  Ms. Osborne stated that she is trying to 

establish a veterinary practice to help insure a financially stable situation for her family.  

She is proposing to renovate approximately a 500 square foot section of a 30 x 30’ 

cement block garage.  She will be primarily treating dogs and cats with acupuncture and 

herbal medicine.  It is quite a different type of practice.   She will see approximately six 

appointments per day and not more than 30 in a week.  Ms. Osborne referred to the Site 

Plan marked SP-1 Exhibit #3 and described what was depicted on the plan.  Ms. Osborne 

stated that there is an existing sign at the end of the driveway that meets the Ordinance 

setback and size requirements.  The exterior lighting proposed is four wall sconces, 

security light over the ADA parking space and whatever the minimal light that is required 

around the parking spaces.  In the rare instance animals would have to stay overnight, the 

clinic will have three cages in the treatment area of the practice.   Animal waste will be 

collected and taken to the landfill.  The surrounding properties are mostly residential with 

one of the properties having rental units.   The property behind the applicant’s tract is 

owned by PP&L.   Ms. Osborne met with all the residential property owners on Oak 

Road and discussed her plans.   The Resslers and the Leonards are the closest property 

owners and they had no objections to the plans.  There has been no opposition to the 

veterinary office.  They do not plan to erect any new buildings for the purposes of the 

veterinary office.  The practice is small scale and a very specialized type of veterinary 

practice individualized for each patient.   The typical treatments consist of a 45 minutes 
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treatment of acupuncture followed by therapeutic message and a discussion of what the 

owners can do at home between treatments.  Herbal medicine is often prescribed based 

on the patients presenting patterns of disease; food therapy is often instituted to help the 

body initiate the healing process and this entails gathering information for the client on 

ingredients, dissembling recipes tailored to each individual patient.  Fifteen (15) to 

twenty-five (25) percent of the patients are brought to Ms. Osborne because they have 

cancer and she offers them treatment option to help improve the quality of life in the time 

that they have left to live.  The quiet rural location will be more client animal friendly 

than the chaotic conditions you normally find in the typical veterinary practices on the 

main arterial roads and the high traffic areas.  The quiet atmosphere will be more 

conducive to healing and the lack of traffic will improve the whole well being of the 

practice.   It is a low volume specialty practice and Ms. Osborne’s goal is to have no 

more than twenty (20) to thirty (30) appointments per week.  Anymore than thirty (30) 

appointments per week would compromise the quality of the care that Ms. Osborne could 

offer the patients.  She has no intention of operating a full service hospital at this location.   

There will be no employees and she does not expect to have any drive by business.   She 

stated that she is not planning on selling flea or tick products, heartworm preventive or 

retail pet food.   She plans on having a bare minimum of inventory.  The hours proposed 

would not exceed thirty-five (35) to forty (40) hours a week and the practice will be 

closed Sundays and Wednesdays with hours on Monday 12 to 8 p.m.; Tuesday and 

Thursday 9 a.m. to 12 p.m. and 1 p.m. to 6 p.m.; Friday 11 a.m. to 6 p.m. and Saturday 

from 9 a.m. to 12 p.m.  The clinic will have no adverse affect on the neighborhood and 

the actual impact will be very little if any due to the small scale.  She should not have 

more than one patient per hour.    

As mentioned previously, the veterinary office is a permitted use by special 

exception in the Rural (R) Zone pursuant to Section 202.3.1 of the Zoning Ordinance.  

Section 405 sets forth additional criteria to obtain a special exception, which are met as 

follows:  Sec. 405.2 – The Osborne’s request relates to a veterinary office, not a kennel.  

This section technically does not apply; nevertheless, the property contains 

approximately 10.7 acres.  Sec. 405.3 – The proposed veterinary office will have no 

animal boarding buildings that are not wholly enclosed and no outdoor animal pens, 

stalls, or runways.  The office will have three cages in the treatment area of the building, 

which will be wholly enclosed.  Sec. 405.4 – The proposed veterinary office will have no 

animal boarding buildings that are not wholly enclosed and no outdoor animal pens, 

stalls, or runways.  Sec. 405.5 – The proposed veterinary office will have no pasture or 

outdoor recreational areas.  Sec. 405.6 - The Osborne’s will regularly and promptly 

remove and dispose of all animal wastes.  Sec. 405.7 – Ms. Osborne’s practice will 

primarily be involved with acupuncture, herbal medicine, and it will be a very quiet 

business to the nature of the acupuncture and the type of treatments.  The proposed 

veterinary office will produce very little noise if any.   The General Criteria for Sec. 

605.3 – The proposed veterinary office meets the general criteria set forth in Sec. 605.3.2 

of the Zoning Ordinance to be granted a special exception as follows:  A) The proposed 

veterinary office is consistent with the purpose and intent of the Zoning Ordinance. 

Section 202.1 provides that the primary purpose of the Rural Zone is to promote the 

continuation of the rural character of the area characterized by expansive farming, a 

mixture of sparsely developed residential uses and other small-scale non-residential uses.  

A) The proposed veterinary office is consistent with the purpose of the Rural (R) Zone 

because it is a very small-scale non-residential use, which will have little, if any, impact 

on the surrounding area.  B) The proposed veterinary office will not detract from the use 
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and enjoyment of adjoining or nearby properties.  The proposed location is approximately 

200 feet from the nearest property line and another 200 feet from the closest residence.  

Ms. Osborne met with that property owner, Tina Leonard, to discuss the proposed 

location of the veterinary office as well as the other adjoining property owners and none 

of the neighbors had any objections to the plans.  Except in the winter, the proposed 

location of the veterinary office is barely visible if at all from Oak Road.  Ms. Osborne 

provided photos of her property.  

  Mr. McManus advised that they would mark the exhibits consecutively.  Exhibit 

#1 Proof of Publication; Exhibit #2 Application and contents with the exception of the 

plans; Exhibit #3 Site Plan SP1; Exhibit #4 A1; Exhibit #5 Letter from Sewage 

Enforcement Officer, David Lockard; and Exhibit #6A,B,C,D Photos.   

Ms. Osborne proceeded to explain what is shown in the photos.   

Ms. Osborne explained she will be the only veterinarian and also resides on the 

property.  There will be no employees traveling to and from the property and no driveway 

by customers.   Additional traffic should not exceed one vehicle per hour during office 

hours.  C) The veterinary office will compatible with the remote woodland location.  It is 

set far back off the road and adjoining properties.   Currently located on the property is 

another small-scale non-residential use, the kennels.   There have been no complaints 

regarding the kennels.   D) Adequate facilities are available to serve the proposed use.   

The property is served by an existing well and septic.  Adequate vehicular access 

currently serves the property.  The access from Oak Road has adequately served the 

kennel, another small-scale non-residential use, for over twenty (20) years.   Ms. Osborne 

advised the Board that she is planning on installing one toilet and two or three sinks in 

the veterinary office.   The Sewage Enforcement Officer, David Lockard, visited the 

property and confirmed the sewer system is adequate for the proposed use.  E) The 

property is not in a floodplain zone.  F) The use of the property as a veterinary office will 

not impair the integrity of the Township’s Comprehensive Plan.  The property is a large 

tract of land and already located on the property is Harborwoods Boarding Kennel.   

There have been no problems accessing the kennel from Oak Road.  The impact of the 

proposed veterinary office will be extremely small and will not put a burden on Oak 

Road.  The proposed veterinary office will be very different from a normal veterinary 

office, which typically has numerous employees and patients traveling to and from the 

office at any given time.  Ms. Osborne will be the only employee and the office hours 

will be limited.  If authorized, the veterinary clinic will not alter the essential character of 

the neighborhood in which the property is located nor substantially or permanently impair 

the appropriate use or development of adjacent property or be detrimental to the public 

welfare.  The impact of the proposed veterinary office will be negligible.  In order to 

obtain approval for the veterinary office, Mr. & Mrs. Osborne are willing to agree to 

reasonable conditions and safeguards if the Board feels they are necessary.  In 

conclusions, Ms. Osborne feels they have demonstrated that their proposed use of the 

property as a veterinary office meets the requirements set forth in the zoning ordinance to 

obtain a special exception; therefore, they respectfully request that the Board grant a 

special exception pursuant to Section 202.3.1 and 405 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit 

a veterinary office to be located on the property.   Ms. Osborne referred to A-1 explaining 

the interior layout of the proposed veterinary office.   Ms. Osborne also pointed out that 

next to the building will be a concrete walkway in front of the building and concrete 

ADA parking space next to the walkway and across the access drive from the kennel 

according to ordinance there needs to be six (6) parking spaces minimum for veterinary 

practice.   
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Ms. Douglas stated that she did not have any questions but for the benefit of Ms. 

Miller there was a change from last year.  Sec. 405.2 was removed from the Zoning 

Ordinance. 

Mr. Schlemmer verified the hours of operation.  Mr. Schlemmer asked if anything 

would be sold.   Ms. Osborne advised him that she would be prescribing herbal formulas 

and some pharmaceuticals.   She will write out prescriptions for antibiotics or use the on-

line pharmacy.  There will be some vitamin supplements for some animals.   

Mr. McManus had questions on the proposed parking, hours of operation and sale 

of products.  Mr. Osborne pointed out that any products sold would be for the animals 

that are being treated.  Mr. McManus verified that no new buildings would be erected for 

the proposed use.   Mr. McManus referred to the last photograph of the kennel and asked 

Ms. Osborne to point out the area on the site plan.   Ms. Osborne advised him that the site 

plan shows two buildings but it is incorrect and there is only one building used for the 

kennel.  Mr. McManus verified the location of the kennel that is shown on SP-1 is 

actually the kennel and barn together.   Ms Osborne stated that is correct.  Mr. McManus 

questioned if they are proposing one sign that contains no more than 2 square feet of 

advertising space and Ms. Osborne stated yes; we are keeping the same sign.  Mr. 

McManus had questions on the septic system.   

Ms. Miller asked if the hours of operation are similar to what exist for the kennel 

today.  Ms. Osborne advised her that the kennel probably has longer hours, as it is open 8 

a.m. to 6 p.m. Monday through Saturday and Sunday 2 p.m. to 6 p.m.  Ms. Osborne 

advised her that during the week the kennel has very little traffic.  Most of the kennel 

traffic is Friday night, Sunday and Monday morning.   

Vic Ressler, 103 Oak Road, was sworn in and stated that he adjoins the 

applicant’s property and shares a common driveway.  Mr. Ressler advised the Board that 

he had spoke at the last hearing and wanted to state he has no problem with the Osborne’s 

using their property in this way as they share the common driveway. Mr. Ressler stated 

that he would be the one to be inconvenienced the most by the traffic but he does not see 

any problem with the proposed business.   Mr. Ressler asked that the Board entertain the 

application.   

Mr. Schlemmer stated hearing no further testimony or comments the testimony is 

closed.   The decision will be made Wednesday, January 28, 2009.   Mr. McManus stated 

the Board would meet in public session January 28, 2009 at 7:00 p.m. in this building to 

render its decision in the Osborne Applicant #1-09.   

Mr. Schlemmer adjourned the hearing at 7:55 p.m. 

 

 

       Respectfully submitted 

 

 

       Lynn M. Miller 

       Secretary 

 

Recording Secretary 

Evelyn Rineer 

 

 

 

 



Zoning Hearing Board Minutes 

 

Wednesday, January 28, 2009     Time:  7:00 P.M. 

 

 

 The Manor Township Zoning Hearing Board met on Wednesday, January 28, 

2009 at the Manor Township Municipal Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, 

PA.   Chairman Walter Schlemmer called the meeting to order.  After introductions, 

Chairman Schlemmer led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 

 

Members Present: Walter Schlemmer, Barbara Douglas and Lynn Miller 

Township Officials Present: Bruce Ott and James McManus 

Visitors Present: Leslie & Stephen Osborne, 109 Oak Road 

 

Minutes 

 There were no corrections or additions to the minutes.  Ms. Douglas made a 

motion to approve the January 7, 2009 minutes as presented.  Ms. Miller seconded the 

motion and the motion carried unanimously. 

 

Old Business 

Case #1-09 – The application of Stephen L. & Leslie J. Osborne, property located 

at 109 Oak Road, Conestoga, PA 17516 for a special exception of Section 202.3.1 – 

Animal Hospitals & Veterinary Offices and Kennels in accordance with Section 405 of 

the Zoning Ordinance.  The applicant wishes to operate a veterinary office on the 

property.  The property is zoned Rural Zoning District.  A decision will be rendered. 

Mr. Schlemmer advised that Board Members had independently discussed their 

opinions with Mr. McManus who prepared a draft decision that is before them this 

evening.   Mr. Schlemmer asked if there were any comments or discussion on the draft 

decision.   Mr. McManus advised the Board that the proposed decision before the Board 

for discussion consisted of background and findings of fact. 

There was no discussion or comments.   Ms. Douglas made a motion that the 

Board moved the application of Stephen L. Osborne and Leslie J. Osborne for a special 

exception pursuant to the provisions of Sections 202.3.1; 405 and 605.3 of the Manor 

Township Zoning Ordinance, to renovate a building for use as a veterinary office on their 

property located at 109 Oak Road, Parcel Account No. 410-03985-0-0000, is approved 

subject to the following conditions:  1) Applicants shall adhere to the facts and 

dimensional criteria contained in their application, as well as all testimony presented on 

their behalf at the hearing held on January 7, 2009.  2) Applicants shall adhere to the area 

allocations and locations of all proposed uses and improvements as set forth in their plans 

attached to their application (Exhibits 3 and 4).  3) Applicant shall comply with all 

applicable Federal, State and local regulations regarding the construction, use and 

operation of the proposed dwelling.   Any violation of the conditions contained in this 

Decision shall be considered a violation of the Zoning Ordinance and shall be subject to 

the penalties and remedies as set forth on the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code.  

The foregoing Decision shall be binding upon the applicants, their successors and 

assigns.    Mr. McManus stated that there was a typo error in Condition #3 at the end of 



the sentence “proposed dwelling” should read “proposed use”.   With that correction the 

motion was seconded by Ms. Miller and the motion carried unanimously. 

 

The hearing was adjourned at 7:10 p.m. 

 

 

      Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

      Lynn M. Miller 

      Secretary 

 

 

Recording Secretary 

Evelyn Rineer  

 

 

 

 



Zoning Hearing Board Minutes  

Wedoesday, March 4,2009 Time: 7:00 P.M.  

The Manor Township Zoning Hearing Board met on Wedoesday, March 4,2009 at the Manor 

Township Municipal Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA. Chairman Walter Schlemmer 

called the meeting to order. After introductions, Chairman Schlemmer led the Pledge of Allegiance to 

the Flag.  

Members Present: Walter Schlemmer, Barbara Douglas and Lynn Miller  

Township Officials Present: Bruce Ott and James McManus  

Visitors Present: See attached sign in sheet.  

Minutes Barbara Douglas made a motion to accept the minutes as presented. Lynn Miller 

seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously.  

New Business  

Case #2-09 -The application ofJohn Hogan (HHF Real Estate Development, LLC), property owned by 

Frederick A. Funk and located at 306 S. Duke Street, Millersville, PA 17551, Account No. 410-51387-0-

0000 for a special exception of Section 202.3.5 -Nursing, rest, or retirement homes in accordance with 

Section 441 ofthe Zoning Ordinance. The applicant wishes to build a nursing, rest, and retirement facility 

on the property. The property is zoned Rural and General Commercial Zoning Districts. Mr. Schlemmer 

turned the meeting over to Mr. McManus.  

Mr. McManus asked the applicant to identifY himself. John Hogan stated that he is the equitable owner 

in the partnership ofHHF Real Estate Development. Those in attendance for the applicant were David 

Miller and Mark Huber from David Miller Associates as well as Douglas Motter from Homestead 

Village. Mr. McManus explained the proceedings for the hearing and party status. The following 

individuals requested party status: Tom & Linda Strauss, 357 S. Duke Street, own property located 

directly opposite the proposed project. There were no objections to Tom & Linda Strauss's request for 

party status and the Board accepted their request. Dave & Lisa Madonna, 354 S. Duke Street, owns 

property that is connected to the Funk property. There were no objections to the request for party status 

and the Board accepted Mr. Madonna's request. Lamar Shertzer, was representing his father, Kenneth L. 

Shertzer with an address of398 S. Duke Street, whose farm borders the south side ofthe Funk Property. 

There were no objections to party status and the Board accepted the request. Robert D. Witmer, 81 

Limestown Rd., Willow Street, was representing his parents, Earl & Ada Witmer, who lives at 390 Duke 

Street and are adjoining property owners. There were no objections to party status and the Board accepted 

the request.  

Mr. McManus called Bruce Ott who was sworn in by the Court Reporter. Mr. Ott stated he is employed 

by Manor Township as the Zoning Officer for 16 years. Mr. Ott stated as part of his duties he receives 

applications submitted for hearings by the Board from various applicants. Mr. Ott received the application 

indexed at 2-09 by John Hogan on behalf ofHHF Real Estate Development, LLC. Mr. Ott posted the 

property with notice ofthe time, date, place and subject matter ofthis hearing on February 13, 2009 at 

three locations around the tract ofland. Notice of the time, date, place and subject matter ofthe hearing 

was placed in the Lancaster Newspapers  



on February 18 and 25, 2009. Mr. Ott provided proof of publication that was marked Board's  

Exhibit #1. Mr. Ott posted notice ofthe time, date, place and subject matter ofthis hearing in the lobby 

ofthe Township Building on February 13,2009. There were no questions regarding the manner in 

which the hearing was advertised and notice given of the time, date, place and subject matter ofthe 

hearing. Mr. Ott received an application submitted in packet form that  

contained one page, two sided, standard Zoning Hearing Board Application. Attached to that  

application were various other items submitted by the Applicant including some letters from  

various authorities, project narrative and a list ofappendixes including plans and other material that was 

in support ofthe application. Mr. McManus asked that the applicant identify the  

application and relevant exhibits as presented to the Board.  

Someone asked the role Dave Miller played in the application. Mr. McManus stated Mr. Hogan is one 

ofthe partners in the application; therefore, Mr. McManus assumes Mr. Miller is operating through the 

partnership or LLC with the consent as a professional landscape architect and designer. Mr. Miller stated 

that was correct.  

David Miller, Mark Huber, John Hogan and Douglas Motter were sworn in by the Court Reporter. The 

individuals requesting party status were also sworn in by the Court Reporter.  

David Miller stated that he is a registered landscape architect in Pennsylvania and his firm is the land 

planning and engineering consultant to the partnership developing the Village at Funk's Market. Mr. 

Miller presented an affidavit from Fred Funk who was unable to attend the hearing speaking to his 

ownership and relationship to the HHF Real Estate Development LLC. Mr. McManus marked the 

Application as Exhibit A-I and the affidavit as Exhibit A-2. Mr. Miller stated that the affidavit is a 

notarized statement from Fred Funk indicating in his absence that he, in fact, is a member ofthe HHF Real 

Estate Development Partnership and they are the equitable owners ofthe land for the purposes for this 

project. Mr. Miller stated that the applicant is applying for a special exception under Section 441 ofthe 

Ordinance. Mr. Miller advised the Board that what was being proposed is a nursing, rest and retirement 

facility under the terms ofthe Ordinance ofManorTownship. It is a facility for the aging in place concept 

of living with a population ofpeople beginning at age 55. Health care services are provided at different 

levels and John Hogan and Douglas Motter were present to give a brief description of the health care that 

is associated with the living facilities that are contained the Village at Funk's Farm project. The project is 

located within the Rural Zoning District and is 66 acres in size. The proposed residential facilities will 

consist ofindependent homes either singles, semidetached or attached units as shown on the plan. There 

are two larger buildings that will contain the central facilities. These buildings will contain apartments 

and the administrative and care facilities associated with the project. The Funk's Market Site is not part of 

this application. The market site is planned to be redeveloped in a compatible and coordinated manner 

with the project. The market is zoned General Commercial and the intent is for the market to be 

developed in accordance with the Ordinance in a plan similar to what is shown with connecting streets 

and walkable links between the residential part ofthe Village at Funk's Farm and the commercial part of 

the site.  

John Hogan, HHF Partnership member, stated that one ofthe issues that have been the central focal point 

for the development is the overall integration ofhealth, wellness and well being for the entire development 

as associated with the radiating services coming from the core facilities. The traditional 55 and older 

community is an antiquated concept. It is an age-restricted community, where people the age of 55 and 

older with a certain percentage under that age are allowed to live there. This does not allow or make for 

any future provisions for the issues that arise when they come to a point in their life when they need 

outside services that can be anything from a home care element to an individual corning into their home 

and helping prepare meals, change dressings, etc. The concept ofthe development is that a fee structure is 

created based  



upon the sale ofevery unit. A large endowment is being created that will go towards the health care and 

wellness portion. There will also be a monthly assessment directly associated with the health and wellness 

portion. Mr. Hogan stated that they anticipate that the numbers generated will be based upon the need 

when they get close to capacity and will afford for 4-5 full time individuals. These individuals will take 

care ofhealth, wellness, fitness training, and overall life skills associated with the ongoing health care. 

They are also thinking about the concept of a medical concierge service that will be available for 

individuals dealing with insurance issues. The plan would contain having a nursing professional on site 

20-25 hours per week as well as 24 hour 7 days a week for emergency response time for anyone located 

outside the core elements of the facility. The above is Tier 1 service. Tier 2 services will be home care that 

will be addressed by Doug Motter, President ofHomestead Village. Mr. Motter stated that Tier 2 will be 

home care services such as meals on wheels as well as an adult daycare center. These services will be 

offered to residents when they reach a certain state and there will be additional costs for these services. 

Assistance will be provided for daily living such as meals, dressing, housekeeping, laundry services and 

help to maintain pets in the house. The meals on wheels would deliver meals from a central kitchen to the 

residents and in some cases the home care assistants could help with meals right in the home. There would 

be an adult daycare center so that ifone ofthe individuals living in a home needs more assistance for some 

reason the adult daycare center would be a safe place someone could go to throughout the day to allow the 

other member ofthe family time away. Tier 3 would be a licensed assisted living facility. Assisted living 

regulations in Pennsylvania have not yet been finalized. Assisted living would be a combination ofthe 

current personal care home and/or nursing home. Ifthe assisted living regulations were approved, it would 

allow an individual to age in place in the home as people do in nursing homes. Medicaid dollars that 

currently are only available for nursing homes would be able to be used for assisted living. Ifthe 

regulations do not go through, then the facilities would look more like a personal care home. Tier 3 

services would also be at an additional cost. Mr. Hogan stated that there is a new group ofindividuals 

coming into the age when they will need at some point life care assistance. The idea is to extend the 

quality oflife for these individuals through the access ofthe wellness, fitness and nutrition program and as 

the needs increase, the residents can stay in their homes because the homes will all be built ADA 

Compliant. The idea is for individuals to stay in their home as long as possible with the same level 

ofhealth care. The development acts as a hub with radiating services that expand out from it. Mr. Motter 

stated that the Tier 2 services would be provided by a certified staffmember and licensed nurses. Tier 3 

services would be licensed by the State ofPennsylvania either as a licensed personal care facility or 

licensed assisted living facility.  

Mr. McManus had the February 10, 2009 Project Narrative in the Application for a Special Exception 

marked Exhibit A-3. Mr. Miller went through Section 441 -Nursing, Rest or Retirement Homes and 

addressed the requirements. Section 441.1 -requires the property be located within the Rural Zoning 

District and according to the Manor Township Zoning Map this property is located in the Rural Zoning 

District. Section 441.2 -the amendment indicates within itself takes precedence over the original 441 text. 

The minimum size is one acre. They have 66.41 acres on their tract. This meets the qualification ofthe 

amended section ofthe Ordinance. The original Section 441 had a requirement ofnot more than 32 

residents, patients, or guests per acre oflot area and that has been superceded by the amended section 

which stipulates a density of6 Y:z independent living units per acre exclusive ofhealth care facilities and 

the plan presented meets that criteria, Sec. 441.3 -Sanitary sewer is available from the Lancaster Area 

Sewer Authority. Sewer and water service are a requirement to develop the property in the Rural District. 

The applicant had letters from LASA and the City ofLancaster regarding servicing the property. The letter 

from  



LASA was marked Exhibit A-4 and the letter from City ofLancaster was marked Exhibit A-5. The 

letters are noted as Appendix I and 2 in the application. Sec. 441.4 -references off-street parking and 

loading areas requiring that they be screened from adjoining residentially zoned land. The project is 

adjoined to the south and west by land in the Rural Zoning District, and adjoins General Commercial 

land to the north. There is no adjoining residentially zoned land. The parking and loading facilities are 

internal and they do show planting buffers and required setback areas around the perimeter ofthe site. 

Sec. 441.5 -Handicap access spaces shall be provided in accordance Section 312.8 of the Zoning 

Ordinance. The applicant provided Appendix 4 which was a tabulation ofthe parking provided on the 

concept plan and was marked Exhibit A-6.  

Mr. Miller had the concept plan marked Exhibit A-7. Mr. Miller stated that when a subject property 

adjoins and has access to a Collector or Arterial Road as identified on the Official Zoning Map and is 

served by public water and sewer and contains minimum of 60 contiguous acres, the following standards 

shall apply in lieu ofall other standards. Exhibits have been furnished indicating water and sewer service 

is available. The acreage is 66.41 acres. The Funk property adjoins and has access to South Duke Street, 

which is a state road and is classified in Section 316 of the Manor Township Zoning Ordinance as a 

Collector Road. Section 441.6.1 ofthe Ordinance requires the maximum overall density allowed is 6.5 

independent living units per acre exclusive of nursing care facilities and all levels of care shall be 

licensedbytheCommonwealth ofPennsylvania. Mr.Millerreferredtothetestimony ofMr. 

Motterwithregardtothelicensing ofthelevels ofcare. Appendix5indicatesthenumber of housing units that 

will be provided with the project. It is understood that 6.5 units per acre exclusive of nursing care facility 

is the maximum overall density allowed by the ordinance. They are actually within that number and 

would propose the project complies. Appendix 5 of the Application packet is marked Exhibit A-8. Section 

441.6.2 -requires no more than 50% ofthe subject property may be covered with building, paving and 

loading area and/or other impervious material. The calculations were done based on the site plan and 

indicate that the applicant is within the 50% maximum coverage. Appendix 6 is a chart that indicates 

coverageat or below the 50% maximum. Appendixes 6 Coverage Calculations was marked Exhibit A-9. 

Section 441.6.3 -Maximum permitted height -the principal structure is limited to 70' in height and 

accessory structures are limited to 30' in height. Elevations ofthe proposed buildings have been provided 

in Appendix 7 that was marked Exhibit A-I O. Mr. McManus stated that for purposes of demonstrating 

floor plan orientation, fayade appearance and building height, there is a series 

ofplansandelevationsthathavebeenmarkedExhibitA-10thatconsist of16sheets. Exhibit A-lOis a series 

offloor plans and colored renderings showing building types, elevations and floor plans. Section 605.3.1 -

Filing Requirements -Ground floor plans are shown in Exhibit A-IO, names and addresses ofadjoining 

property owners is shown in Appendix 9 and marked Exhibit A-II, scaled drawing (site plan) as shown in 

ExhibitA-7 and briefdescriptionofthe narrative on a sheet labeled Exhibit A-12. Sec. 604.3.2 -General 

Criteria -The applicant believes that the project is consistent with purpose and intent of the Zoning 

Ordinance. The Rural Zone permits this use by special exception when they applicant demonstrates that 

they meet the specific criteria and technical requirements ofthe Ordinance for the application. Exhibits 

have been furnished and questions will be answered. The applicant believes that this is an appropriate use 

in the Rural District as addressed in the Zoning Ordinance. Most ofthis property is developed in a manor 

that has very minimal impact on the perimeter ofthe site. Where adjacent to developed properties, the plan 

is showing increased setbacks and open areas or landscaped areas around the perimeter of the site.  



The setback is in excess of the minimum 35' required setback on the northern property line. The plan also 

has plantings along the property as well as the western property line. There will be no development 

extending down slope toward Walnut Hill Road, so the entire frontage on Walnut Hill Road is 

undeveloped. There are two proposed additional entrances to the property on South Duke Street. No units 

or buildings front directly onto South Duke Street and all ofthe development along that perimeter is 

setback. There are wooded areas existing and steep slope areas that border the property along the South 

Duke Street frontage and it is the applicant's intention to keep those substantially in place as natural 

buffers. The comer property, Funks Market, is zoned General Commercial and the Millersville Borough 

area across the street is zoned higher density. They are adjacent to the Urban Growth Boundary that runs 

around the perimeterofFunks Market section ofthe tract; therefore, they believe this type ofuse withthe 

provisions that have been put in place and restrictions will allow this project to be built in a way that is 

compatible with the neighborhood. Letters have been furnished and contacted appropriate public agencies 

and utilities. They have contacted the emergency service providers and the Penn Manor School District. 

None of the letters had adverse comments. The fire company had several specific recommendations. 

Exhibit A-13 is a letter from Lancaster EMS dated January 2, 2009 also noted as Appendix 11. Part ofthat 

same Appendix is a letter dated December 29, 2008 from the Manor Township Police Department that 

was marked Exhibit A-14; letter dated February 3, 2009 from Penn Manor School District marked Exhibit 

A-15; and a letter from the Millersville Fire Company marked Exhibit A-16. Mr. Miller stated that the 

Lancaster EMS letter indicated no issues or concerns with the proposed project. The letter from the Manor 

Township Police Department indicated no problems in providing police service. The letter from the Penn 

Manor School District had several comments including the following: 1) the possibility ofpublic access to 

certain recreation facilities within the development, 2) the anticipation that the development will not 

produce significant numbers of school age children, 3) the developer has indicated that roads would not 

be dedicated to the Township and contractors insurance will not permit school buses to travel on 

undedicated roads, 4) an issue raised concerning the potential of serving handicap students who may 

become Village at Funk's Farm residents ifthe district buses can not utilize the development roads. Mr. 

Hogan stated that the Village at Funk's Farm would facilitate the needed transportation. Letter from 

Millersville Fire Company listed the following 11 comments: 1) the following is based upon the drawing 

dated 1/5/09 -concept plan; 2) the fire company provided a document at the review showing the required 

turning radius needed by fire apparatus. The turning radius throughout the development will be addressed 

by the developer; 3) the alley widths of 18 feet is acceptable; 4) the main road widths shown is 

acceptable; 5) the roadway at "Building B" will be taken the entire way around the building to allow for 

easier access to the high rise; 6) the alley located at the main entrance will be connected to the main 

roadway, but marked one way, which means no dead end streets; 7) the fire company has concerns with 

the "tree" plantings located in islands throughout the drawing. After years of growth these cause a 

problem for fire apparatus navigating the streets; 8) the "circular island" located inside the main entrance 

creates a radius problem for fire apparatus; 9) an "emergency entrance"would 

belocatedwhereacurrententranceis nowoffofWalnutHill Roadtoallowa secondary means to enter the site if 

S. Duke Street would be closed. There was discussion about how and ifthis entrance would be gated or 

controlled; 10) the developer will install fire hydrants throughout the plan. Once a site plan is developed, 

the fire company will review hydrant locations; 11) once the building plans are completed for the high-

rise units, the fue company wishes to review these plans for the fire safety equipment locations. 

Continuing with General Criteria there is no development proposed within the floodplain. The applicant 

believes that they have demonstrated compliance with specific criteria of Section 441. The applicant 

believes that the Township's Comprehensive Plan is not adversely affected by this use as it is recognized 

as a  



use permitted in the Rural Zoning District when the project meets the criteria in the Ordinance. It is 

anticipated in the planning ofthe Township, the testimony they have given in regards to public services 

indicates that this project can be accommodated within service infrastructure of the Township. The site is 

adjoining the Urban Growth Boundary and General Commercial District. Across the road is Millersville 

Borough and the area is a high-density mixed use housing development. The applicant stated that they 

feel that this project is an appropriate addition to the community. Sec. 702.2.1 -The applicant stated that 

they have met the requirements. An Existing Conditions Plan and Concept Plan have been entered into 

testimony. The buildings and proposed improvements are shown on the Concept Plan and that plan has 

been entered into testimony. Mr. Miller stated that he is open for any questions that the Board may have.  

Mr. McManus questioned if Mr. Miller wanted to identifY and mark the Agreement of Sale and the 

phasing plan that was attached to the packet. The Agreement ofSale between Frederick A. Funk the 

owner ofthe tract and HHF Real Estate Development LLC was marked ExhibitA-17. 

Mr.Hoganidentifiedhimselfasamember ofthe HHF Real Estate LLC partnership and Mr. McManus asked 

Mr. Hogan to identifY the Agreement ofSale and verified thatitis infacttheAgreementofSaleforthetract 

oflandthatis the subjectofthis application. Mr. Hogan identified the Agreement ofSale. Mr. Miller asked 

that the Phasing Plan marked Appendix 12 in the packet be marked as Exhibit A-18. The project is shown 

divided into sections that indicate how the project will be built out over time. Mr. Miller stated that they 

will have to submit land development plans for this project and there will be a lengthy process ahead. 

There will also be a regulatory process with the health care people. The applicant stated that they 

anticipate a somewhat longer than normal path to reach building permits and begin work. As the job 

progresses, it will be built in phases. Mr. Miller stated that ifthere is a requirement to submit a land 

development plan within a certain period oftime, the applicant would like that to beabouta 

12monthperiod oftimeifpossible. It could take them that long to get into the land development plan 

process. Mr. Miller stated that this concludes their presentation. Mr. McManus asked ifthey are closing 

their presentation and Mr. Miller replied yes.  

The Board took a 10-minute break and reconvened at 8:40 p.m.  

Mr. McManus began with questions stating that the plan submitted and referred to as a site plan is labeled 

a Conceptual Plan or a Concept Plan. Mr. McManus asked for the definition ofa Concept Plan. Mr. Miller 

stated that a Concept Plan is a master plan ofthe project; it is called a Concept Plan because as it has been 

formed, the details ofthe health care and physical facilities needed to accommodate the health care are 

currently in a state ofevolution. Mr. Miller stated that they have chosen that name because it does 

represent the project concept at this point. It is the plan that they intend to move forward with. Mr. 

McManus asked ifthey are testifYing that the improvements shown including the buildings and health 

care units A & B are in the exact locations they are asking approval for. Mr. Miller stated that they 

understand the actions ofthe Board need to be based on the exhibits submitted. The applicant has the 

subdivision/land development process to go through as well as health care approval from the State of 

Pennsylvauia. At this point in time, the applicant believes to the best oftheir knowledge that this plan is 

the plan that they will go forward with. In the course ofthe subsequent process that the applicant still will 

need to go through, to say there would be no changes to this plan would be somewhat ofa stretch. The 

applicant would anticipate any changes that need to be made would be minor, but we cannot say to the 

inch that the buildings are located where they would be simply because the applicant has not gone 

through the process that really sets those locations. Mr. McManus asked ifthe plans are accurate to within 

a few inches. Mr. Miller stated that they  



are as accurate as they can make them at this time. Mr. McManus asked ifthey could be as  

much as five or ten feet or even yards off. Mr. Miller stated that they do not know the results of the 

upcoming processes until they go through them. Mr. Miller stated that he could not say ifit would be 

an inch, three feet or five feet off. He stated that he would not know any better to say  

one from the other. Mr. Miller stated that they must state to the Board that there is further 

process that is not in their control. Mr. McManus asked Mr. Miller what specifically they  

wanted the Board to approve. Mr. Miller stated that he wanted them to approve the presented plan 

with the understanding that he cannot see the future in the process. Ifthe Board feels that they are 

meeting the text ofthe Ordinance in terms ofthe Section 441 requirements and the other requirements 

alluded to for this use on the property, then the applicant is still subject to the remaining processes 

and this is the plan. Mr. McManus asked ifMr. Miller agreed that the provisions ofArticle 3 as well 

as specific provisions ofArticle 4, 7, 702 and the General Zoning District Regulations where 

appropriate apply to the use and development ofthis tract. Mr. Miller stated that he feels that the 

appropriate regulations would apply. Mr. McManus asked specifically in reviewing only the 

provisions of the Zoning Ordinance, does Mr. Miller agree that there are design provisions for off 

street parking, setback regulations, clear site distance requirements for single family detached 

dwellings and other uses, provisions for lighting of parking lots that contain 20 or more spaces, 

specific design requirements for off street loading, among the provisions ofArticle 3. Mr. McManus 

asked ifMr. Miller had reviewed those provisions. Mr. Miller stated he knows there are provisions 

like that. Mr. McManus asked if they had prepared a lighting plan for the parking areas that indicate 

more than 20 parking spaces and Mr. Miller stated no. Mr. McManus asked ifit is Mr. Miller's 

position that unless it is contained in Section 441 no other standards should apply. Mr. Miller stated 

not at this time. Mr. Miller stated that they understand that when they come back in for 

subdivision/land development, the detail ofthe dimensions ofparking space, the type oflight fixtures, 

major issues like stormwater management, the need for PennDot permits for the driveway entrances, 

the whole realm ofcompliance with subdivisionlland development is before them at that point. Mr. 

Miller stated that they are here to find out if it is possible for them to do a project like this and they 

believe it is possible; Mr. Miller stated that the applicant has demonstrated that they meet the criteria 

for allowing this use within the Rural District. Mr. McManus asked ifit is Mr. Miller's beliefthat 

although there are standards contained in the Zoning Ordinance and not the subdivision and land 

development ordinance that are before this Board this evening, that they do not have to address those 

until they submit a land development plan. Mr. Miller stated they do have to address them when the 

land development plan is submitted. Mr. Miller stated that he did not make that part ofthe 

presentation to the board this evening, because his reading ofthe requirements of Section 441 is 

actually fairly straightforward and simple. Mr. Miller stated it was their intention to address those 

things not the further detail with the physical configuration ofparking lots, etc. Mr. McManus stated 

that Mr. Miller could not tell the Board about the design ofthe parking lots, nature ofthe landscaping 

ornature ofany required screening along any access ways. Mr. Miller stated that he could tell them it 

is as shown. Mr. Miller stated that they are showing that they are aware those things need to be 

provided. We have provided testimony about the number ofparking spaces and the location ofthem 

relative to the plantings and buffers. Mr. Miller stated that he provided testimony that described they 

are on the perimeter ofthe site and he understands that there is a requirement that there be screening 

from the loading areas but they have not submitted a plan for the Board to review at that level of 

detail. Mr. McManus stated that there is no lighting plan or landscape plan submitted with the 

application. Mr. Miller stated there is no lighting plan but landscape buffers are shown on the plan 

presented. Mr. McManus stated that none ofthe elevations with respect to the building types 

including the apartment buildings are dimensioned or scaled. Mr. Miller stated that he  



believed that the plan had a scale. Mr. McManus asked ifhe was referring to the footprint and Mr. Miller 

said yes. Mr. McManus asked about the building elevations. Mr. Miller stated that he did not think there 

was a scale but the scale could be added ifneeded. Mr. Miller stated that they understand the height 

requirement is a maximum of70 feet and the buildings have been designed to that standard. Mr. McManus 

asked ifthe buildings shown on the exhibit represent what is actually going to be built. Mr. Miller stated 

that to the best oftheir knowledge, they do represent what they will build. Mr. McManus asked that Mr. 

Miller show the Board where the housing mixes are located on the plan. Mr. Miller pointed out on the 

plan where each type of housing was located. Mr. McManus asked how many single family detached 

dwellings are there. Mr. Miller referred to Appendix 5 that has the breakdown ofunits. Mr. Miller stated 

that the breakdown is less than the maximum allowed density of6.5 units per acre; the density that the plan 

proposes is 5.38 units per acre. Mr. McManus stated that regardless ofwhether attached, semi detached or 

single family detached, there are 186 single family units proposed for this tract. Mr. Miller stated that he 

believed that was correct. Mr. McManus asked ifthat could change and Mr. Miller stated it is not their 

intention to change it. The applicant believes the proportion ofunits is appropriate for this site. Mr. 

McManus stated that the Apartment "A" building shows 119 units and asked how that was detennined. 

Mr. Miller stated that in the packet are some architectural layouts ofthe buildings and the unit count are 

based on that. Mr. McManus asked ifit is correct that there are 52 units in Apartment "B". Mr. Miller 

stated that is correct. Mr. McManus asked ifthe required parking was detennined based upon Article 3 

provisions for offstreet parking and Mr. Miller replied yes. Mr. Miller pointed out that due to the fact that 

they are subject to another set ofregulations on how the buildings are configured, the dimensions ofthe 

buildings could be affected and that couldhave some impact ofmore than kind and less ofanother kind. As 

far as the Zoning Ordinance in Manor Township is concerned, we are allowed to have 6.5 units per acre 

excluding the health care and they are showing a plan that is at 5.3 units per acre. Mr. McManus asked 

Mr. Miller ifhe recognized that Article 3 of the Zoning Ordinance regulates off street parking and Mr. 

Miller replied he did. Mr. McManus stated that he noticed on several Appendixes, example A-6, under 

notes it states "Unit counts are based on the attached conceptual plan which is subject to change pending 

fmal design, land development and subdivision land approval. This would affect required parking, 

handicap parking and off-street loading facilities". Mr. McManus asked ifthis was still an accurate 

statement. Mr. Miller stated this is the same statement he has been trying to make in his earlier response to 

Mr. McManus's questions. We are simply acknowledging the fact that we have a review process. Mr. 

Miller referred to the letter from the Fire Company in which changes were asked for and the fire company 

wanted some things addressed concerning the roadway. Mr. Miller pointed out that one ofthe issues in the 

letter was addressed. Mr. McManus stated Mr. Miller was referring to the requirement that might be 

placed upon them by different agencies or entities that would affect their plan. Mr. McManus asked ifit 

was not fair to say that they could have gotten that input before they submitted the plan to the Zoning 

Hearing Board. Mr. Miller stated it would have been impossible, because this is not a permitted use in this 

zoning district until the Zoning Hearing Board says it is. Mr. McManus stated that the plan could have 

been presented as ifit was being submitted for special exception approval; ifat all, how would this plan 

change. Mr. Miller stated that no agency would grant a binding plan approval prior to the plan going 

through an actual process. Mr. Miller stated that they could not get the other approvals until they have the 

Zoning Hearing Board approval. Mr. McManus asked ifthe answer would be the same in respect to a 

change in the calculated impervious coverage calculation and Mr. Miller replied yes. Mr. Miller stated the 

coverage cannot exceed 50 percent or they cannot get the plan approved.  



Mr. McManus asked Mr. Miller ifhe was aware that the Board is here tonight to review this  

application and plan in accordance with the specific criteria and Mr. Miller stated yes. Mr.  

Motter stated that the personal care rooms could be 150 to 175 square feet. Assisted living regulations 

now are calling for 225 square feet in living accommodations with kitchens and this has not been 

approved yet. The actual size and design of the assisted living residence in which we want to create 

more ofa home like environment and not just an institutional corridor, cannot be finalized until we better 

understand what the Commonwealth ofPennsylvania is going to approve as law. Mr. McManus stated 

that they referred to Units "A" and "B" as apartment units, so is it your testimony Mr. Miller that each 

ofthose units is an apartment unit dwelling unit. Mr. Miller stated except for whatever portion ofthat is 

designated as nursing care. Mr. McManusaskedMr.Miller ifeachofthoseunitsinthosetwomultiplefamily 

buildingswould be an apartment unit and by definition a dwelling unit. Mr. Miller stated that he thought 

so except for the nursing units. Mr. McManus asked Mr. Miller ifthe sizes ofthe units that are  

shown on the plan are correct. Mr. Miller replied that the units are 1200 to 1600 square feet. Mr. 

McManus asked ifthat is typical ofthe units in Buildings "A" and "B". Mr. Hogan stated yes, outside ofthe 

assisted living component that is up in the air right now. Mr. McManus wanted to verify that each resident 

in assisted living would have their own dwelling unit. Mr. Hogan replied no; assisted living is something 

that falls under Mr. Motter's realm. Mr. Motter stated that the apartments they are speaking ofare simply 

another type ofliving arrangement for an individual who in many instances are a little bit older and want 

something that has less maintenance. It is an environment that allows them to not have to maintain any 

exterior space and yet has the amenities. Mr. McManus stated that he is referring to Buildings "A" and 

"B" and Mr. Hogan replied that is what he was referring to also. Mr. McManus asked that Mr. Hogan 

identify Building "A" and Mr. Hogan identify it. Mr. Hogan replied that building units range from 1200 to 

1600 square feet in all of Building "A". Building "B" is a mix currently and that is why the difference in 

numbers. Building "B" has 52 units. Mr. Hogan stated that there is a new concept behind assisted living 

that Mr. Motter could speak about. Mr. Hogan stated that they are talking about putting small 

homes/small living spaces in communal environments where people that are being taken care of at a 

higher level are developing social circles, interacting with other individuals, meals are provided and this is 

occurring in a portion ofBuilding "B". Mr. Motter stated that Building "B" has four stories and one story 

would offer assisted living that would fit in the same footprint as the independent living apartments. The 

difference is that we would have instead of a two bedroom apartment, there would be a sixteen bedroom 

apartment with each resident having a private room and private bath and would share a living, dining and 

social space. Mr. McManus questioned ifthe applicant is looking at the sixteen resident units as one 

dwelling unit. Mr. Motter stated that it would be one ofprobably two assisted living units. Mr. McManus 

asked how many employees would be in the facility and Mr. Hogan replied that at any given time, 

somewhere between 10 and 15. It could approach 20 employees. That would include the assisted living as 

well as other services. Mr. McManus questioned what the other services were. Mr. Hogan replied 

wellness services, licensed nurses, fitness, adult daycare staff, support staff, housekeeping, and dining 

services. Mr. McManus asked ifit is their testimony that every occupant ofeveryunit regardless ofhousing 

type inthe proposed developmentwould be housed in a facility designed for boarding and dining 

associated with some level ofnursing care and Mr. Hogan replied yes. Mr. McManus asked how they 

define the levels of service for purposes oftheir proposed facility nursing care. Mr. McManus stated that 

in Level 1 he understood level ofcare to be a wellness program where individuals could be 55 and over 

that is self-sufficient with no serious medical issues. Mr. Motter stated from a retirement standpoint, the 

concept is creating a community that meets people where they are and where they can age in place. 

Retirement living is something people choose when they retire to go to a community  



where they can age in place gracefully and respectfully and have their needs delivered to their home, as 

they need it. Mr. McManus stated that his question is a healthy couple age 55 with no immediate needs or 

problems would they be allowed to live in this development and the answer is yes. The level of nursing 

care they will receive will be commensurate with what they need which, in this example, would be health 

and wellness and enviromnent that promotes their remaining independent as long as possible. Mr. 

McManus stated that the same couple could live there for twenty years and never require the services ofa 

nurse but you still are presenting to the Board that during that twenty year period, they are still a part of 

the nursing care. Mr. Miller stated that the unit has attributes and it is specifically designed to 

accommodate the need should it arise for these people. It is ADA accessible, connected electronically to 

the central facility so if individual would require some rehab or bed care, that would be available to him 

in his home unit. Mr. McManus stated that earlier the term retro fitted was used; Mr. Hogan stated that he 

used the term to mean that a standard kitchen does not allow wheel chair accessibility but can be retro 

fitted for chair accessibility. The bathroom would have a standard vanity but could be retro fitted for chair 

accessibility. Mr. Hogan stated that the Tier I Level is a mandatory paid for fee by every individual that 

lives there. All individuals are paying a monthly fee that enables 4 or 5 health professional. This is a 24/7 

available service for an individual that will be on site to get a monitor and know exactly where the 

problems are emanating from and arrive there in a matter of 2-3 minutes. Mr. McManus asked ifit is Mr. 

Hogan's testimony that every unit built regardless of building type would have some special design 

element associated with nursing care andMr.Hoganstatedyes. Mr.McManusasked 

ifanyanalysisorestimates oftrafficgenerated was prepared for the proposed development. Mr. Miller stated 

that they did not do a traffic impact study on the project. Mr. Miller stated that they made the threshold 

criteria offrontage on the collector street and they know when you consider trip generation for this type of 

development versus the normal market housing type project it is slightly less. The details ofany 

roadimprovements, ifneeded,wouldbepart ofthe subdivisionandlanddevelopmentprocess. Mr. McManus 

asked ifany analysis has been done as to what peak hour traffic would be emanating from this 

development and what effect ifany it would have on Duke Street. Mr. Miller stated that they have not 

done a traffic impact study.  

Lamar Shertzer, onbehalfofhis parents Kenneth andNancy Shertzerwho owna farm to the south side ofthe 

proposed development, stated as far as traffic is concerned North Duke Street and Frederick Street is a 

bad intersection to begin with. Mr. Shertzer stated that he is sure that this proposed development would 

have to address that issue. Mr. Shertzer also questioned the design for Walnut Hill Road, since people 

will be using Walnut Hill Road to cut through to Letort Road. Mr. McManus asked Mr. Shertzer ifhe had 

any questions for the applicant.  

Dave Madonna, 354 S. Duke Street, expressed concerns regarding traffic problems, questioned ifhe 

would be forced to hook up to public water and sewer, and had lighting concerns. Mr. Hogan stated Mr. 

Madonna's concerns would be taken care ofat the subdivision and land development plan review.  

Linda Strauss stated that she owns property at 357 S. Duke Street. Ms. Strauss asked for a count on how 

many vehicles for residents could be on this property. Ms. Strauss stated that she feels that the number 

ofemployees stated is low and she would like to know how many employee vehicles would be added to 

the flow. Ms. Strauss expressed concerns regarding water runoff and the effects on the stream on her 

property. Ms. Strauss also expressed concerns regarding the added traffic on the street. Mr. Miller 

advised her that the stormwater, landscaping, and lighting are regulated by Manor Township in the 

Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance and they will have to address all those things to the 

satisfaction ofthe Township. Mr. Miller advised her that anything to do with the stream is handled by the 

Pennsylvania Department ofEnviromnental Protection; they would be involved and as the  



project progresses, the details ofthe project would be regulated. Stormwater management  

facilities are shown on the plan and there are some rough calculations. There is 50 percent lot  

coverage allowed. Mr. Miller explained what the stormwater management requirements were  

that they have to follow. Mr. Miller stated that to experience a non-scientific model ofthe level  

of activity one might expect in this project, an individual could park their car along the road for  

20 minutes on Marietta Avenue where Homestead Village is located and observe the level of  

activity.  

Tom Strauss, 357 S. Duke Street, stated as the application goes forward and this plan is more developed 

and submitted to the County and comes back to the Township, are there further opportunities for public 

comments. Mr. McManus explained there are several stages that the land development plan process goes 

through. Ifthe use were permitted as ofright, then the Board would not be here tonight. A plan would be 

presented that demonstrates compliance with setbacks, various criteria ofthe zoning ordinance, offstreet 

loading, parkingand thatwould be reviewed by the zoning officer and would be made part ofa subdivision 

and land development plan. Ifthe applicant did not comply with a zoning requirement, then they would 

have to come tothisBoardandaskfor reliefbut iftheycompliedwitheverythingthenitremainsa subdivision 

and land development issue. The Supervisors ofthe Township would have jurisdiction to see whether or 

not it complies with all the rules and regulations ofthe Township. That would include zoning, subdivision 

and land development, adequate sewer and water. That process is usually discussed at Board meetings 

that the public is invited to. The County Planning Commission would review and comment on the plan 

and perhaps make recommendations which are advisory to the Supervisors, but once that plan goes before 

the Supervisors, ifall the rules and regulations are adhered to, then they would make an appropriate ruling 

as to approve the plan or not. For purpose ofthese proceedings, the Zoning Hearing Board would review 

the testimony, decide whether or not the applicant has complied with the specific criteria ofthe Zoning 

Ordinance and then render a decision based upon whether the Applicant has met its 

burdenofdemonstratingcompliance ofthespecificcriteria ofthezoningordinance. That decision is rendered 

and then parties, applicant, or the Township can appeal it. There is a time period in which the appeal can 

take place. An appeal would go to the Court ofCommon Pleas ofthis County and thereafter to the 

Commonwealth Court. Mr. McManus explain that this proceeding is separate and apart from what the 

Board of Supervisors does.  

There were questions raised by the parties ifthey would be required to hook into sewer and water. Mr. 

McManus advised them that he could not answer those questions.  

Bob Witmer stated that things do not make sense with the way this was handled. People around here are 

concerned. It was open property when they bought their properties and they want to keep it that way. Mr. 

Witmer stated that they want to know what is happening now not after the Board says okay. They want to 

express their concerns. Mr. Witmer stated that their questions have not been answered regarding the 

sewer. Mr. McManus stated that the Zoning Hearing Board has no authority, knowledge or jurisdiction 

over the sewer issues affecting this Township. Sewer questions should be directed to the Board of 

Supervisors; that is a totally separate body from this Board. Mr. McManus explained that the approval 

ofthe Zoning Hearing Board would be a first step in the process of getting this plan approved and under 

construction. Mr. Witmer stated that they will end up with whatever the lighting or sewer is going to be. 

Mr. McManus advised him that it depends on whether it complies with the Township standards. Mr. 

Miller pointed out that there is no sewer or lighting being approved tonight. Mr. Miller stated that the 

intent as far as the sewer is concerned is to serve their property. Mr. Miller stated that 

theyarecontemplatingapumpsystemdue tothegradesandpumptoaconnection ofLASA at Letort Road. There 

is an extensive engineering process that will occur at the subdivision and  



land development plan approval. There will be ample opportunity to express concerns at the 

subdivision and land development approval process.  

Mr. McManus stated that regarding the sewer issue, Exhibit A-4 the letter from LASA to Mr. 

Matthews with David Miller Associates states "The purpose ofthis letter is to respond to your 

request to sewer capacity. The proposed flow as presented in your letter will discharge to the Manor 

Oaks Pumping Station. The station will need to be evaluated to determine the improvements 

necessary to accommodate the proposed flows of207,328 gallons per day. The Authority has 

adequate capacity at its wastewater treatment plant to serve this project if modifications can be 

made to the Manor Oaks Pumping Station. This letter is not to serve as a commitment by the 

Authority to reserve capacity in its system for the project. Capacity is reserved in the LASA system 

by one oftwo (2) methods: 1) the then current tapping fee is paid in full for each lot within the 

project connecting to the system, or 2) a capacity reserve fee is paid. After reservation of capacity" 

it then is giving direction for escrow deposits. Mr. McManus stated that this letter is saying capacity 

exists in the system but it does not represent it can be accomplished without as yet undetermined 

improvements to the Manor Oaks Pumping Station.  

There was a question regarding what a special exception means. Mr. McManus explain permitted 

uses and special exception uses.  

There was a question ifthe parties' input was considered. Mr. McManus advised them that their 

input is considered, but the Board does not have a great deal ofdiscretion. It cannot say you have to 

have a one-acre lot and you come in and have the one-acre but neighbors do not want you and ask 

that it be denied. The Board cannot deny an application ifthe individual has the one acre lot. The 

Board will hear anything the parties wish to say and any evidence that is produced, but it is bound 

to review this application in accordance with the terms ofthe Zoning Ordinance. The Board has no 

jurisdiction or power to do otherwise.  

Mr. McManus stated it is close to 10:00 p.m. and the Board has not had a chance to answer 

questions. Mr. McManus stated that he does not know ifthe Applicant wishes to present anything 

additionally and they have that opportunity based on what has transpired this evening. Ifthe 

Applicant wishes, they can continue this matter to the next scheduled hearing on the first Wednesday 

ofApril. Mr. Miller stated that he did not feel that they have anymore to present. 

Theywillcertainlyanswerthequestions oftheBoard. Mr.McManusasked ifanyoftheparties would wish 

to make statements at next month's meeting. Mr. McManus observed that each of the parties wish to 

make statements or presentations at next month's meeting.  

Barbara Douglas made a motion to continue this hearing until next scheduled meeting that is 

Wednesday, April 1, 2009 in this room at 7:00 p.m. Lynn Miller seconded the motion and the 

motion carried unanimously.  

The hearing was adjourned at 10:00 p.m.  

Respectfully submitted,  

Lynn M. Miller 

Secretary  

Recording Secretary 

Evelyn Rineer  



 

Zoning Hearing Board Minutes 

 

 

 

Wednesday, April 1, 2009      Time:  7:00 P.M. 

 

 

 The Manor Township Zoning Hearing Board met on Wednesday, April 1, 2009 at 

the Manor Township Municipal Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA, 

Chairman Walter Schlemmer called the meeting to order.  After introductions, Chairman 

Schlemmer led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 

 

Members Present:   Walter Schlemmer, Barbara Douglas and Lynn Miller 

Township Officials Present: Bruce Ott and James McManus 

Visitors Present: Bob Witmer, 81 Linestown Rd., Willow Street, PA 

   Lisa & Dave Madonna, 354 S. Duke St., Millersville, PA 

   Michael Sheaffer, NAI-CPI 

   Tom & Linda Strauss, 357 S. Duke St., Millersville, PA 

 

Minutes 

 Ms. Douglas stated there is a correction on Page 10, Line 7 it should read “but 

you still are presenting to the”.   Ms. Miller made a motion to approve the March 4, 2009 

minutes with the correction.   Ms. Douglas seconded the motion and the motion carried 

unanimously. 

 

Old Business 

Case #2-09 - The application of John Hogan (HHF Real Estate Development, 

LLC), property owned by Frederick A. Funk and located at 306 S. Duke Street, 

Millersville, PA 17551, Account No. 410-51387-0-0000 for a special exception of 

Section 202.3.5 – Nursing, rest, or retirement homes in accordance with Section 441 of 

the Zoning Ordinance.   The applicant wishes to build a nursing, rest, and retirement 

facility on the property.  The property is zoned Rural and General Commercial Zoning 

District.  This hearing will be continued from last month’s meeting on March 4, 2009.  

Testimony will continue.   Mr. Schlemmer turned the meeting over to Mr. McManus. 

Mr. McManus stated regarding the application that he is in receipt of a letter dated 

March 26, 2009 from Frank J. Vargish, III, Esquire who is council representing the 

applicant HHF Real Estate Development, LLC.   In that letter, Mr. Vargish stated that on 

behalf of his client they are withdrawing the application that is presently before the 

Board.  He also stated that their objective is to provide a new application with Mr. 

Vargish representing the applicant.   The Board was given a copy of the letter and the 

Court Reporter has the original letter marked as Board’s Exhibit #2.   There were no 

objections from the Board regarding marking the letter as Board’s Exhibit #2.  Mr. 

McManus suggested to the Board that they could conclude the proceedings and end this 

matter since the application has been withdrawn and it is in writing.   



Ms. Miller moved that the application is withdrawn and they are completed with 

the proceedings.   Ms. Douglas seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously. 

Ms. Miller made a motion to adjourn the hearing.   Ms. Douglas seconded the 

motion and the motion carried unanimously.    

 The hearing was adjourned at 7:07 p.m. 

 

 

       Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

       Lynn M. Miller 

       Secretary 

 

Recording Secretary 

Evelyn Rineer 

 



Zoning Hearing Board Minutes 

 

Wednesday, July 1, 2009      Time:  7:00 P.M. 

 

 The Manor Township Zoning Hearing Board met on Wednesday, July 1, 2009 at the 

Manor Township Municipal Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA.  Chairman 

Walter Schlemmer called the meeting to order.   Mr. Schlemmer introduced John Wenzel as the 

alternate who was appointed by the Board of Supervisors.   Mr. Schlemmer introduced the other 

Board Members, the Solicitor, the Zoning Officer, the Court Stenographer and the Recording 

Secretary.  Chairman Schlemmer led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 

 

Members Present: Walter Schlemmer, Barbara Douglas, Lynn Miller and  

    John Wenzel 

Township Officials Present:  Bruce Ott and James McManus 

Visitors Present:   Yves Pollart, Al Olah, & Michelle Braas, Rettew Associates 

   Scot Fertich & Albert Knepp Jr., LASA 

   Walt Schlemmer, 145 Carol Dr. 

   J. Richard & Juanita J. Nissley, 1308 Central Manor Rd. 

   Robert Peters, 206 Bender Mill Rd. 

   Les & Pam Neidig, 137 Carol Dr. 

   Deb Guthrie, 1101 Central Manor Rd. 

   Ken Asche, 116 Spring Meadow Lane 

   Steve Dickerman, 110 Gamber Lane 

   Ron Vogle, 131 Spring Meadow Lane 

   Ty Becker, 205 Bender Mill Rd. 

   Mike Lehman, 130 Centerville Rd. 

   Henry Barley, 201 Bender Rd. 

   Richard S. Hill, 139 Carol Dr. 

 

Minutes 

 Ms. Douglas made a motion to approve the April 1, 2009 minutes.   Ms. Miller seconded 

the motion and the motion carried unanimously. 

 

 Mr. Schlemmer stated since he has a personal interest in the application before the Board 

he is recusing himself from the hearing and turned the meeting over to Vice Chairperson Barbara 

Douglas.   Mr. Wenzel will be taking part in the proceedings this evening. 

 

New Business 

Case #3-09 – The application of the Lancaster Area Sewer Authority to install sewer lines 

and associated sewer structures pursuant to Section 211.6.1.B(1) within the Floodplain Zone 

(FP) to be located at the following properties:  Gary J.& Judy Spirk, 133 Carol Drive, 

Washington Boro, PA, Account #410-51983-0-0000; Joseph E. & Patrice M. Obermeier, 135 

Carol Drive, Washington Boro, PA, Account #410-44237-0-0000 ; Leslie R. & Pamela J. Neidig, 

137 Carol Drive, Washington Boro, PA, Account #410-36930-0-0000; Richard S. & Louise M. 

Hill, 139 Carol Drive, Washington Boro, PA, Account #410-29453-0-0000 ; Walter R. & Ann 

Louise Schlemmer, 145 Carol Drive, Washington Boro, PA, Account #410-41120-0-0000; James 
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R. Barley, Ruth N. Swisher, Betty J. Main, Mary Ellen Hank, Emma M. Bitts, Alice M. Brady, 

John M. Barley, Earl M. Barley, Jr. and Henry F. Barley, t/d/b/a Stone Mill Manor Partnership, 

Bender Mill Road, Lancaster, PA, Account #410-29649-0-0000; Russell W. & Deborah H. 

Guthrie, as Trustees of the Russell W. & Deborah H. Guthrie Irrevocable Trust, 1101 Central 

Manor Road, Lancaster, PA, Account #410-83643-0-0000; Tyrone G. Becker and Doreen D. 

Myers, a/k/a Doreen D. Becker, 205 Bender Mill Road, Lancaster, PA, Account #410-12401-0-

0000; Lance R. & Lorraine Brubaker, 171 Bender Mill Road, Lancaster, PA, Account #410-

51724-0-0000; Jeffrey S. & Marianne W. Gerlach, 172 Bender Mill Road, Lancaster, PA, 

Account #410-29567-0-0000 ; Gene T. & Barbara T. Crites, 1171 Central Manor Road, 

Washington Boro, PA, Account #410-19817-0-0000; Manor Township, within the right-of-way 

of Bender Mill Road.   Ms. Douglas turned the meeting over to Attorney James McManus.    

Mr. McManus explained the duty of the Board with regards to the application before 

them this evening and the procedure that would be followed.  Mr. McManus explained party 

status and asked if there was anyone present who wished to be a party to the application.  Walter 

Schlemmer, 145 Carol Drive, requested party status stating he is the owner of the property 

situated along the area where the pipe would be located and he has questions relating to the 

facilities that are being installed.   Mr. McManus asked if Mr. Schlemmer’s property is directly 

affected in as much as the proposed sewer lines traverse a portion of his property. Mr. 

Schlemmer stated yes.     The Board granted Mr. Schlemmer party status.   Steve Dickerman, 

1119 Central Manor Road, requested party status stating he owns property along Central Manor 

Road and is in close proximity to the proposed sewer line.   Mr. Dickerman stated on his deed 

plan at some places it looks like he owns on both sides of the creek but without doing an overlay 

he is unable to determine exactly how he is affected.   Mr. McManus stated Mr. Dickerman’s 

interest is mostly that he owns property located in close proximity to the project and Mr. 

Dickerman stated if not overlaid.   Maria DiStravolo Elliott, Attorney for the Applicant, stated 

she would like to ask if Mr. Dickerman had any approximate idea how close his property would 

be.   Mr. Dickerman stated it may be on his property but he cannot tell right now.   Ms. Elliott 

noted an objection to party status until it is established Mr. Dickerman has actual overlay or 

close vicinity.    Mr. McManus stated Mr. Dickerman has demonstrated that if he does not have 

property that is within the subject area he apparently adjoins it.  The Board granted Mr. 

Dickerman party status.   Mr. McManus stated he assumed the party status extends to whoever 

owns the land, including spouses or other entities who may own the tracts and Mr. Schlemmer 

and Mr. Dickerman stated yes. 

 Bruce Ott, Zoning Officer for Manor Township was sworn in and stated he receives 

applications for subject matters that come before the Zoning Hearing Board.  He received 

application indexed at 3-09 the Application of the Lancaster Area Sewer Authority.  Notice of 

the date, time, place and subject matter was published in the Lancaster Newspaper on June 17 

and 24, 2009.   Mr. Ott provided proof of publication that was marked Board’s Exhibit #1.    The 

properties were posted with the date, time, place and subject matter on June 16, 2009.   A notice 

was posted in the front lobby of the Township Building that is an area where Township events 

and meetings are posted for public inspection of the date, time, place and subject matter of this 

hearing on June 16, 2009. 

 Mr. McManus asked that with respect to the applicant each person including council who 

wishes to make a statement or testify be sworn in.   Maria DiStravolo Elliott stated she is the 

Attorney for the applicant, which is the Lancaster Area Sewer Authority.  Ms. Elliott indicated 

with her were Scot Fertich, who is a Professional Engineer with the applicant; Albert Knepp who 
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is the Maintenance Director with the applicant; Yves Pollart who is Director of Environmental 

Engineering at Rettew Associates as well as professional engineer. Rettew is the engineering 

firm for the applicant, Michelle Braas who is a professional engineer with Rettew Associates and 

Al Olah who is a Senior Landscape Architect with Rettew Associates.   Ms. Elliott gave a brief 

background stating that they were before the Board in October for a special exception application 

for a pumping station that was located on the Crites property with an address of 1171 Central 

Manor Road.   That was the first phase of this sewer project that LASA is doing in Manor 

Township.   They are now present with the second phase of the zoning special exception request 

that is related to the sewer lines and associated structures that LASA intends to install extending 

from the pumping station throughout the different parts of Manor Township as will be explained 

on the plans.   LASA has easement areas within the different properties as noted by Ms. Douglas 

and is also a party to an agreement of sale for a portion of the Crites property.   These properties 

were intended to be used for underground sewer lines and associated structures within Manor 

Township.  All these properties are located within the low-density residential (RL) zone except 

for the tract owned by James R. Barley et al that property has the low-density residential flex 

zone (R1) and the Gerlach tract that is zoned agriculture (A).  These three zones do permit the 

use of a public utility such as sewer lines and associated structures pursuant to Section 203.2.4, 

Section 217.2.4 and Section 201.2.4 of the Ordinance.   All of these properties are used for 

residential purposes, except the Barley tract that is used for farming.  LASA is present this 

evening for a special exception request.  The subject site for the sewer lines and associated 

structures is located within in the 100 year floodplain that has been determined by FEMA; 

therefore, the Zoning Ordinance requires a special exception if any public utilities are to be 

located within the floodplain.   LASA has standing to come before the Board.  They have 

easement agreements for two of the portions of the properties and they have an agreement of sale 

for the portion of the Crites property where a lateral line will be installed and the rest of the tracts 

LASA has filed Declaration of Taking for those properties to obtain the easements.   LASA has 

submitted a timely zoning application and they have marked that application as Applicant’s 

Exhibit #1 that they submitted to the Board this evening.   They have also received letters of 

support from property owners that have the easements running across their properties or 

adjoining property owners.  Those property owners are Michael and Janelle Shertzer, an 

adjoining property owner and Gary and Judy Spirk.   The Shertzers will have lateral line put on 

the Crites property for their potential use.  These letters of support were submitted to the Board 

marked Applicant’s Exhibit #2.  

 Ms. Elliott asked that Al Olah give a more detailed description of the sewer lines within 

the sewer easements and all the associated structures.  Applicant’s Exhibit #3 is the resume of Al 

Olah.   Mr. Olah listed his education and professional affiliations.  Mr. Olah stated he has 

worked for Rettew Associations for 24 years and is employed as Senior Landscape Architect.  

Ms. Elliott offered Mr. Olah as an expert witness in dealing with construction matters within the 

flood plain.   Mr. McManus asked how Mr. Olah’s testimony would differ from that of a 

professional engineer.   Ms. Elliott stated Mr. Olah is providing testimony with respect to the 

plans showing where the lines are located within the floodplain.   Mr. McManus asked if Mr. 

Olah’s function is primarily to show the design of the system and not the actual construction of 

the system or both.  Mr. Olah stated he prepared the plans for the application.    Mr. Olah will 

offer testimony that the lines are within the floodplain.  The Board accepted Mr. Olah as an 

expert witness for the purpose of design of the system.   Mr. Olah reviewed the exhibits.   

Applicant’s Exhibit #4 is sheet 1 of 4 and is the overall plan at a scale of 1” = 150’ showing the 
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extent of the sanitary sewer collection system within the Floodplain Zone.  The purpose is to 

show the overall system of Letort Manor/Perth Hills Developments.  Applicant’s Exhibit #5, 6 

and 7 are enlarged portions of the plan at a scale of 1” = 50’ to show more detail of the actual 

location of the line within the 100 year floodplain.  Mr. Olah advised the Board that Applicant’s 

Exhibits #4 and 5 are the same plan; Applicant’s Exhibits # 6 & 7 are revised to show a 

modification of the force main not within the floodplain but outside the floodplain.  Applicant’s 

Exhibit #8 is a series of nine (9) photographs taken along the floodplain.  These are the same 

photographs submitted with the application but in a different format.  Michele Braas took the 

photographs and Mr. Olah assembled the exhibit.   Mr. Olah visited the subject site area.  

Applicant’s Exhibit #4 shows the location of the proposed sewer collection system within the 

floodplain.  The plan shows the West Branch of the Little Conestoga Creek, location of the pump 

station, easement that has been created for the sanitary sewer collection system, and the outline 

of the 100-year floodplain.   The creek and sewer line run in a north and south orientation with 

the proposed pump station at the lowest part of the whole system.  The area to the east of the 

pump station is Letort Manor and that area flows by gravity sewer and mains to the pump station.  

None of that system is in the floodplain.  The area to the far north is the Perth Hills Development 

and that area will be collected by gravity sewers in the streets and extended down to the 

floodplain area and the main gravity line.  Mr. Olah pointed out the interceptor line.  The total 

length of the gravity interceptor is 3,739 lineal feet.  The gravity line is a 12” diameter gravity 

sewer line.  The sewer is pumped from the pump station back along the same area with two 

separate trenches but still the same easement to a point where it crosses the West Branch of the 

Little Conestoga Creek and runs up to Bender Mill Road that is outside the floodplain.  The 

length of the force main is 2,408 lineal feet as shown on the plan.  The size of the force main is 

8” in diameter.   Mr. McManus asked if it is Mr. Olah’s testimony that sewerage is proposed to 

run by gravity both from the east to the pump station indicated as Lot 11A and from Perth Hills 

similarly by gravity to the pump station and then pumped back up to the point where it re-crosses 

the creek.  Mr. McManus asked if that summarizes what Mr. Olah had just said and Mr. Olah 

stated yes.  Michele Braas advised the Board that there are portions of Perth Hills on the far 

western end that will be a low-pressure system but at the point of the interceptor it is all gravity.   

The statement that all of Perth Hills is a gravity system is not accurate.  Ms. Elliott clarified that 

the portions of the system within Perth Hills is not located within the floodplain, therefore, not 

the subject of this application.   Applicant’s Exhibit #5 is called Area E that is a 1” = 50’ scale 

plan and you can see more detail.  Mr. Olah pointed out the pump station site, easements, and 

lateral lines feeding into the gravity interceptor line.  This plan shows the extent of the 100 year 

floodplain on the east and west side of the creek.  This plan shows manholes that are marked 

watertight with numbers.   There are a total of 18 manholes in the floodplain.  Applicant’s 

Exhibit #6 is a continuation of the sewer line in the floodplain and then continues out of the 

floodplain to Bender Mill Road.  There is an air release manhole within the force main that is 

also a watertight manhole.    Applicant’s Exhibit #7 Area G is a continuation of the sewer line 

extending to Bender Mill Road.  The interceptor continues up the west side of the creek, crosses 

the road, crosses the West Branch of the Little Conestoga Creek to the east and continues on 

until it extends out of the 100 year floodplain.   Mr. Olah stated the location of the 100-year 

floodplain is shown in accordance with 2005 FIRM Maps and also matches up with what is on 

the zoning map.  FIRM stands for Flood Insurance Rate Maps.  The lines will be underground 

and the vault of the manholes will be underground.   The manhole cover will be the only thing 

exposed that will be flush with the natural grade.  Mr. Olah confirmed that the sewer lines and 
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associated structures are within the easement area.   Mr. Olah explained what was depicted in the 

nine (9) photographs that were marked Applicant’s Exhibit #8.  Ms. Elliott asked if there would 

be any grading changes in order to construct the sewer lines and associated structure.    Mr. Olah 

advised them that there would be excavation to install the pipes but the finished product will 

result in a grade that matches the existing grade that is there now.  The sewer lines and manholes 

will not affect the floodplain or the floodwaters.  The proposed structures will not alter the area.   

 Mr. Schlemmer asked if Mr. Olah noticed any ground swales or water that might be 

crossing this path.  Mr. Olah advised the Board that they noticed some minor swales.   Mr. 

Schlemmer asked if the swales are shown on any of the drawings and Mr. Olah pointed out 

contours that would indicate swales on Applicant’s Exhibit #5.    Mr. Schlemmer asked questions 

as to what was shown by the dotted lines.  Mr. Olah stated a swale does not hinder the ability to 

put an underground pipe in.   Mr. Schlemmer asked if Mr. Olah is testifying that the two 

easements are not shown on the Schlemmer property.  Mr. Olah stated a sewer line can be in the 

floodplain and it is not totally relevant whether an easement is there.   Mr. Schlemmer asked if 

there is a cross section that shows the contour of the easements that exist and how they will be 

replaced afterwards.  Mr. Olah stated no.  Mr. Schlemmer asked if the pipe for the natural spring 

on his property is shown on the drawing.  Mr. Olah stated no.  Mr. Schlemmer asked if Mr. Olah 

was aware of the existing pipe with water coming through it and Mr. Olah stated that he saw the 

pipe.  Mr. Schlemmer referred to photograph #3 and asked if the black area would be the spring 

area.   Mr. Olah stated that was possible.  Mr. Schlemmer had questions regarding the steep 

banks in photo #6.   

 Mr. Dickerman asked what the average depth of line was and Mr. Olah advised him that 

it would be testified to later by the engineer who designed the line.  

 Mr. McManus stated is it your testimony that to the extent there are existing swales, 

structures and pipes that traverse the proposed easement area and that they would be restored to 

the condition that existed prior to the commencement of construction.  Mr. Olah advised them 

that there is a note on the plan that require contractors to do that. Likewise the contractors are 

required to make field adjustments as needed to deal with erosion and sedimentation problems 

and concerns.  Mr. McManus asked if it is Mr. Olah’s understanding that the Declaration of 

Taking was for an easement for the location of these facilities.   Mr. Olah referred that question 

to someone else. 

 Ken Asche, 116 Spring Meadow Lane, had questions on Applicant’s Exhibit #6.   Mr. 

Olah was unable to answer Mr. Asche’s question. 

 Scot Fertich, 748 Milton Grove Road, Elizabethtown whose Resume was marked 

Applicant’s Exhibit #9 listed his education, licenses and affiliations and stated he is currently the 

Engineering Director at LASA.  Ms. Elliott offered Scot Fertich as an expert in sewage disposal 

facilities including sewer lines in the floodplain.   Mr. McManus asked if they were talking about 

the design and operation and Ms. Elliott stated just the operation.  The Board accepted Mr. 

Fertich as an expert witness for the purposes offered by council.  Mr. Fertich gave a description 

of what LASA is and what it does, stating that The Lancaster Area Sewer Authority (LASA) is a 

municipal authority that was formed in 1965.  It is an Authority that was created by seven 

member municipalities, and Manor Township is one of the seven municipalities.  Mr. Fertich 

stated the proposed project would involve the collection and transportation of sewage through 

concrete manholes and pipelines from the Perth Hills area to the Letort area.  This project was 

identified in the Township’s Act 537 Plan which is the Sewage Facilities Plan to alleviate failing 

on-lot sewer systems.  Ms. Elliott stated that the Zoning Ordinance permits sewer lines within 
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the floodplain as a public utility.    Ms. Elliott read the definition of a public utility facility from 

the Zoning Ordinance in Section 111.  Ms. Elliott asked Mr. Fertich if the proposed sewer lines 

and associated structures that LASA has submitted as part of this application fit into the 

definition of public utility.   Mr. Fertich stated yes.  LASA is a Municipal Authority and LASA 

is considered a public utility provider.  Ms. Elliott referred to Applicant’s Exhibit #4 and asked 

Mr. Fertich to briefly explain the sewer collection system.  Moving from left to right on the plan, 

Mr. Fertich showed the point where the sewage is collected from Perth Hills Development the 

sewage travels west to east, along the Little Conestoga Creek to a point on the right side of the 

plan where there will be a sewage pumping station located that will pump the sewage from east 

back west, across the Little Conestoga Creek, follows Bender Mill Road, then follows Central 

Manor Road until it gets to where it will discharge into the existing sewage interceptor, and is 

then transported to the waste water treatment plant located on Blue Rock Road near the 

intersection of River Road and Blue Rock Road.  Ms. Elliott asked if this is typical of how sewer 

lines operate and Mr. Fertich stated yes.  Ms. Elliott asked why the floodplain is an ideal site for 

these types of sewer lines.   Mr. Fertich stated that the sewage has to flow by gravity and streams 

are naturally flowing by gravity and to parallel them allows LASA to avoid deep excavations.  

Due to the low elevation of the floodplain, it makes it easier for the gravity to convey the 

wastewater.  Mr. Fertich advised them that a majority of their interceptors follow streams such as 

the one on this plan or following streams located in floodplains.  One of the considerations in 

choosing the route for the sewer line is to avoid being any deeper than needed.   The deeper the 

sewer lines are located the more costly they are to construct and damage to structures was taken 

into consideration.   They want to lessen the impact in the surrounding area when laying out the 

lines.   All the lines are underground and the manholes will be underground with an access cover 

flush with the grade.  The manholes are used to get access to the sewer line to do maintenance on 

the sewer.  The operation of the sewer lines and manholes are safe and effective.   The sewer 

lines are constructed of PVC and LASA has PVC pipe within their system that exceeds 30 years  

and they have not seen any signs of the end of its useful life.   The sewer lines are self-operating 

and the maintenance will be limited to flushing every 5 to 10 years.  If LASA receives a call 

from someone who sees a blockage in the line or a homeowner who has a blockage, they will 

investigate the problem.  If there is a backup and there is flooding in the area that causes a 

problem getting access, LASA can block the sewer line upstream and transport the sewage by 

truck or other means out of the problem area.   Mr. Fertich stated that they do not expect any 

noise or odor on a day-to-day basis.  When doing maintenance, there will be the normal activities 

with trucks and employees working.  LASA will obtain all the appropriate permits and approvals 

for the sewer lines. 

 Walter Schlemmer asked Mr. Fertich if any permits have been obtained.   Mr. Fertich 

advised him that they have some permits.   They still have not receive Part II Wastewater 

Treatment Plant Facilities permit and because of some revisions, they are going to have to amend 

their submission for Part II and he believes there is a Chapter 106 permit that needs to be 

amended.   Mr. Fertich stated that Part II is for the interceptor and the pumping station.   Mr. 

Schlemmer asked if Mr. Fertich was responsible for the piping in this project.  Mr. Fertich 

advised him that he was not responsible for piping on this project.   

 Steve Dickerman asked Mr. Fertich the capabilities of the current treatment plant to 

handle the new load coming into it.   Mr. Fertich stated the wastewater treatment plant is sized 

for 15 million gallons per day; it currently sees between 9 and 10 million gallons per day and 

will have adequate capacity in the foreseeable future.   Around 100,000 gallons or less per day is 
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estimated for this project.   Mr. Dickerman asked if there would be alarms and Mr. Fertich stated 

yes,  as well as a device that would give them a telephone call if there was a high level or a pump 

that would not start, etc.     

 Ken Asche questioned what something was on the drawing.   Mr. Fertich advised him 

that it is an easement that was obtained but LASA has since decided not to use it.  Mr. Asche 

pointed out that the easement should not be on the drawing and verified it was not part of the 

approval.  Mr. Fertich advised it did not have to be there.   Mr. McManus clarified that the 

application is not asking the Board to approve the easement area but it is the facilities that are 

proposed to be located within the easement area.  Mr. Asche stated that if it is not part of the 

project then why is it shown on the plan? 

 Ms. Elliott stated it was shown for purposes of identifying the areas that LASA has 

obtained as part of the easement process.   For that particular stub, there will be no sewer 

structures within that easement.   

 

The Board took a five-minute recess and reconvened at 8:38 p.m. 

 

 Ms. Elliott indicated that she had two witnesses, Yves Pollart and Michele Braas whose 

resumes were marked Applicant’s Exhibit #10 & 11.   

 Mr. Pollart’s resume was marked Applicant’s Exhibit #11.  Yves Pollart stated he is 

employed by Rettew Associates as Director of Environmental Engineering and principal in 

charge of this project.  Mr. Pollart listed his education and affiliations.  Ms. Elliott offered Mr. 

Pollart as an expert witness in the design of sewer lines including those in the floodplain.  The 

Board accepted Mr. Pollart as an expert witness for the purposes offered.   

 Ms. Braas resume was marked Applicant’s Exhibit #10.  Michele L. Braas stated she is 

employed by Rettew Associates as Project Manager.   Ms. Braas listed her education, licenses 

and affiliations.  Ms. Elliott offered Ms. Braas as an expert in the design of sewer lines in 

floodplains.    The Board accepted Ms. Braas as an expert witness for the purposes offered. 

 Ms. Elliott asked Ms. Braas to review the exhibits briefly so that they are properly 

identified for the presentation.  Ms. Braas stated Applicant’s Exhibit #12 is the Plan View and 

the Profile View of the interceptor line starting from the pump station and working upstream.   

Ms. Braas explained what is shown on the profile.  Applicant’s Exhibit #13 is a continuation plan 

and profile from Exhibit #12.  Applicant’s Exhibit #14 is the interceptor line plan and profile and 

indicates the first stream crossing flow gravity line.  Applicant’s Exhibit #15 is the end 

interceptor line plan for the upper portion.  Applicant’s Exhibit #16 shows the profile for the 

force main which is the line coming from the pump station.  Applicant’s Exhibit #17 shows the 

profile of the force main including the crossing of the easement to the point where it then leaves 

the floodplain.  Applicant’s Exhibit #17 has been modified due to the relocation of the force 

main but the changes are outside of the floodplain.  Applicant’s Exhibit #18 shows the 

construction detail for watertight manhole lids.  Applicant’s Exhibit #19 is details showing the 

installation for the home sewer laterals.  Applicant’s Exhibit #20 detail showing the air release 

valve manhole.  Applicant’s Exhibit #19 and 20 have been modified since the initial application.  

Exhibit #19 has been modified to show that the contractor will only be responsible for the 

installation of the lateral within LASA’s easement.  Applicant’s Exhibit #20 has been revised to 

show a watertight structure and a vent.   Ms. Elliott asked Ms. Braas if she prepared the exhibits 

or had them prepared under her direction and Ms. Braas stated yes.  Ms. Braas explained in detail 

what is shown in Applicant’s Exhibit #12 – 14. The existing grade is shown along the proposed 
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route of the interceptor, the pumping station and the line moving upstream.  Similar information 

is provided on Applicant’s Exhibit #13 and #14 which continues to show the interceptor line 

moving upstream. The difference is that a stream crossing is shown and it appears differently due 

to the fact that it will be bored under the stream so the stream channel is not interfered with.  A 

casing type is shown around the interceptor line itself and the casing type is made out of steel.   

The line at the crossing is 5’ 3” and the requirement of DEP with respect to crossings of 

waterway is a minimum 3 feet separation from the bed of the stream.  Applicant's Exhibit #15 

shows a stream crossing with the depth below the stream bed from the bottom of the stream to 

the top of the casing pipe is 3’ 6”.  The entire interceptor is below grade as well as the manhole 

structures with the lids flush at grade.  The interceptor line is the main gravity line for 

conveyance of the sewage from the Perth Hill Development down to the Letort pump station.  

Near the pump station are some laterals that will be picking up homes because it is more 

convenient for the homes to run the laterals through their backyards down hill.  The main 

purpose is to convey the wastewater from Perth Hills to the pump station.  The diameter of the 

interceptor is 12 inches and it constructed of PVC pipe.  It is a gasket PVC pipe that means it fits 

together and where the two pieces join there is a rubber gasket that seals the pipe to prevent 

water from flowing out or in.   The interceptor line is watertight.  Applicant’s Exhibits #17 & 18 

show the force main will travel at an average depth of 4 feet below grade and does get a little 

deeper in some areas to keep a constant slope upward so you do not get areas of air trapped.  It 

does not get any shallower than 4 feet.  There is an air release valve at the stream crossing, 

because the line will be sloping the whole way up and it is an area where air could get trapped in 

the line.  The crossing of the force main will be similar to the crossing of the interceptor lines 

and in compliance with DEP requirements.  The diameter of the force main is approximately 8 

inches and will be epoxy line ductile iron pipe.  The force main will be watertight and Ms. Braas 

explained what makes the force main watertight.  The force main is used to convey the 

wastewater from the pump station that has now collected all the water from Perth Hills and 

Letort Manor and sends it up to an existing manhole within the LASA system.  It will then be 

conveyed to the treatment plant.  Ms. Braas explained that the lateral lines are the lines that come 

off the interceptor line to serve specific homes that is shown in Applicant's Exhibit #19.  Along 

the interceptor line there are 8 lateral lines.  Ms. Braas explained the construction of the lateral 

lines indicating a “Y” that is installed in the interceptor line and to that there is a clean out 

installed which comes to the easement line where there is a water proof cap.   It is all glued PVC 

pipe so it is also watertight.  The lateral lines at this point will be 6-inch diameter pipe.  There 

will be 18 manholes and one air release manhole located in the floodplain.  Using Applicant's 

Exhibit #18, Ms. Braas explained the construction details of the watertight manholes. Manholes 

are required every time there is change in direction or sudden change in elevation along the 

sewer line.   They are also used for maintenance purposes to provide access for cleaning and 

inspection.  Ms. Braas referred to Applicant's Exhibit #20 that showed a detail of the air release 

manhole.   Ms. Braas explained the purpose of the air release manhole, how it works and the 

construction of the manhole.  This manhole is approximately 9 feet deep and located on the force 

main line prior to the crossing under the creek.  Ms. Braas stated that the sewer lines will not 

generate any noise, will not release any odors, and the lines will not be a nuisance to adjoining 

property owners.  There will not be any infiltration of floodwaters into the sewer structures or 

exfiltration of wastewaters into the floodwaters.  The sewer structures will be flood proof.  The 

flood proofing class used in this case will be W2 Classifications.  The manholes will be designed 

with an antiflotation collar which contains a large portion that sticks out beyond the base which 
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will help balance any buoyancy effects from saturated soil and flood level so that they will not 

pop out of the ground.  The sewer structures will have no affect on the floodplain.  There will be 

no heat generated by the sewer structures.  There will be no adverse effect on any resources in 

the area.  LASA has received their approvals through DEP for both the PA National Diversity 

Index and through the Pennsylvania Historical Museum Commission.  LASA currently has most 

of their permits.  They are currently waiting on a Part II construction permit, which is the permit 

that actually allows you to construct the sewer line.   That is waiting because they have not 

received the Chapter 106 permit which is for the installation of the line in the floodplain.   The 

permits have both been reviewed and they have addressed all the questions.   Due to the recent 

force main realignment, LASA must amend the application.  Ms. Elliott stated this could be 

considered an appropriate condition with respect to the approval of the special exception to have 

these permits in place.  Ms. Braas gave testimony with respect to the design and performance 

standards under Section 211.10 since she handled the design of the sewer structure.  Ms. Braas 

reiterated the approvals listing they have clearance through the PA National Diversity Index, PA 

Historical Museum Commission approval, received erosion and sediment control approval 

through the County, and General Permit 5 for the stream crossings.  Ms. Elliott referred to 

Section 211.10 the placement construction of authorized uses and structures and asked Ms. Braas 

to explain how the proposed use and structures have been designed to offer the minimum 

obstruction to the flow of water or the velocity or height of floodwaters.  Ms. Braas stated this 

has been designed so everything is below grade.  With everything below grade, there will be no 

interference with floodwaters; therefore, it cannot change the flow path or velocity of the 

floodwater.  Ms. Braas confirmed the flood proofing stating the structures used are industry 

water type structures, therefore, water cannot get in. They will be flood proof and the manholes 

will have an antiflotation collar so they cannot pop out of the ground when a flood occurs. There 

will be anchoring of the manholes.  The cross section of the land is not being changed so LASA 

is  not increasing or decreasing surface drainage.  The agricultural standards are not applicable in 

this case.   

 Mr. Schlemmer verified they are not changing the surface drainage and asked if that 

included the existing street, road drainages and the easements.   If so, what is the configuration of 

those points?   Ms. Braas stated all the structures are below grade and along the interceptor they 

only have the road crossing, and they will not be doing any work in the roadways and all grades 

will be restored.  Part of the construction process is that they are required to take photographs 

and video of the area so it can be repaired to preconstruction conditions.  Mr. Schlemmer asked 

if there is any place besides the stream crossing where there is a cross section to show the water 

level, the bottom of the stream, the lay of the land and the pipe.  Ms. Braas stated that they have 

the profile the grade of the land and the distance to the pipe. They only show the water elevation 

when the pipe is under the water elevation, because it is not part of the profile.  Ms. Schlemmer 

asked if a profile perpendicular to the pipe as far as the stream and waterbed was prepared.   Ms. 

Braas stated they did a profile at the stream crossing.  Mr. Schlemmer asked if the pipe at 15 feet 

is below the streambed and Ms. Braas stated it is below the streambed.  Mr. Schlemmer asked if 

they expected any water to go into the channel during construction.   Ms. Braas stated she would 

imagine it would and that is why there are provisions in the contract documents that the 

contractor will need to provide pumping during construction.  Mr. Schlemmer referred to 

Applicant's Exhibit #1 the Lancaster County Conservation District under Section D there are two 

blocks checked and asked for an explanation.  Mr. Schlemmer stated Ms. Braas indicated in her 

testimony an 8 inch force main and made out of metal and under Project Description it says the 6 
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inch PVC force main and stated that needs to be changed.   Ms. Braas advised the Board that was 

part of a response letter that is not part of this application.   Ms. Braas indicated this is a permit 

being amended due to the change in the force main.  Ms. Braas stated that because the stream 

crossing locations did not change, only required amended drawings needed to be submitted and 

the Chapter 105 permit did not need to be refiled.  Mr. Schlemmer referred to the 15 foot deep 

pipe and the contour of the ground referencing Applicant's Exhibit #13 that showed contour lines 

indicating a steep bank.  Mr. Schlemmer questioned what provisions were made to handle the 

situation regarding the steep bank and the ditch that would be dug.  Ms. Braas advised him that 

the construction procedures will be approved during construction and they will need to have 

sheeting, shoring and pumping as necessary.  Part of the erosion and sediment control approval 

does include criteria if you are pumping out how you must treat the water you are pumping out 

and where you can discharge it.  That was not part of this application.  Mr. Schlemmer asked if it 

is not the Board’s responsibility to ensure the safety and health of the stream.  Ms. Braas stated 

that they had submitted what is required.   

 Mr. Dickerman stated it is an ongoing effort to keep the stream in this area natural with 

tree plantings, grass, etc. and asked how planting trees within several feet from this pipe will 

affect the pipe.  Ms. Braas stated the trees would be preserved as much as possible.  The sewer 

lines have been placed to avoid as many trees as possible.  Mr. Dickerman expressed concern 

regarding the new plantings.  Mr. Dickerman asked if the green area on the plan is going to be a 

restricted planting zone.   Mr. Fertich advised them that they would not oppose anyone planting 

trees in the easement.  There will be some risk some day when they will need access to the 

easement and disturb the trees.  Mr. Dickerman asked if trees would adversely affect the system 

and Mr. Fertich stated he did not believe they would.  Mr. Dickerman referred to Applicant's 

Exhibit #13 regarding the depth of the pipe and stated there is a large limestone ridge in the area 

and they will have to go through the limestone.   Mr. Dickerman expressed concern regarding his 

well if blasting is done.  Mrs. Braas stated if anything is disrupted, disturbed, or changed due to 

this construction, LASA would take the necessary steps to get a water source for Mr. Dickerman.  

Mr. Dickerman asked what would happen if his well would not be adversely affected for several 

months.   Mr. Fertich stated if they damaged the well they would either repair or replace it.  Mr. 

Dickerman expressed concerns regarding the type of soil and the problems that might occur 

when digging.  Mr. Dickerman was advised that engineering calculations would be required 

showing that what they do will support the soil and protect them.   

 Mr. Asche stated he noticed the laterals only go to the easement area so that means the 

homeowners will have to file for special exemption to put their sewer line to the lateral.  Mr. 

McManus advised him that this is a legal question.   Ms. Elliott advised that if the Township 

determines a special exception is required for the service lines the homeowners have to provide 

beyond the easement areas to their homes, then a special exception application will have to be 

done.  In that case, LASA has advised Ms. Elliott they will be working with the homeowners to 

provide the application that is required.   

 Mr. McManus referred to Applicant’s Exhibit #13 regarding the location of the proposed 

sewer lines through the easement area and the proximity of the lines to the actual creek.  Mr. 

McManus asked if it is LASA’s testimony that in the design of this system the location of the 

stream and the type of soils that will be experienced will not erode or reduce the performance of 

that system through the easement as shown.  Ms. Braas stated that the pipes are located under the 

streambed so that in general, erosion that occurs will occur above the pipe.  If erosion were to 

occur so that a pipe starts to be exposed, LASA as an applicant would be required to receive 
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another permit to do bank restoration. The fact that the pipe is ductile iron and PVC means that 

they will weather water flowing over them.   Mr. McManus stated that there is nothing that has 

been indicated on the profile drawings or the alignment of the system that would indicate a risk 

of pipe exposure by virtue of erosion or any other physical features affecting the easement area.   

 Ms. Elliott stated at this time she would like to have each of the witnesses provide 

additional testimony specific to the standards and criteria for the special exception under Section 

211.6.   Ms. Braas already provided testimony for Section 211.10.   

 Mr. McManus stated there was some questions regarding whether there was a mistake on 

the 105 permit application to list yes and no as to whether LASA was compliant or not and he 

asked that be straightened out.   Mr. McManus asked if that was an error on the application and 

Ms. Braas stated it was an error but there were no non-compliance issues.  

 Ms. Elliott stated that she would have Ms. Braas address the standards and criteria under 

Section 211.6.1.B.1.  Ms. Elliott asked the questions and Ms. Braas replied.  The long stretch of 

line will either be at or below the surface grade and Ms. Braas answered yes.  Will there be 

installed locations for vents to minimize or eliminate flood damage.  Ms. Braas answered yes.   

Will any flotation occur and Ms. Braas answered no.   Will the structures be unaffected by the 

flooding. Ms. Braas answered that they will be unaffected.  Will there be any flood damage and 

Ms. Braas answered no.  Will the proposed structures be installed so that they do not alter the 

cross sectional area of the floodplain and Ms. Braas answered yes.    Are the proposed sewer 

structures watertight so as to minimize or limit infiltration of floodwater into the structures or 

discharge from the structures into the floodwaters and are the manhole structures watertight. Ms. 

Braas answered yes. 

 Section 211.6.2.A – Ms. Elliott asked questions of Mr. Olah.   Are there any danger to 

life and property due to increase flood heights, velocities or frequencies caused by the 

encroachments?   Mr. Olah stated there would be no increase in flood heights, velocities or 

frequencies since the sewer lines are located underground.  The sewer structures are watertight 

and there is no danger to life or property.   Subsection B under 211.6.2 – the danger that 

floodwater or materials may be swept onto other lands or downstream to cause injury to other is 

minimized. Mr. Olah stated since proposed structures are located underground and manhole 

covers are flush with existing grades there is no danger of materials being swept onto other 

lands.  

 Subsection C of 211.6.2 - Ms. Elliott asked Ms. Braas to address the criteria that the 

possibility of disease, contamination and unsanitary conditions is minimized and especially any 

proposed water supply or sanitation systems are able to prevent these problems.   Ms. Braas 

stated the sewer system itself is being installed to remedy some failing systems; so in that case it 

is actually reducing existing possibility of disease and the system is watertight and below grade 

so nothing will be flowing in or out of the sewer.  Subsection D of 211.6.2 – the criteria that the 

susceptibility of the proposed facility and its contents to flood damage, the effect of such damage 

on the individual owners, and the need for an effect of flood proofing are minimized.   Ms. Braas 

stated they are all watertight and below grade so nothing will be coming out of the system that 

would affect individual owners. 

 Subsection E of 211.6.2 - Mr. Fertich addressed the criteria that the proposed structures 

are compatible with existing and anticipated development stating the proposed structures are 

intended to rectify failing on-lot systems from the Letort and Perth Hills Developments.  They 

are compatible with existing and anticipated development.   



 12 

 Subsection F of 211.6.2 - Mr. Olah addressed the criteria that the proposed use is 

consistent with the Manor Township Comprehensive Plan and any floodplain management 

program for the area.  The proposed use does comply with the Comprehensive Plan that Manor 

Township has adopted. 

 Subsection G of 211.6.2 - Mr. Fertich addressed the criteria of safety for access to the 

property in times of flooding for ordinary and emergency vehicles and assured access.   In the 

event of a flood, LASA should not need access to the sewer lines.    In the event there is a 

problem with the lines in times of flooding, LASA can access upstream manholes that are 

outside of the floodplain and use tanker trucks or temporary sewage pumps to pump the sewage 

around problem areas.   

 Subsection H of 211.6.2 - Ms. Braas addressed the criteria that the expected area, height, 

depth, velocity, pressure, frequency, duration, rate of rise, seasonality, and sediment, debris, and 

pollutant load of floodwaters expected at the site is not inconsistent with the proposed use.  All 

structures are below grade and therefore, should not affect anything with the stream or 

floodwaters. 

 Subsection I of 211.6.2 - Mr. Olah addressed the criteria that the proposed activity will 

not unduly alter the natural water flow or water temperature.   Since the proposed structures are 

located below the natural surface grade, it will not change the natural grade of the surrounding 

grounds and therefore, the natural water flow should not be altered.   

 Subsection J of 211.6.2 - Ms. Braas has already testified to the criteria that the 

archaeological or historic sites or structures, endangered species of animals or plants, high 

quality wildlife habitats, scarce vegetation types, and other irreplaceable land uses will not 

degraded or destroyed.   

 Subsection K of 211.6.2 - Ms. Braas addressed the criteria that the natural, scenic and 

aesthetic values at the proposed site will be conserved.  Overall the design has been to minimize 

any kind of surface aesthetic values.  They will conserve them as much as possible.  All grades 

will be restored to normal.     

 Subsection L of 211.6.2 - Mr. Olah addressed the criteria that the danger, damage, and 

injury to all adjoining properties on both sides of any watercourse, regardless of municipality, are 

minimized.  In this regard, any proposal affecting an adjacent municipality shall be submitted to 

that municipality’s planning commission and governing body for review and comment.   Danger, 

damage and injury to all adjoining properties should be minimized since the proposed structures 

are below or at existing natural surface grade and they will be watertight.  All adjoining 

properties are located in Manor Township.   

 Subsection M of 211.6.2 - Mr. Olah addressed the criteria that the granting of a special 

exception will not result in increased of flood heights.  The proposed structures are either below 

or at the natural surface grade.  There will be no increase in flood heights. 

 Subsection 2 of M of 211.6.2 - Mr. Fertich addressed the criteria concerning any 

additional threats to public safety, extraordinary public expense, or creation of nuisances will not 

occur.   There should not be any nuisances or threats to public safety.  Any public expenses 

resulting from this structure are necessary to address the failing on lot systems in the Letort and 

the Perth Hills Developments.  LASA has obtained competitive bids for the project that will 

benefit the public expense so that the public expense is not considered extraordinary.  The 

structures should be safe and secure and not cause any nuisances since they will be closed and 

watertight.  
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 Subsection N of 211.6.2 - Mr. Olah addressed the criteria for fill.  No fill is proposed to 

be used; therefore, Subsection N will not apply. 

 Section 211.10 Ms. Braas has already testified to this section. 

General Criteria for a special exception under Section 605.3 was reviewed and there was 

testimony that the proposed use shall be consistent with the purpose and intent of the zoning 

ordinance.  The structures are consistent with the Ordinance.  The RL and RL1 zoning districts   

permit the use of public utility facilities in the floodplain zone by special exception. These 

proposed sewer structures are below or at grade as required under Section 211.6.1.b.1.  In this 

case, the structures, as testified by the witnesses, have shown that the proposed structures meet 

the requirements as well as other requirements of Section 211.6 and 211.10.  With respect to 

Section 605.3.2 under the General Criteria, the proposed use shall not detract from the use and 

enjoyment of adjoining property owners. Mr. Fertich addressed those criteria.  The proposed 

structures will not be visible from the adjoining properties since they will be located 

underground or at grade.  They will not cause noise that can be heard from adjoining properties 

or cause a nuisance.  They will be self operating so traffic will not be necessary.   

Ms. Braas addressed the criteria that the proposed use will not substantially change the 

character.  The proposed structures are below or at grade and all grades will be restored as they 

were originally, so that the water will flow as it has. 

With respect to the criteria of adequate public facilities to serve the proposed use, LASA 

is providing the actual sewer structures, so the developments can have a functioning sewer 

structure. 

With respect to development within the floodplain, since this proposed use is not a 

development, we do not need to meet those criteria. 

The application has met with the requirements of this Ordinance.  Mr. Olah has answered 

the criteria that the proposed use will not substantially impair the integrity of the Township’s 

Comprehensive Plan.   

Ms. Elliott stated they have provided the requirements for Section 702.1.2 for the 

development and use description with the application showing the requirements under the plan.  

Section 702.2 deals with construction within the flood zone. Since the land is within the 

floodplain zone, LASA has provided the information showing the location of the 100 year 

floodplain as developed by FEMA and testified to by Mr. Olah.  With respect to the elevation in 

relation to the NGBD, it is not relevant with respect to sewer lines; however, all sewer structures 

are below the 100-year floodplain elevation.  In conclusion, as the Board recognizes the 

Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code, the Board should grant a special exception if the 

applicant meets the requirements and criteria that the municipality has set forth for that special 

exception.   Ms. Elliott stated that she has submitted a Memorandum of Law to support LASA’s 

special exception request that is identified as Applicant’s Exhibit #21.   Since LASA has met all 

the requirements, both the specific and general requirements for a special exception for all the 

sewer lines and proposed sewer structures, they respectfully request that the Board grant the 

special exception request.   At this time, Ms. Elliott moved the exhibits into the record as marked 

with the condition that any other permits Part II and Chapter 106 be obtained in order to 

construct the sewer structures.   

Mr. McManus stated that Ms. Elliott began by identifying 11 tracts that are the subject of 

the plan that has been presented.   Eight where included in the Declaration of Taking and three 

by agreement of some sort that gave LASA standing to seek this application.  Although the 

document has not been identified, they are included in the application and asked Ms. Elliott that 
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in some way she would verify or authenticate that they exist and who they relate to.  Ms. Elliott 

stated with respect to the Gerlach tract they submitted a copy of the right-of-way agreement for 

the sewer easement that will run through their property.  That is submitted as part of the zoning 

application.  They submitted as part of the zoning application a right-of-way agreement for an 

easement that runs through the Barley tract as identified previously.  They provided in the zoning 

application an agreement of sale between LASA and Gene and Barbara Crites for their portion of 

the property at 1171 Central Manor Road.   This is the portion that will have the lateral line for 

the Shertzers.  Submitted as part of the zoning application was a Declaration of Taking for the 

following property owners:  Gary & Judy Spirk, Joseph & Patrice Obermeier, Leslie & Pam 

Neidig, Richard & Dolores Hill, Walter & Ruth Schlemmer, Russell W. & Deborah Guthrie as 

trustee of Russell W. Guthrie irrevocable trust, Tyrone G. Becker & Doreen Myers now by 

marriage Doreen D. Becker, and Lance R. & Lorraine Brubaker.   Mr. McManus asked if all the 

documents referred to are fully executed and represent true and accurate copies of the originals.   

Ms. Elliott stated yes.   

Mr. Schlemmer wanted it to be clear that there is no profile showing the slope of the 

bottom of the channel for the flow line of the watercourse.  Mr. Schlemmer asked if a typical 

valley cross section of the channel for the watercourse and the elevations of land adjoining each 

side of the channel cross section of the ground and the high water information are shown.  Ms. 

Braas advised him that they only showed the profile where their pipe was.  Mr. Schlemmer was 

advised that the Department of Environmental Protection does not require it.  Mr. Schlemmer 

asked if the elevations and locations are shown for the streets, waters, land uses, vegetations, soil 

types and other pertinent information.  Ms. Braas stated that their plan shows the plan and profile 

of the easement area where they are proposing the sewer line as required by the Pennsylvania 

Department of Environmental Protection. 

Mr. McManus asked if the Declaration of Taking and other documents referred to in 

testimony envision a particular kind of easement agreement and would it be subject to any other 

existing easements of record for the adjoiners.   Ms. Elliott stated the Declaration of Taking does 

not have an easement agreement per say as part of the Declaration of Taking.  Ms. McManus 

asked if they envision that the easement will be utilized and be subject to any other underlying 

rights that do not conflict with the project.  Mr. McManus was advised if he was understood 

correctly by Ms. Elliott that the answer is yes.   

Ms. Elliott responded to Mr. Schlemmer and stated that if she understood him correctly, 

he was referring to Section 211.6.3 and Ms. Elliott read that section.  Ms. Elliott asked Mr. 

Schlemmer if he reviewed the statement as a definite requirement.   Mr. Schlemmer stated he 

would review it as a definite requirement if the Board would see fit that there are easements, 

swales, waterways, and structures that affect the homeowners where the easements that LASA is 

proposing putting the pipe line passes.   The homeowners may wish to have that information 

available to them.   

Mr. McManus asked Mr. Schlemmer to tell the Board what should have been submitted 

and why.  Mr. Schlemmer stated that he feels there are several easements that exist on record that 

crosses his property.   If the ground is going to be crossed, then what verification does the 

Zoning Officer and the environmental people have to know how it was before and how it is 

designed to go back.  Mr. Schlemmer stated that he did not hear tonight the design or the answer 

to how that is going to be replaced.  When there is a natural spring coming out of the ground and 

a pipe in this location, all he has heard is that it will be replaced.  That is a promise but not on 

paper and how is it going to be handled.  The water is used to feed animals and when there is no 
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power, to flush the toilet, and the water is of critical value to the homeowner.  Mr. Schlemmer 

stated that he has heard what they are doing will not affect the homeowner and he is not 100% 

sure that the testimony is correct unless you have the proper paper work to verify that it is.  He 

stated that he believes he heard in the testimony that the soil and erosion plan was approved; 

when in fact it is not approved and that would indicate to him there are some issues.  There is an 

issue with a very narrow strip of ground that is between a very deep ditch and the stream.  What 

keeps the dirt from going into the stream or into the hole and what protects the ground so it does 

not leave the property and end up on the other homeowner’s properties down the stream?  That is 

a safety and health issue from his prospective.  Mr. Schlemmer stated he has not heard anything 

in the documentation to this Board that would verify other than it has been submitted to some 

other agency.   Mr. McManus asked Mr. Schlemmer if he is concerned about the excavation 

during construction and not when the line is permanently in place.   Mr. Schlemmer stated that is 

correct.   Mr. McManus asked if his concern is with the uncertainty as to whether existing usage 

to the creek and easements will change and whether a record of custom would be maintained and 

that there is no clarity to that.   Mr. Schlemmer stated that was correct. 

Mr. Dickerman referred to Applicant's Exhibit #13 and stated common sense engineering 

is that what is in the pipe is going to go better in a straight line.    If the pipe would be 

straightened out, LASA would get further away from the creek, have less engineering problems 

and would not be into any hills by straightening the line out and moving it further away from the 

creek.  Ms. Braas stated that the initial intent in going out in the creek bed was to keep the sewer 

to the rear of the properties as much as possible and not to affect most of the homeowner’s back 

yards.  The grades also indicate that there is a hill so they tried to maintain everything to the rear 

of the property and along the alignment of the stream.  Mr. Olah stated that the E&S plan was 

approved.   The methodology of how they are going to handle the E&S during construction is on 

the plan mostly by notes and not by any specific spot saying do certain things in specific 

locations.  Mr. Fertich stated there are general notes on how to handle crossings of the swales, 

etc. and he stated that he feels they are adequate.  Mr. Olah advised the Board that there are notes 

as to how much trench can be opened at any one time.  Basically, what is opened in a day must 

be closed up at the end of the day when the pipe is installed.   Mrs. Elliott stated Mr. Schlemmer 

has made the statement that certain information or plans have not been provided as part of the 

zoning application, but there has been adequate testimony provided by LASA’s witnesses to 

address his concerns and that testimony, in itself, can be part of the approval for the Board to 

make and be subject to compliance with all the testimony given.   

Mr. Schlemmer stated in talking with the Conservation District, they commented that you 

could open twice the amount of ditch as pipe you put in a day.  The notes on the Erosion and 

Sedimentation Plans are generic notes lifted out of an engineering manual.  They are not very 

specific.  Mr. Schlemmer stated there are notes but they do not really tell you anything.  Mr. 

Schlemmer was informed that the specifications clearly stated that the contractor could only have 

as much trench open that he can fill in the same day.   

Richard Hill, 139 Carol Drive, stated that he feels more at ease after hearing how it will 

be engineered and put underground but feels uncomfortable about the construction process.  He 

and others have gone to great lengths to make sure the streambed is kept up and asked what the 

longevity of this pipe is.   Mr. McManus advised him that there was testimony that these systems 

have lasted 30 plus years and there is a continuing duty to maintain the system by its operator.   

Mr. Asche stated that after digging, the soil settles over several years and asked how long 

LASA will be responsible to keep bringing fill in to bring the area disturbed back to grade.  
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Under the contract provisions, the contractor is required to provide a one-year performance bond. 

Should settlement occur that first year, it is the contractor’s responsibility and after that it 

becomes the operator’s responsibility.   Mr. McManus stated the restoration and maintenance of 

finished grade would be an acceptable condition to any approval of the plan.   Mr. Fertich 

questioned if maintenance refers to just filling and settlement of the soil and not mowing grass or 

anything else. Mr. McManus stated that is refers to maintaining grade.  Ms. Elliott had no 

objections to that condition. 

Mr. McManus asked if the Board accepted the exhibits that had been moved for 

admission.   Mr. McManus stated it is formality that the Board would accept exhibits as 

presented.  There were no objections and the exhibits were admitted into record. 

Ms. Douglas stated not hearing any further comments or questions the case is closed.   A 

decision will be made at the next meeting that would be held in this room on July 29 at 7:00 p.m.    

The hearing was adjourned at 10:08 p.m. 

 

            

             

        Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

       Lynn M. Miller 

       Secretary 

 

 

Recording Secretary 
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Zoning Hearing Board Minutes 

 

Wednesday, July 29, 2009     Time:  7:00 P.M. 

 

 The Manor Township Zoning Hearing Board met on Wednesday, July 29, 2009 at 

the Manor Township Municipal Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA.  Vice 

Chairperson Barbara Douglas called the meeting to order.  Ms. Douglas introduced the 

Board Members, the Solicitor, the Zoning Office, the Court Stenographer and the 

Recording Secretary.  Vice Chairperson Barbara Douglas led the Pledge of Allegiance to 

the Flag. 

 

Members Present: Barbara Douglas, Lynn Miller, John Wenzel and Walter  

   Schlemmer 

Township Officials Present: Bruce Ott and James McManus 

Visitors Present: Adam Nissley, 113 Supervisors Rd. 

   David Nissley, 113 Supervisors Rd. 

   Mike Kyle, LASA, 130 Centerville Rd. 

   Walt Schlemmer, 145 Carol Drive 

   Roy Enterline, 857 Central Manor Rd 

   Les Neidig, 137 Carol Dr. 

   Jay Funk, 3591 Blue Rock Rd. 

 

Minutes 

 Ms. Miller made a motion to approve the minutes as drafted.  Mr. Wenzel 

seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously. 

 

Old Business 

Case #3-09 – The application of the Lancaster Area Sewer Authority to install 

sewer lines and associated sewer structures pursuant to Section 211.6.1.B(1) within the 

Floodplain Zone (FP) to be located at the following properties:  Gary J.& Judy Spirk, 133 

Carol Drive, Washington Boro, PA, Account #410-51983-0-0000; Joseph E. & Patrice 

M. Obermeier, 135 Carol Drive, Washington Boro, PA, Account #410-44237-0-0000 ; 

Leslie R. & Pamela J. Neidig, 137 Carol Drive, Washington Boro, PA, Account #410-

36930-0-0000 ; Richard S. & Louise M. Hill, 139 Carol Drive, Washington Boro, PA, 

Account #410-29453-0-0000 ; Walter R. & Ann Louise Schlemmer, 145 Carol Drive, 

Washington Boro, PA, Account #410-41120-0-0000; James R. Barley, Ruth N. Swisher, 

Betty J. Main, Mary Ellen Hank, Emma M. Bitts, Alice M. Brady, John M. Barley, Earl 

M. Barley, Jr. and Henry F. Barley, t/d/b/a Stone Mill Manor Partnership, Bender Mill 

Road, Lancaster, PA, Account #410-29649-0-0000; Russell W. & Deborah H. Guthrie, as 

Trustees of the Russell W. & Deborah H. Guthrie Irrevocable Trust, 1101 Central Manor 

Road, Lancaster, PA, Account #410-83643-0-0000; Tyrone G. Becker and Doreen D. 

Myers, a/k/a Doreen D. Becker, 205 Bender Mill Road, Lancaster, PA, Account #410-

12401-0-0000; Lance R. & Lorraine Brubaker, 171 Bender Mill Road, Lancaster, PA, 

Account #410-51724-0-0000; Jeffrey S. & Marianne W. Gerlach, 172 Bender Mill Road, 

Lancaster, PA, Account #410-29567-0-0000 ; Gene T. & Barbara T. Crites, 1171 Central 
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Manor Road, Washington Boro, PA, Account #410-19817-0-0000; Manor Township, 

within the right-of-way of Bender Mill Road.  A decision will be rendered. 

Ms. Douglas stated that each member of the Board had the opportunity to 

independently discuss with their Solicitor and inform him of their opinion in this case.  

Today each member of the Board received a draft copy of the Decision.  The members of 

the Board have not discussed this case between them outside of this public meeting.   Mr. 

McManus stated based upon his individual communication with the Board Members he 

has prepared a draft decision that is before the Board and reviewed by each of its 

members.   There was no discussion regarding the contents of the decision.  Mr. 

McManus stated with the Board’s permission he would read the decision as prepared.   

Then, if the Board feels it is appropriate, they can entertain a motion to approve, modify 

or disapprove the decision as prepared.   

Mr. McManus stated the decision follows 78 Findings of Fact and a brief 

narrative of Conclusions of Law.   The decision is as follows:  The application of 

Lancaster Area Sewer Authority for a special exception to construct underground public 

sanitary sewer lines along the lateral sewer lines, manholes and other associated 

structures within the (FP) Floodplain zoning district on properties located at 135; 137; 

139; 145 Carol Drive and 1171 Central Manor Road, Washington Boro, Pennsylvania; 

171; 172 and 205 Bender Mill Road; Bender Mill Road (Stone Mill Manor Partnership); 

and 1101 Central Manor Road, Lancaster, Pennsylvania pursuant to the provisions of 

Sections 211 and 604 of the Manor Township Zoning Ordinance is hereby granted 

subject to the following conditions which the Board deems the minimum necessary to 

adequately protect adjoining properties and preserve the character of the neighborhood 

within which the Properties are located: 1) Applicant shall adhere to the location of and 

plans submitted for the installation of the underground public sanitary sewer lines along 

with lateral sewer lines, manholes and other associated structures as set forth in 

Applicant’s Exhibit Nos. 4; 5; 6; 7; 12; 13; 14; 15; 16; 17; 18; 19; and 20.  2) The design, 

location and installation of all portions of the proposed underground public sanitary 

sewer lines along with lateral sewer lines, manholes and other associated structures shall 

comply with the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance together with all applicable State 

and local regulations regulating their construction and use.  3) Prior to the 

commencement of any earth moving activity associated with the installation of the 

proposed Sewer Facilities, Applicant shall evaluate the quantities and qualities of ground 

water supplies to each Property and determine pre-construction grades, drainage routes, 

and any pipe locations which provide access from any Property to the Little Conestoga 

Creek for water supply. 4) Applicant shall ensure a safe and adequate supply of potable 

water to each adversely affected Property at all times during the installation of the 

proposed Sewer Facilities.  5) In the event the quality or quantity of well water is 

diminished or otherwise adversely affected as a result of the installation of the proposed 

Sewer Facilities, Applicant will install a new well or wells on all adversely affected 

Properties and insure and maintain a safe supply of potable water to each adversely 

affected Property in quantities of not less than those produced prior to the 

commencement of any earthmoving activity associated with the installation of the 

proposed Sewer Facilities.  6) The grading of all areas disturbed by and surrounding the 

proposed Sewer Facilities shall be restored by the Applicant to pre-

construction/disturbance grades upon the completion of the installation of the proposed 
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Sewer Facilities for each Property.  7) The restored grades shall maintain pre-

construction drainage from the Properties and preserve pre-construction access to the 

Little Conestoga Creek for water supply to the Properties.  8) Applicant shall comply 

with all testimony presented by the Applicant or presented on its behalf at the hearing 

held on July 1, 2009.  9) Applicant shall comply with all applicable State and local 

regulations regarding the construction and use of the proposed facilities.  Mr. Wenzel 

made a motion to approve the decision as prepared.  Ms. Miller seconded the motion and 

the motion carried unanimously.  

Mr. McManus asked if anyone was present from LASA to accept a copy of the 

Decision.   Mike Kyle from LASA informed Mr. McManus he would be accepting the 

decision.  

 

New Business 

Case #4-09 – The application of B & L Real Estate/David & Lucy Nissley, 

property located at 3667 Blue Rock Road, Lancaster, PA 17603 for a special exception of 

Section 504.2 – Nonconforming Structures of the Zoning Ordinance to alter and expand 

the existing building.  The property is located in the (LC) Local Commercial Zoning 

District. 

 Mr. Schlemmer turned the meeting over to Mr. McManus.  Mr. McManus asked 

that the Court Stenographer swear in Bruce Ott and Adam Nissley.   Bruce Ott stated that 

he is employed as the Manor Township Zoning Officer and in that capacity administers 

the applications that come before the Zoning Hearing Board.   Mr. Ott stated that he 

received the application indexed at 4-09 that of David and Lucy Nissley.  Mr. Ott stated 

that he had published in the Lancaster Newspaper notice of the date, time, place and 

subject matter of this hearing on July 15 and 22, 2009.   Mr. Ott provided proof of 

publication , which was marked Board’s Exhibit #1.  Mr. Ott stated that he posted the 

property on July 10, 2009 with the date, time, place and subject matter of the hearing.  

There was a notice of the date, time, place and subject matter of the hearing placed in the 

lobby of the Township Building on July 10, 2009.  Mr. Ott received as part of the 

applicant’s submission the application and accompanying documents.   

Mr. McManus had the following documents marked as exhibits:  Applicant’s 

Exhibit #1 – Application form which is a one-page form on both sides completed and 

signed by David Nissley.  Applicant’s Exhibit #2 - Six page narrative attached to the 

Application.  Applicant’s Exhibit #3 – One page plan showing the subject property and 

surrounding properties.  Applicant’s Exhibit #4 – Captioned Print 4 consists of two pages 

that appear to be building elevations.  Applicant’s Exhibit #5 – One page containing two 

photographs.  Applicant’s Exhibit #6 – A letter dated February 5, 2009 from the 

Township Sewage Officer, David Lockard.  Applicant’s Exhibit #7 – A letter dated 

January 16, 2009 from the Manor Township Police Department.  Applicant’s Exhibit #8 

– Undated piece of correspondence signed by Richard Schock of Goodwill Fire 

Company. The memo is addressed “To Whom It May Concern”.  Applicant’s Exhibit #9 

– A floor plan captioned “First Floor”.  Applicant’s Exhibit #10 – A floor plan captioned 

“Second Floor”.  Applicant’s Exhibit #11 – Site plan.   

Mr. McManus stated that the Nissley application is asking for a special exception 

for the property located at 3667 Blue Rock Road under the provisions of Section 504.2 – 

Non-conforming structures to alter and expand a portion of the existing building.   The 
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property is located in the Local Commercial (LC) Zoning District.  Mr. McManus asked 

Mr. Ott to tell the Board based upon his review of the application the main features of the 

application and what the applicant has presented.  Mr. Ott stated that the applicant would 

like to enclose the porch area on the left side of the building towards Central Manor 

Road, add a proposed addition that would be to the back of the closed porch and a 

proposed handicap ramp that would be located on the right side of the building as shown 

on the site plan.  Mr. Ott advised the Board that the building is non-conforming in the 

fact that it is closer than the required setback to Route 999 and also to part of Central 

Manor Road closest to the corner of Route 999.  The building is closest to the road at the 

northeast corner of Route 999 and Central Manor Road and gets further from Central 

Manor Road as you go north. The building conforms to setbacks further back but not in 

the front portion.  Mr. McManus asked if the existing porch area is presently non-

conforming with respect to its setbacks along both of the roads.  Mr. Ott stated that the 

porch area is non-conforming at the southwestern corner of the building (the front left 

corner) but at the back corner of the porch there is a distance of 51.5’ to the centerline of 

Central Manor Road.  Mr. Ott stated that it is his understanding that at that point and 

from that point back, that the building is conforming.   Mr. McManus asked if it is only 

the existing porch area that is presently unenclosed that does not conform to the required 

setbacks along Route 999 and Central Manor Road and Mr. Ott stated that is correct.  Mr. 

McManus asked if it is accurate to state that the proposed porch extension that is to be 

enclosed does not violate any setback requirements. Mr. Ott stated that is correct.   Mr. 

McManus asked what the use of the building is.  Mr. Ott stated that he understands it is 

going to be used for groceries and restaurant use.   Mr. Nissley further advised the Board 

that it would be an area to sell baked goods, drinks, pretzels and an access to enter the 

bathrooms.   Mr. Ott stated it is a combination grocery and restaurant use.  Mr. McManus 

asked if those uses are permitted within the Local Commercial (LC) Zoning District.   

Mr. Ott stated that these uses are permitted.  Mr. McManus stated that this is not an issue 

of non-conforming use but strictly non-conformity with respect to the existing portion of 

the building that extends to the intersection and Mr. Ott stated that is correct.  Mr. 

McManus asked Mr. Ott if it his belief that the proposed addition shown in Exhibit #A11, 

which is the floor plan, does not violate any provision of the Zoning Ordinance.  Mr. Ott 

stated he does not believe that the addition violates any provisions of the Zoning 

Ordinance. Mr. McManus stated that it is not an expansion of a non-conforming use.  The 

reason for the application is that the existing open porch presently violates the Zoning 

Ordinance setback requirements and the applicant is seeking to enclose that porch. Mr. 

Ott stated that was correct.   

Adam Nissley stated that this is a small restaurant/bake shop that seats around 60 

people.  It will hold baked goods as well as other products such as drinks plus it will be 

used to enter the bathrooms instead of through the restaurant seating area.  There will be 

a walkway to enter the back room to carry backed goods out to avoid going through the 

restaurant seating area.  The total building is 5400 square feet.   There is an on lot well 

and public sewer.  The portion of the porch being enclosed is 67’ and is under the 50% 

expansion requirement.   There will not be an increase in employees.  The appearance of 

the building will be improved with the proposed improvements.  The stormwater will not 

be affected.   There are two shifts each day and the hours vary with two to seven people 

working at one time.  The setback from Central Manor Road right-of-way is 30’ and the 
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property is not located within a floodplain.  Mr. Nissley advised the Board that there is a 

black-topped ramp currently on the east end of the front porch on the property and they 

want to add a handicap ramp at that location that would meet building codes. 

Ms. Miller had questions pertaining to the site plan. 

Mr. Schlemmer had questions on the proposed handicap ramp.   

Mr. McManus asked if the existing ramp extends parallel or perpendicular to 

Route 999 and Mr. Nissley advised the Board that the existing ramp is parallel to Route 

999.   The proposed ramp will be along the east side of the building.  Mr. McManus 

stated that they are reducing the non-conformity, because they have a parallel ramp that 

currently is too close to the road; the applicant is going to turn that ramp 90 degrees and 

make it parallel along the side of the building. Mr. Nissley stated that was correct.   

Mr. Schlemmer stated that his original question was if the ramp has to be included 

in the non-conformity request.  Mr. McManus stated that the non-conformity request he 

thinks is to enclose the porch area.  The ramp area exists and he is not changing it but 

reducing the non-conforming area so it is not something that needs to be part of the 

application for purposes of non-conforming use analysis.  Mr. McManus stated what is 

unclear is a line showing the required setback along Route 999 and Central Manor Road.  

Mr. McManus asked Mr. Ott for clarification.   Mr. Ott stated Mr. Nissley has a map 

from Penn Dot and that was the basis for what is on the site plan.  Both roads are state 

roads and Mr. Nissley took what Penn Dot gave him and used that on the site plan.   Mr. 

McManus stated that each of the measured distances appears to be from the centerline of 

each road and Mr. Ott stated that is correct.   Mr. McManus asked what the required 

setback from Central Manor Road is.  Mr. Ott advised him that it is 30’ from the right-of-

way and the required setback from Route 999 is 40’ from the right-of-way.    Mr. Ott 

stated that Route 999 is an arterial road and Central Manor Road is a collector road.  Mr. 

McManus stated it is not possible to scale from Exhibit #A11 as the plan has no scale on 

it.  Mr. Ott stated that is probably correct.  Mr. McManus asked Mr. Ott if he has made a 

determination and can show the Board if he is able how much of that southwest corner 

labeled Building #1 on Exhibit #A11 is presently non-conforming with respect to its 

setback.   Mr. Ott stated that he does not know the dimension from the corner of the 

porch to the right-of-way.   Mr. Ott stated that if you need 30’, it is definitely non-

conforming but he stated that he did not know what the specific dimension was.   Mr. 

McManus asked if it is accurate to say the entire area of the existing porch presently 

unenclosed violates the required setback.  Mr. Ott stated that is a fair statement.  Mr. 

McManus asked if the proposed addition would violate any setback requirements.  Mr. 

Ott stated there would be no violation of any setback requirements.   

Mr. Schlemmer asked how much of the length of the ramp is in the 40’ setback 

requirement.  Mr. Schlemmer stated that the north side of Route 999 on the plan states 

25’ off the centerline and the building says 45.6’ off centerline.  Mr. Schlemmer stated 

that 20’ of the ramp is in the non-conforming area.  Mr. Schlemmer asked how close the 

southeast corner is to the 20’ right-of-way of the street.   Mr. Nissley stated that the ramp 

is in the right-of-way.  Mr. Schlemmer had further questions on the width of the ramp and 

the amount that would be in the right-of-way.   Mr. Schlemmer had questions on Exhibit 

#A9 with regards to the ramp.  Mr. McManus stated Exhibit #A9 shows the width of the 

ramp to be 4’ and the length of the ramp at the incline portion looks to be 18.7’. The flat 

landing portion is 7-8’.  Mr. Schlemmer had questions on the proposed door and window 
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openings.  Mr. Schlemmer asked what the percentage of increased floor area was and he 

was advised that it is under the 50% requirement.   

Ms. Douglas verified that the existing porch is going to be enclosed and not any 

closer to the highway than it is right now.  The part that will be added meets the setback 

requirements and Mr. Nissley stated yes. 

Mr. McManus asked if there would be any seating for customers in either the 

existing porch to be enclosed or the addition to the porch that will also be enclosed and 

Mr. Nissley stated no.   Mr. McManus asked if this is primarily for the display of goods 

and Mr. Nissley stated yes.  Mr. McManus asked Mr. Nissley what the enclosed porch 

area would be used for.   Mr. Nissley stated that there will be a hallway, soda machines, 

baked goods display area and doorways to enter the bathrooms.  Mr. McManus referred 

to Exhibit #A9 specifically the porch area closest to the intersection and asked Mr. 

Nissley to tell the Board whether or not in his view the enclosure of the porch and the 

sale of goods and merchandise in that area presents any hazards to people who would be 

customers by virtue of being close to those roads.   Mr. Nissley stated that he does not 

know of any instance where vehicles have run into the yard.   Mr. McManus asked how 

far the corner of the building is from the actual roadway.   Mr. Nissley estimated the 

distance to be approximately 10’ of grass from the road curb to the porch. 

Mr. Schlemmer questioned the location of a doorway and the number of doors 

from the porch area. 

Mr. McManus asked Mr. Nissley to point out the accesses to the porch.   

  

 Mr. Schlemmer stated that hearing no further comments or questions, the hearing 

is closed and a decision will be rendered September 2, 2009.  

 The hearing was adjourned at 8:00 p.m. 

 

 

        Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

        Lynn M. Miller 

        Secretary 

 

 

Recording Secretary 

Evelyn Rineer 
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Zoning Hearing Board Minutes 
 

Wednesday, September 2, 2009      Time:  7:00 P.M. 
 
 The Manor Township Zoning Hearing Board met on Wednesday, September 2, 2009 at the 
Manor Township Municipal Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA.   Chairman Walter 
Schlemmer called the meeting to order.  Mr. Schlemmer introduced the Board Members, the Solicitor, 
the Zoning Officer, the Court Stenographer and the Recording Secretary.  Chairman Walter Schlemmer 
led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 
 
Members Present: Barbara Douglas, Lynn Miller, John Wenzel and Walter Schlemmer 
Township Official:   Bruce Ott and James McManus 
Visitors Present: See Attached Sign In Sheet 
 
Minutes 
 Mr. Schlemmer stated there were no additions or corrections and the minutes were accepted as 
submitted. 
 
Old Business 
 Case #4-09 – The application of B & L Real Estate/David & Lucy Nissley, property located at 3667 
Blue Rock Road, Lancaster, PA 17603 for a special exception of Section 504.2 – Nonconforming 
Structures of the Zoning Ordinance to alter and expand the existing building.  The property is located in 
the (LC) Local Commercial Zoning District.  A decision will be rendered. 
 Mr. McManus advised everyone that each Board member was in contact with him since the last 
meeting in this matter and that he drafted a decision based on their comments.   The draft decision 
before the Board has not been discussed and it is now appropriate to consider the draft and make any 
motions that the Board feels appropriate. 
 There was no discussion and Lynn Miller made a motion that the application of B&L Real 
Estate/David and Lucy Nissley with address at 3667 Blue Rock Road, Lancaster, Pennsylvania 17603 to 
realign a handicapped access ramp, enclose an existing porch located within required set backs from 
adjoining roads and extend and enclose an existing porch as part of a proposed renovation project to 
extend the porch and to integrate the porch area in to the retail sales portion of the building located at 
3667 Blue Rock Road, Lancaster, Pennsylvania, Parcel Account No. 410-81228-0-0000, pursuant to the 
provisions of Sections 504.2 and 605.3 of the Manor Township Zoning Ordinance is hereby granted 
subject to the following conditions which the Board deems the minimum necessary to adequately 
protect adjoining properties and preserve the character of the neighborhood within which the property 
is located.  1) Applicant shall adhere to the facts and dimensional criteria contained in its application 
Exhibits, site plan and floor plans, as well as all testimony presented by the Applicant or on its behalf at 
the hearing held on July 29, 2009.  2) Applicant shall comply with all applicable State and local 
regulations regarding the construction, use and operation of the proposed use.   Any violation of the 
conditions contained in this Decision shall be considered a violation of the Zoning Ordinance and shall be 
subject to the penalties and remedies as set forth in the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code.   
The foregoing Decision shall be binding upon the Applicant, his successors in interest and assigns.   Ms. 
Douglas seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously. 
 
 Mr. Schlemmer stated that Lynn Miller was moving from the Township and would be leaving the 
Zoning Hearing Board.   Mr. Schlemmer thanked Ms. Miller for her service.   Mr. Schlemmer advised  
that the alternate to the Zoning Hearing Board, John Wenzel, will be sitting in for the following hearing. 
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New Business 

Case #5-09 – The application of John Hogan (HHF Real Estate Development, LLC), property 
owned by Frederick A. Funk and located at 306 S. Duke Street, Millersville, PA 17551, Account No. 410-
51387-0-0000 for a special exception of Section 202.3.5 – Nursing, rest or retirement homes in 
accordance with Section 441 of the Zoning Ordinance.  The applicant wishes to build a nursing, rest and 
retirement facility on the property.  The property is zoned Rural and General Commercial Zoning District. 
 Mr. McManus stated for the record that Mr. Wenzel was appointed by the Supervisors to serve 
as an alternate Zoning Hearing Board Member and in the absence of Ms. Miller the Chairman has 
designated Mr. Wenzel to serve for full Board participation at this hearing.   
 Mr. McManus stated the matter before the Board is the application of John Hogan, HHF Real 
Estate Development, LLC, property owned by Frederick A. Funk at 306 S. Duke Street.   Mr. McManus 
stated that Mr. Vargish was present on behalf of the applicant and asked if there was anyone else in 
attendance that has an interest in the application that wishes to be a party to the application.   Mr. 
McManus summarized the meaning of party status.   
 Robert McLane, Millersville, stated that he does not live next door but lives in Millersville.  Mr. 
McManus verified Mr. McLane lived in the Borough of Millersville and was not a Township resident.  Mr. 
Vargish objected to party status for Mr. McLane.   Mr. McManus felt it was appropriate not to grant 
party status to a non-resident of the Township. 
 Linda & Tom Strauss, 357 S. Duke Street, stated that they live across the street from the Funk 
Property.     There were no objections to the Strauss’s having party status. 
 Dave & Lisa Madonna, 354 S. Duke Street, stated that their property is surrounded on three 
sides by the Funk Property.    There were no objections to the Madonna’s having party status. 
 Robert Witmer was representing Earl and Ada Witmer who lives at 390 S. Duke Street, 
Millersville.   Mr. Witmer stated he is a son to Earl & Ada Witmer.    Mr. Vargish asked if Robert Witmer 
has power of attorney since he is representing his parents or something official that appoints him with 
power to appear on behalf of his parents.    Mr. McManus asked Robert Witmer if he was present to ask 
questions on behalf of his parents because of their inability to attend and Mr. Witmer stated yes.  Mr. 
Vargish accepted Robert Witmer as a party.   
 Jeannie Struvey stated that she is Robert Witmer’s sister and was present on behalf of their 
parents.   Mr. McManus asked if they would be able to consolidate their questions and unless there was 
an objection, they would keep Robert Witmer as the representative of their parents.   Ms. Struvey 
agreed. 
 Steve Herman, 309 S. Duke Street, stated that he is lives across the street from the Funk Farm.   
There were no objections to Mr. Herman having party status.   
 All individuals granted party status filled out Appearance forms.    Mr. McManus reviewed the 
procedure for the hearing.   
 Mr. McManus stated the following individuals have requested party status:  Dave & Lisa 
Madonna, 354 S. Duke Street; Steven Herman, 309 S. Duke Street; Robert D. Witmer, 81 Linestown Rd., 
Willow Street on behalf of his parents Earl and Ada Witmer, 390 S. Duke Street and Thomas & Linda 
Strauss, 357 S. Duke Street.   Each and every one of the parties lives in close proximity to the proposed 
project.    Mr. McManus asked the Board if they accepted the individuals as parties to this matter and 
the Board stated yes.  Mr. Vargish had no objections.    
 Bruce Ott was sworn in and stated that he is the Zoning Officer for Manor Township and in that 
capacity he administers the applications that are presented to the Township for a hearing before the 
Zoning Hearing Board.  Mr. Ott stated that he received the application indexed at #5-09, the application 
of John Hogan, HHF Real Estate Development, LLC.    Mr. Ott stated that he posted the property that is 
the subject of this application with notice of the time, date, place and subject matter of this hearing on 
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July 31, 2009 and advertised the hearing in the Lancaster Newspapers on August 19 & 26, 2009.  Mr. Ott 
provided a faxed proof of publication since the hardcopy had not been received to date.  Mr. Ott stated 
that a notice of the time, date, place and subject matter of the hearing was posted in the lobby of the 
Township Building on July 31, 2009.  The application was marked “Application” without a number and 
the proof of publication was marked Board’s Exhibit #1.   
 Mr. Vargish along with witnesses, Carol Carter, David Miller, Jay States and Harold Hilles, were 
sworn or affirmed.    Frank Vargish stated that he is an Attorney with the Law Firm of Blakinger, Byler 
and Thomas and is representing the applicant HHF Real Estate Development, LLC.    By way of 
procedure, Mr. Vargish asked that the application be designated as Exhibit Application.   The reason for 
that is if anyone had the opportunity to review the information submitted, the applicant has included 43 
exhibits as part of the application and the applicant would ask that would be considered the Application, 
meaning the application and all 43 exhibits to the application.   That was the way the narrative and 
accompanying documentation was submitted to the Board, so the information would be available at the 
Township Office for review by the public as well as the Board prior to the hearing.  Future exhibits they 
will be using will be referred to by way of a letter so there is no confusion with the numbered exhibits at 
least on behalf of the applicant.   
 Mr. Vargish stated that this application is for the Funk Farm at 306 S. Duke Street, Millersville, 
PA.    They are before the Board to talk about the portion of the property that is not zoned commercial.   
The application only deals with the balance of the property and there are no plans presently pending 
before the Township with respect to the commercial portion of the property.   The applicant is 
requesting special exception for nursing, rest or retirement home as defined by the Zoning Ordinance.  A 
special exception is a use that is permitted under the Zoning Ordinance as long as the use complies with 
the specific standards of the Zoning Ordinance.   Mr. Vargish called Carol Carter as his first witness.   Mr. 
Vargish had Ms. Carter’s resume marked as Applicant’s Exhibit “A”.   Ms. Carter, Executive Director at 
Homestead Village, briefly described her work and educational background.   Mr. Vargish offered Ms. 
Carter as an expert witness as demonstrated by her resume in continuing care communities from an 
operational standpoint.   Mr. McManus verified that Ms. Carter is being offered an expert to present 
testimony regarding the operation of assisted living facilities.  Mr. Vargish stated yes as well as nursing, 
rest and retirement homes.    Ms. Carter was accepted by the Board as an expert witness.    Ms. Carter 
described how she became involved in the project and what the project represents in terms of how it is 
being proposed.   Ms. Carter stated the purpose of this project is to recreate Homestead Village in 
Manor Township.   The applicant plans to create quality residential units designed to facilitate 
individuals aging in place.   The Village at Funk Farm will provide an array of products and services to 
meet the needs of residents for nursing care and activities of daily living support in order to insure the 
highest quality of life.   Ms. Carter continued  by stating that the applicant has designed a retirement 
community responsive to the needs of the coming generation of baby boomers who want privacy, 
access to services delivered in their homes, owner equity and a strong focus on wellness.   The Village at 
Funk Farm will provide all of the services found at Homestead Village delivered through invisible 
corridors to residents’ homes in contrast to the traditional institutional 200’ corridors found in hospital 
like nursing facilities elders everywhere dread calling home.   The senior services industry is changing to 
meet the demands of this generation of retirees and the Village at Funk Farm has been designed to 
meet those demands.  Ms. Carter talked about Homestead Village, their history, original model and 
what they are becoming as a result of the evolution occurring in the senior services industry.   The 
feedback from the residents culminated in an evolving process that led the leadership at Homestead 
Village to begin examining what they could do to allow residents to age in place or stay in their cottages, 
villas or apartments and to receive services instead of moving to assisted living or the skilled nursing 
facility.  They changed their assessment process to reflect not only the identification of functional 
deficits and health concerns, but also included alternatives and resources for meeting those needs in the 
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residents’ cottage, villa or apartment.   They duly licensed their independent living apartment building as 
a personal care home assisted living facility in order to deliver care to aging residents as needed 
throughout the day.   Homestead Village is launching a home care service for their cottage and villa 
residents this month to be able to deliver care to aging residents.   This home care service managed by 
Homestead Village came as a result of residents requesting this service from Homestead over the past 
five years.  Residents do not want to be referred to outside agencies for services.  Homestead will also 
meet the needs of individuals with dementia with an adult day service and memory support assisted 
living residences.   Ms. Carter continued by stating that they are in the process of transforming 
Homestead Village but their intent is to build the Village at Funk Farm the right way from the start.   The 
Village at Funk Farm will feature a variety of accessible residential housing options consisting of single 
family homes, semi attached villas, condominium flats, and licensed personal care or assisted living 
units.   The grounds and exteriors of the residential living units will be maintained by the community.   
The homes will be wired for and designed to use all the available technology to support aging in place.  
Services will include access to wellness, fitness, and leisure programs.    Homestead at the Village of 
Funk Farm will coordinate and deliver a variety of services that will include homecare services designed 
to deliver economical care in increments as small as 15 minutes as in contrast to the minimum two hour 
increments usually required by many home care agencies.   The services will range from companion 
care, housekeeping, transportation and shopping to nursing oversight and management of health issues, 
medication, bathing and dressing, etc.  Another service offered will be a dining program that will provide 
tasty nutritious meal service offering up to a three meal a day program if desired or needed.  The 
program will either be in one of the dining facilities or in the resident’s home.   On the campus there will 
be an adult day center that will feature quality leisure programs, activities for daily living assistance, 
wellness services and a secure environment.   The Village at Funk Farm will include memory support 
assisted living  household designed with private rooms, spacious community areas and secured 
courtyards that protect residents from wondering from the facility.   The Village will also have 
conventional assisted living apartments designed for those persons desiring to downsize or consolidate 
the cost of their nursing care or to have close proximity to a loved one in the memory support assisted 
living facility.  These apartments will provide meals, housekeeping, assistance with health management, 
activities of daily living and nursing care.  The Village of Funk Farm has been designed to respond to the 
changes seniors are demanding and the senior living industry is making.   It will offer state of the art 
retirement housing, dining and nursing care services that will appeal to what the current and coming 
generations of retirees are looking for in senior living communities.    
 Linda Strauss asked what the largest building is at Homestead.   Ms. Carter stated that the 
largest building is a complex in the center of the campus that will house 112 apartments, 24 assisted 
living facility units and a 60 bed skilled nursing facility.   The building is three stories.   
 John Wenzel asked Ms. Carter how many residents are there presently at Homestead Village.    
Ms. Carter stated approximately 400.   Mr. Wenzel asked for a brief definition of assisted living versus 
skilled care.   Mr. Wenzel questioned the relationship of Homestead Village with the Funk property.     
John Hogan, representative of HHF Real Estate Development, LLC advised Mr. Wenzel that this is a 
partnership.  They worked together to develop something that is recognized as state of the art and 
cutting edge in the industry.   The details have not been ironed out yet but they are partners.  Mr. 
Wenzel asked if the objective is to duplicate Homestead Village at the Funk property.  Mr. Hogan 
advised Mr. Wenzel that the objective is to duplicate what Homestead Village would have been if they 
had the vision of knowing how things would have changed in the future.  Mr. Hogan stated that he 
would expect the Village at Funk Farm to be what Homestead Village is going to be five to seven years 
from now.    Mr. Hogan was sworn in.   
 Mr. McManus asked if skilled care is the same as what is commonly referred to as nursing home 
care.   Ms. Carter stated generally speaking yes.  What is happening in the industry is that more nursing 
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care is being given and allowed in the personal care or assisted living facilities.   The technical definition 
is the skilled nursing facility is that area that can give rehab service.    Mr. McManus said it was stated 
that the intention is to provide care in individual dwelling unit settings and not in a commonly shared 
facility.  Ms. Carter stated that was correct.   Mr. McManus used an example that if there was someone 
who is incontinent and maybe catheterized and the catheter needed to be changed constantly, would 
that service is provided by way of appropriate medical personnel at individual homes and not at a 
central facility.   Ms. Carter stated that service could be done in a residence or in the assisted living 
facility.   Mr. McManus stated that all of the kinds of treatments that people would commonly associate 
with nursing home facilities; your plan is to provide them not in a central location like other facilities in 
the County but at the person’s individual homes.   Ms. Carter stated either in their homes or in the 
assisted living facility.   Mr. McManus asked with respect to staffing, are you telling the Board that 
adequate staff would be employed to address all the kinds of needs for the residents.  Ms. Carter stated 
yes.   
 Walter Schlemmer asked questions regarding the cost of one type of care versus another.   Mr. 
Hogan stated if the question is can care be offered more affordably in the home, the answer is yes.  If a 
resident has multiple needs that require oversight all through the day, Ms Carter stated that it is usually 
more cost effective for them to move to an assisted living unit where those services can be delivered.     
Mr. Schlemmer asked if there is a point in time when there is an agreement between people when an 
individual should move to another facility on campus.  Ms. Carter stated that it is part of the retirement 
living business in that there is ongoing care planning and coordination of care that involves the resident 
and their family or whoever is their designated representative.   All options are outlined, looked at and it 
is decided on what is viable for that person. 
 Mr. McManus asked if a person deciding to live in this development would be entering into a 
contract with the organization for the provision of health care services.   Mr. Hogan stated yes.   Mr. 
McManus asked if the development will be the sole provider of the health care element available to 
each of the residents.   Mr. Hogan stated that the resident would have the option to choose someone 
outside the development.   Mr. McManus stated that, as he understands it, each and every resident 
regardless of housing type as a condition of being able to live in this development would have to commit 
to a health care contract of sorts from day one.   Mr. Hogan stated yes.   Mr. McManus asked if there is a 
minimum age requirement.   Mr. Hogan stated that it is 55 years of age.   
 Linda Strauss asked what radius the people would come from to live at this facility.   Will they be 
local?   Ms. Carter stated that she suspects a majority of the residents will come from Manor Township 
and Millersville.   
 Dave Madonna asked if one spouse is 55 and the other one is 50, are they eligible for the 
development and what if they have dependent children.   Mr. Hogan said they are eligible.   Mr. 
Madonna asked if there will be children getting on the school bus or people living there going to work 
every day.    Mr. Hogan stated that there is a very significant burden with reference to an association 
fee, so it is highly unlikely that you will have someone that is 55 years old with a 16 year old child that is 
paying an estimated 200 and some odd dollars a month for the additional care that is provided.   The 
applicant has spoken with the school district.   The streets are private and the development will have 
buses that will be running throughout the entire community.   If they were to have an individual that is 
of school age or a handicapped child that needed to be brought to a bus stop, that individual will be 
taken care of by the Homeowner’s Association.    
 John Wenzel gave a scenario regarding dementia and asked if the facility would handle that level 
of need.  Ms. Carter stated yes.   Mr. Wenzel questioned the number of individuals with dementia that 
the facility could handle.   Ms. Carter stated that they are planning three households and each 
household can handle up to 12 people.   
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 Mr. Schlemmer asked if the facility will be open to people who are not residents.    Ms. Carter 
stated yes.    Ms. Carter stated that the programs are licensed by the State and there are occupancy 
numbers they must live within.   It will be occupied on first come first serve basis.  There may be a 
waiting list and if on that list there is one from the community and a person from Millersville the 
community member will get first priority.   No one will ever be kicked out because they need room for 
someone from the community. 
 Dave Madonna asked if this would be a gated community and he was told that the answer was 
no. 
 Mr. Vargish marked the presentation given by Carol Carter as Applicant’s Exhibit “B”. 
 Mr. Vargish called David Miller and had Mr. Miller’s resume marked Applicant’s Exhibit “C”.   
David Miller, from David Miller Associates, gave his business address as 1076 Centerville Road, 
Lancaster, PA, listed his professional designations and described his duties and responsibilities as a 
landscape architect and land planner.  Mr. Vargish offered Mr. Miller as an expert in landscape architect 
and qualified to testify in land planning.   The Board accepted Mr. Miller for the purposes stated.    
 Mr. Miller indicated that he was either overseeing or instrumental in the preparation of the 
exhibits attached to the application.    Mr. Miller stated that he was involved in the project as a land 
planner from the beginning.  Mr. Miller briefly described the history of the project stating that he 
became involved in 2007 with Fred Funk looking at the land planning options under the Township 
Zoning Ordinance for this property.   As they identified the nursing, rest and retirement as an option in 
this rural zoning district by special exception, it was recognized that nursing, rest and retirement as 
identified in Section 441 of the Ordinance did not meet the definition of a current model of that type of 
facility.  The applicant felt that there was a need to readdress the use and after consultation and 
presentation of a conceptual design plan to the Manor Township Planning Commission and the Board of 
Supervisors, the Township was petitioned to amend the text of Section 441. The text was amended to 
add elements that address this form of a nursing, rest and retirement care.   This project meets the 
criteria of acreage, access to collector roadways, and access to public sewer and water. There were 
additional criteria that were added. One criterion was a 50% limitation on maximum hard surface area 
and another was a density of 6.5 units per acre.   Mr. Miller referred to Exhibit 3 of the application and 
indicated that this is the plan for the Village of Funk’s Farm that shows the points of access, layout of the 
different buildings, the area for the stormwater management and the ten acres of land zoned 
commercial which is not part of the application tonight.   Mr. Miller proceeded to give a brief overview 
of the plan.    
 
There was a ten minute break and the Board reconvened at 8:40 p.m. 
 
Mr. Vargish stated for clarification Buildings “A” through “J” is identified on Exhibit #3 and those are 
multi-story condominiums with underground parking.    The assisted living building and wellness building 
are also identified.   
 Mr. Miller briefly listed the specific criteria listed in Article IV as it applies to this project.   The 
Zoning District is located entirely within the rural zoning district.   Mr. Miller read Section 441.6 and 
indicated that the plan shows frontage and access to South Duke Street which is listed as a collector 
road.   The property can be served by water and sewer and Exhibit #36 & #37 are letters from the public 
utilities indicating their willingness and ability to serve the project.  The acreage within the rural zone is 
66.38 acres.   Section 411.6.1 states that the overall density allowed for the project is 6.5 units per acre 
and the applicant has indicated that the density is slightly under the 6.5 units per acre as shown in 
Exhibit #1 under the site data.  Exhibit #3 is the basis for the determination of the lot coverage.  It shows 
48% which is less than the 50% allowed.  Elevations of the proposed buildings are shown in Exhibit 
Numbers 14, 16, 81, 20, 22, 24, 26, 30, 31, 32-35.   Exhibit # 16 depicts Building “C” showing the 
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maximum height of 69’; Exhibit #18 for Buildings “E”& “F” shows a maximum height of 69’; Exhibit #20 
for Building “G” shows a maximum height of 47’; Exhibit #22 for Buildings “H”&”I” shows a maximum 
height of 58’; Exhibit #24 for Building “J” shows a maximum height of 47’; Exhibit #27 shows the 
wellness center maximum height of 34’4”; Exhibit #30 is the assisted living building with a maximum 
height of 65’.   
 Mr. McManus asked Mr. Miller in designing with respect to the criteria just recited, is it 
designed with respect to criteria contained in Article III of the Zoning Ordinance.  Mr. Miller stated yes.   
Mr. Miller stated the criteria in Section 441.   
 Mr. Miller referred to Section 605.3.1 application for a special exception filing requirements.  
The requirements include ground floor plans and elevations of proposed structures which are shown in 
Exhibits #13 through #35; the names and addresses of adjoining property owners which are shown on 
Exhibit #2; a scale drawing site plan of the proposed project which is shown on Exhibit #3; the 
descriptive narrative which is Exhibit #38.  Mr. Miller advised the Board that a plan was prepared in 
accordance with the parking requirements illustrating the location of proposed parking facilities for the 
overall project shown on Exhibit #4 which is the overall plan for the project.  Exhibit #5 is a complete 
breakdown of parking areas.  Exhibit #6 is an overall landscape plan for the project.  There is a perimeter 
landscape buffer and Mr. Miller briefly described the type of trees and plantings proposed.   Mr. Miller 
described the landscaping in Exhibit #7 for buildings “A”,”B”,”C”, & “D” and the wellness center.    Mr. 
Miller went back to the parking plan stating that the total number of parking spaces in the entire project 
is 1,379. This includes all parking areas, on street parking, and off street loading spaces.   Designated on 
the master plan is parking areas “1” thru “6”.  Parking area “1” contains 64 spaces, parking area “2” 
contains 244 spaces, parking area “3” contains 149 spaces, parking area “4” contains 31 spaces, parking 
area “5” contains 96 spaces,  parking area “6” contains 33 spaces.  There are 460 cottages that are the 
independent living units; these include a garage and driveway for parking.  In addition, there are 302 
parking spaces along the streets.   The overall parking plan is Exhibit #4.  Exhibit #8 is a lighting plan that 
was prepared by photometric mapping.     Mr. Miller stated that the criteria for developing the lighting 
plan is not in the Zoning Ordinance but is in the Subdivision/Land Development Ordinance.   Mr. Miller 
explained that this plan shows the spread of light from the proposed fixtures and how it affects 
surrounding areas.   
 Mr. Madonna asked for an explanation of photometric light and had questions on the parking.    
Mr. Madonna asked if all the exhibits shown would be available to the parties to review.  He was advised 
that the exhibits would be available to view at the Township Office. 
 Bob Witmer questioned the landscaping around the perimeter of the project. 
 Mr. Miller referred to Section 441.4, Article 3 and addressed the landscaping requirements.  He 
indicated that the applicant met the landscape requirements. 
 Linda Strauss had questions regarding the second entrance with regards to sight distance.  Mr. 
Miller stated that both entrances meet the Penn Dot criteria for sight distance. 
 Mr. McManus advised the Board that they would take a break in Mr. Miller’s testimony.   Mr. 
Vargish called Jay States, the traffic engineer, to testify.    Mr. States advised the Board that he is 
presently employed with Grove Miller Engineering from Harrisburg, PA and has been with the firm since 
1993.   Mr. States advised the Board that he is a licensed professional engineer and he listed his 
qualifications and work experience.  Mr. Vargish offered Mr. States as an expert witness in traffic 
engineering.    Mr. States was accepted as an expert witness competent to testify for the purposes 
offered.   Mr. States advised the Board that their traffic assessment study focused on three areas:   1) to 
determine what the existing traffic conditions were in the study area of South Duke Street,  2) to 
determine the trip generation potential for the site meaning how much traffic this development could 
generate to the adjacent street network, and  3) to determine the operating conditions of the three 
access locations to this site currently and how they would operate with the traffic from the proposed 
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developed site.   Mr. States referred to the plan and indicated the analysis involved in the study.  The 
analysis included studying the current intersection of the Funk Farm driveway where it intersects South 
Duke Street.   Exhibit #3 shows an aligned driveway from the existing farm market parking lot with 
Crossland Pass.   Mr. States stated that when they did the data collection at this intersection, since the 
intersection is offset, in order to capture what the current facility generated as far as the number of 
trips, we did manual traffic counts at the intersection.   A traffic technician sat in a vehicle and counted 
for 2 to 3 hour increments the weekday morning, the afternoon, as well as the Saturday traffic.   Our 
firm also picked up the traffic from the current access on Walnut Hill Road.  In addition to the main 
access to the Funk Farm Market, the traffic assessment also looked at the operations of the other two 
proposed driveways along South Duke Street.  We took a look at the trip generation potential of the 
entire site, which included the commercial property even though it is not part of this application.  The 
analysis was based on 431cottages, the condos and the 75 beds for assisted living.  That was the 
maximum density that could occur on the site.  The conclusion was that the trip generation estimates 
are about equal to what the current Funk’s Farm Market traffic generates.   As part of the analysis of the 
three access drive locations, the analysis measured the sight distance for vehicles entering or exiting the 
site as well as looking at whether any of the three access locations would require any auxiliary turn 
lanes.   Specific to the site distance requirements, the three access locations, based on Penn Dot criteria, 
exceeds the minimum sight distance criteria that Penn Dot requires.   Specific to southern access 
location, the sight distance looking south is 640’.  The desirable sight distance required by Penn Dot is 
570’.  The access being aligned with Crossland Pass meets the Penn Dot requirements for a southbound 
right turn lane.  Based on the information, Mr. States stated that his professional opinion, from a traffic 
standpoint, is that the proposed development will not significantly impact any of the adjacent roadways 
or streets immediately adjoining the site.  Based on the data from Funks Farm Market regarding the 
number of customers, this development fully built out will actually generate less traffic than the days 
when Funks Farm Market was extremely busy.   The traffic is consistent with the character of the 
existing neighborhood, the operating characteristics of the existing roadway, and will not overburden 
the existing roadways. 
 Mr. McManus stated that Mr. Miller identified the main entrance to the proposed complex as 
that opposite Crossland Pass and he asked Mr. States to point to that entrance.   Mr. McManus stated 
that the traffic will not be directed through the commercial portion to get to the assisted living area.  
Mr. States indicated that was correct.  Mr. McManus asked if the existing levels of service along South 
Duke Street were determined.   Mr. States indicated that they did not provide the existing levels of 
service at the intersections as part of their traffic assessment.  They have conducted the levels of service 
at the intersections and we feel comfortable with the recommendations.  All three proposed access 
locations will operate at acceptable levels of service.  From preliminary analysis, Mr. States stated that 
he suspects the access drives will operate at a “C” or “D” level of service.   The central and southern 
accesses would probably operate at a “B” or “C” level of service.  This issue will come up as part of the 
land development plan when a full traffic impact study will be completed.   Mr. McManus asked if the 
proposed development will reduce any existing levels of service.   Mr. States pointed out the 
intersection on Applicant’s Exhibit #3; the intersection of South Duke Street and Crossland Pass is 
currently operated as a “T” intersection and traditionally a “T” intersection operates at a better level of 
service.  When the access drive is aligned with Crossland Pass, the level of service may decrease.  Mr. 
McManus asked if the three intersections testified to would be unsignalized.   Mr. States indicated yes.    
Mr. States was unable to state what the present levels of service is at any of the proposed intersections 
was.   Mr. States said that he would be able to determine the present levels of surface if a study was 
conducted based upon the information before him.   Mr. States indicated that with the amount of traffic 
the developed site will generate, the southern and central driveways will operate at a level of service 
that at worst case scenario would be a “B” or “C” level, which is considered to be acceptable.  Mr. 
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McManus asked if it was determined what the peak hour of volumes would be and is it highest in the 
“AM” or “PM”.    Mr. States indicated that the peak level would be “PM” on weekdays.    Mr. States 
indicated that the Saturday peak hour would be slightly higher than the “PM” weekday peak hour based 
on the potential uses.   Mr. McManus stated that based upon the traffic that would result from the 
retirement community, could Mr. States tell them what it would mean at the intersections at the peak 
hour.  Mr. States indicated that at the southern entrance during the morning peak hour, there would be 
approximately 25 vehicles, in the “PM” peak hour approximately 26 vehicles, and on Saturday about 28 
vehicles entering and exiting the site.   The central driveway would generate approximately 80 vehicle 
trips entering and exiting the morning peak hour, 100 vehicle trips in the “PM” peak hour and 110 
vehicle trips on Saturday.  Mr. McManus asked what the base line assumption was for the generation of 
traffic for this project.   Mr. States indicated the basis for determining trip generation is the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual.  Mr. States stated that they looked at specific land 
uses referred to in the manual as senior adult housing detached and senior adult housing attached and 
assisted living.   They all have specific land use codes which allow us to determine the amount of trips.   
Mr. McManus asked if they allocated the mix with respect to the proposed proportion of the facilities 
seen on the plan.  Mr. States indicated yes.    Mr. McManus asked if it is fair to say that the number of 
vehicles generated per unit in such a development is less than you would typically experience in a single 
family detached dwelling unit.  Mr. States said yes.   Mr. States indicated that the difference would be 
between one-third and one-half less vehicles.    Mr. McManus asked what the speed limit on South Duke 
Street was.   Mr. States informed him that in the area to the north it is 35 mph and to the south it 
changes to 45 mph.    Mr. McManus asked if a traffic analysis was done that shows the actual speed.   
Mr. States indicated that they had put the automatic traffic recorders on the road.   One was placed in 
the area of the southern driveway on South Duke Street and the other one to the north of Crossland 
Pass on South Duke Street.   In the posted speed limit of 35mph, the 85th percentile was 39 mph.   To the 
south where the speed limit was closer to 45mph, the 85th percentile was 50 mph.  Mr. McManus asked 
Mr. States if it was his conclusion that the proposed development would have no substantial adverse 
effect on access or traffic flow onto South Duke Street.   Mr. States indicated yes.   Mr. McManus stated 
that the traffic analysis indicated that even with the proposed development of the commercial facility, 
there would be no adverse impact on South Duke Street with respect to access or congestion at the 
intersections during the peak hours.  Mr. States indicated that was correct.  
 Dave Madonna corrected Mr. States regarding the speed limit on South Duke Street.  He stated 
that it is 25 mph and not 35 mph.   
 Lisa Madonna stated they live at the property next to where the driveway will be coming out.   
She saw when the tubes were across the road that the college was no longer in session and that is a 
major difference in traffic.   Ms. Madonna was not in agreement with the amount of traffic on the 
roadway.   Ms. Madonna was not in agreement with the increase in traffic that would occur.   Mr. States 
indicated they had been told that the college was still in session the first week of May when they did the 
traffic count.   
 Linda Strauss asked Mr. States the date when the traffic counts was taken.   Mr. States advised 
her that the road tubes were placed on Friday, May 1 and remained in place until Wednesday, May 6 
and the manual count was done from May 13 to May 16.  
 Tom Strauss clarified that the necessity for the right lane deceleration was Crossland Pass going 
south and asked if they considered the intersection further to the north.   Mr. States indicated they did 
not look at that intersection for this project but had looked at it in the past.   Mr. States stated that they 
had done a traffic signal warrant analysis for Millersville Borough in 2001 at that intersection and that 
intersection in 2001met the criteria outlined by Penn Dot to require signalization.   Mr. State noted that 
his office prepared a plan for signalization of that intersection.     
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 Walter Schlemmer referred to Exhibit #4 and questioned the vehicle calculations regarding 
entering and exiting the development.   Mr. Schlemmer asked for clarification as to whether the 
commercial area was included in the traffic calculations. 
 Mr. Vargish stated that if a special exception would be granted, a full blown traffic study would 
be completed during the land development planning process.  
 Mr. Wenzel asked if Funks Farm Market would continue to operate and he was told yes.  Mr. 
Wenzel referred to Millersville University and asked if the traffic assessments were made when classes 
were not in session because the studies would be flawed.    Mr. States stated no.  Mr. States stated that 
the counts are based on what would be generated by the development.   
 Ms. Douglas asked if the count of 5,700 vehicles daily was that taken in one day.    Mr. States 
indicated that the counts were done May 1 to May 6.   
 Mr. McManus advised the audience that the Board had decided that this hearing would be 
continued to Thursday, October 22, 2009 at 7:00 p.m. in this building.   
 Mr. Vargish stated that Dave Miller is still under oath and will continue with his testimony on 
October 22.   
 Mr. McManus advised the audience that all the exhibits submitted as part of the application will 
be available at the Township Office for inspection. 
 
 The hearing was continued until Thursday, October 22 at 7:00 p.m.   The hearing was adjourned 
at 10:05 p.m. 
 
 
         Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
         Lynn M. Miller 
         Secretary 
 
 
 
Recording secretary 
Evelyn Rineer 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

 



Zoning Hearing Board Minutes 
 

Thursday, October 22, 2009      Time:   7:00 P.M. 
 
 
 The Manor Township Zoning Hearing Board met on Thursday, October 22, 2009 at the Manor 
Township Municipal Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA.  Chairman Walter Schlemmer 
called the meeting to order.  Mr. Schlemmer introduced the Board Members, the Solicitor, the Zoning 
Officer, the Court Stenographer and the Recording Secretary.   Chairman Walter Schlemmer led the 
pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 
 
Members Present: Walter Schlemmer, Barbara Douglas and John Wenzel 
Township Official: Bruce Ott and James McManus 
Visitors:  Robert Witmer, 81 Linestown Rd., Willow Street 
   Jim Huber, 113 Shannon Drive, Lancaster 
   Tom & Linda Strauss, 357 S. Duke Street, Millersville 
   Dave & Lisa Madonna, 354 S. Duke St., Millersville 
   Robert McLane, 206 Manor Ave., Millersville 
   John Hogan, 963 Skyline Dr., Lancaster 
   Jeannie Strevig, 227 Holly Ln., Lancaster 
 
Minutes 
 Barbara Douglas made a motion to approve the minutes of the September 9, 2009 meeting as 
drafted.    John Wenzel seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously. 
 
 Mr. Schlemmer stated the Township appointed John Wenzel to the Manor Township Zoning 
Hearing Board and his term of office will be three years from June 23, 2009 and will expire June 22, 
2012.    Mr. Schlemmer stated Mr. Wenzel was officially accepted by the Board at another meeting and 
now they would appoint him as secretary to the Board.    Ms. Douglas made a motion to appoint John 
Wenzel as Secretary of the Zoning Hearing Board.   Mr. Schlemmer seconded the motion and the motion 
carried. 
 
Old Business 

Case #5-09 – The application of John Hogan (HHF Real Estate Development, LLC), property 
owned by Frederick A. Funk and located at 306 S. Duke Street, Millersville, PA 17551, Account No. 410-
51387-0-0000 for a special exception of Section 202.3.5 – Nursing, rest or retirement homes in 
accordance with Section 441 of the Zoning Ordinance.  The applicant wishes to build a nursing, rest and 
retirement facility on the property.  The property is zoned Rural and General Commercial Zoning District. 
The hearing is continued from September 2, 2009. 
 Mr. Schlemmer turned the hearing over to Mr. McManus.     Mr. McManus stated the Applicant 
at the initial hearing in this matter was presenting its case and has not yet completed its case.  The last 
hearing was held September 2, 2009.   Mr. McManus stated it is his understanding that the Township 
has asked their Engineer, Rettew Associates, to prepare a review and comments regarding this 
application.   It has not been submitted formally to the Board at this time, but it is Mr. McManus 
understanding that review letter was transmitted to the Applicant.   Mr. McManus has spoken to Mr. 
Vargish and he indicated the applicant would be requesting a continuance of the hearing scheduled for 
this evening so they can review more carefully and address comments received from the Township 
Engineer.   Mr. Hogan apologized for the short notice of the continuance, but they had just received the 



letter yesterday.   In an attempt to fully address the issues and in an effort not to waste the Board’s 
time, they are requesting a continuance.   Mr. McManus asked Mr. Hogan for a letter requesting the 
continuance.    Mr. Hogan provided the letter that was marked Board Exhibit #2.    Mr. McManus stated 
the letter is addressed to the Chairman of the Board, Chairman Schlemmer, and the letter states as 
follows: “As you know I represent the applicant in the above referenced application pending before the 
Manor Township Zoning Hearing Board.   With this letter, we respectfully request that the hearing 
scheduled for the evening of October 22 be continued to a date certain due to the fact that late in the 
afternoon of October 21st we received an engineering review letter of our application and exhibits.   In 
order for the applicant to adequately address all of the engineering review comments, they are hereby 
requesting a continuance.”  This is under letterhead of Blakinger, Byler & Thomas and under signature of 
Frank J. Vargish III and it is dated October 22, 2009.   
 Mr. McManus stated it is also his understanding that the Township intends to present technical 
witnesses regarding a review of this plan by Rettew Engineers and Mr. Ott stated that was correct.    Mr. 
Ott stated both the engineer and traffic person will be present.   Mr. McManus asked Mr. Ott if it is his 
anticipation that they will appear at the next scheduled hearing on behalf of the Township.   Mr. Ott 
stated that is correct.    
 Mr. McManus stated it remains for the Board to make a motion regarding the request for 
continuance and if they decide to continue the hearing to establish a date.   There will not be a meeting 
of the Board on its next regularly scheduled date on the first Wednesday of November.   The next 
regularly scheduled meeting of the Board would be December 2.    Mr. Vargish indicated he is available 
on December 2.   
 Barbara Douglas asked if they decide to go with the continuance on December 2 and they 
received an application in November how would that be handled.   Mr. Ott stated a new application 
would be scheduled for a separate meeting.    Barbara Douglas made a motion to accept the request for 
the continuation of the meeting to the next scheduled meeting for the Village of Funk Farm that would 
be held Wednesday evening, December 2.   Mr. Wenzel seconded the motion.    Mr. McManus stated 
that meeting would occur at 7:00 p.m. in the Township Municipal Building at 950 West Fairway Drive.   
Ms. Douglas stated that is correct and added it to the motion.    Mr. Schlemmer stated he thinks it is 
important to gather the information and hear from the parties involved; therefore, he feels it is 
appropriate to continue the hearing.    Mr. Schlemmer stated having heard a motion and second he 
called for the vote.   The motion carried unanimously. 
 There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 7:10 p.m. 
 
 
        Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
        John D. Wenzel Jr. 
        Secretary 
 
Recording Secretary 
Evelyn Rineer 
  
 
 



Zoning Hearing Board Minutes 
 

Wednesday, December 2, 2009       Time:  7:00 P.M. 
 
 
 The Manor Township Zoning Hearing Board met on Wednesday, December 2, 2009 at the 
Manor Township Municipal Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA.   Chairman Walter 
Schlemmer called the meeting to order and introduced the Board Members as well as the other 
individuals involved with the hearing.    Chairman Schlemmer led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 
 
Members Present: Walter Schlemmer, Barbara Douglas and John Wenzel 
Township Officials: Bruce Ott and James McManus 
Visitors:  Ray & Yvonne Weatherill, 222 Walnut Hill Rd., Millersville 
   Steve Herman, 309 S. Duke St., Millersville 
   R. Reinmiller, Millersville 
   Lisa & Dave Madonna, 354 S. Duke St., Millersville 
   John Hogan, 963 Skyline Dr. 
   Linda & Tom Strauss, 357 S. Duke St., Millersville 
   Robert McLane, 206 Manor Ave., Millersville 
   John May, 100 Red Fox Rd., Millersville 
 
Minutes 
 Ms. Douglas made a motion to approve the minutes as submitted.   Mr. Wenzel seconded the 
motion and the motion carried unanimously. 
 
Old Business 

Case #5-09 – The application of John Hogan (HHF Real Estate Development, LLC), property 
owned by Frederick A. Funk and located at 306 S. Duke Street, Millersville, PA 17551, Account No. 410-
51387-0-0000 for a special exception of Section 202.3.5 – Nursing, rest or retirement homes in 
accordance with Section 441 of the Zoning Ordinance.  The applicant wishes to build a nursing, rest and 
retirement facility on the property.  The property is zoned Rural and General Commercial Zoning District.  
This hearing is continued from October 22, 2009.    

 Mr. Schlemmer turned the meeting over to Mr. McManus.    Mr. McManus  stated the time, 
date, place and subject matter of this meeting was announced at the conclusion of the last hearing in 
this matter that was held October 22, 2009.   This matter was continued to this date and Mr. Hogan, the 
Applicant, presented the Board with a letter.   The letter was marked Applicant’s Exhibit #40.    Mr. 
McManus stated that the letter is dated December 1, 2009 and addressed to Chairman of the Board, 
Walter Schlemmer, and it is from Frank J. Vargish, III, council to the applicant.   The letter states “Dear 
Chairman Schlemmer;  As you know, our office represents the Applicant in the above – referenced 
pending zoning Application.  Prior to the last zoning hearing, we had received comments from the 
Township.  Subsequent thereto, we have met with Township engineer and officials to review those 
comments.  As a result, we have prepared a traffic impact study as well as responses to the various 
zoning issues raised by the Township staff and their consultants.   The traffic impact study was 
forwarded to the Township engineer on Wednesday, November 25, 2009.  As a result, it is our 
understanding that the Township staff and their engineer have not had an adequate opportunity to fully 
review the traffic impact study.  Therefore, as a result, a continuance is necessary in order to permit a 
full and fair review of the information.   On behalf of the Applicant, you are hereby notified that we 
agree to continue this matter to a date to be determined by the Board at its hearing scheduled on 



December 2, 2009 in order to provide a full and fair opportunity to review all of the information 
submitted as part of this Application.”  Under signature of Frank J. Vargish, III.    Mr. McManus advised 
since the first hearing the Township directed its engineer to review the application.   The Township 
submitted comments that were received by the Applicant and their engineer.    The applicant was 
attempting to address those comments.   The Applicant may have changed the plan that was submitted 
with the original application based upon the Township comments.   In response to concerns regarding 
traffic, the Applicant has conducted a traffic study.    The Board has not received by way of any 
submission of exhibits those Township comments.  The Board has not seen or received as part of the 
record this traffic impact study.   Because of the timing of the engineering reports, there is not 
opportunity for the Township to review and be prepared to cross examine or make inquiries into the 
foundations and the recommendations of that traffic study.    If they would conduct the hearing this 
evening, the Township would not be ready to proceed and the Township would ask for more time to 
review any plan changes and traffic impact study.    Based upon the sequence of events, the Applicant by 
virtue of this letter, states the Township and the Applicant need more time to prepare to submit the 
supplements to the record and proceed with the presentation of evidence.   The Board must determine 
if it will grant a continuance and if granted establish a date certain for the next hearing to be held.    It is 
Mr. McManus’s understanding that Mr. Vargish has suggested the continued hearing not occur before 
the 1st of February to give everybody an opportunity to review the plans and submissions.   
 Ms. Douglas made a motion to continue the hearing for this application and set a date of 
Thursday evening, February 18 at 7:00 p.m. in this room.   Mr. Wenzel seconded the motion and the 
motion carried unanimously.   
 Mr. McManus advised this hearing is now continued to the 18th of February at 7:00 p.m.  in the 
Township Office.     Mr. McManus reminded everybody that the application in addition to all the plans 
that have been submitted are in the Township Office for review.   New submissions coming in would be 
made available to the public in advance of the next hearing.   
 Ms. Douglas moved that the hearing be adjourned.   Mr. Wenzel seconded the motion and the 
hearing was adjourned at 7:15 p.m. 
 
         Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
         John D. Wenzel, Jr. 
         Secretary 
 
Recording Secretary 
Evelyn Rineer 
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Zoning Hearing Board Minutes 
 

Wednesday, December 9, 2009       Time:   7:00 P.M. 
 
 The Manor Township Zoning Hearing Board met on Wednesday, December 9, 2009 at the 
Manor Township Municipal Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA.   Chairman Walter 
Schlemmer called the meeting to order, introduced the Board Members and led the Pledge of Allegiance 
to the Flag. 
 
Members Present: Walter Schlemmer, Barbara Douglas and John Wenzel 
Township Officials Present: Bruce Ott and James McManus 
Visitors:  Jim Warner, LCSWMA 
   Kathy Wilner, GE 
   Steve Gabrielle, PP&L 
   Bill Gregory, Turkey Hill Dairy 
   Ronald Brezezinski, GE 
   Teresa Amitrone, ARM, Inc. 
   Michelle Conen, ARM, Inc. 
   Bob Haverstick, 875 Donerville Rd. 
 
New Business 
 Case #6-09 – The application of the Lancaster County Solid Waste Management Authority, 
property located at 3049 River Road, Conestoga, PA 17516 Account Number 410-69601-0-0000 for a 
variance of Section 302.5 – Alternate Energy Sources.  Height regulations do not apply to WECS (Wind 
Energy Conversion Systems) units provided that the height of the WECS unit shall not be greater than 
the shortest distance measured along a horizontal plane from the unit to any lot line.  The placement of 
one (1) wind turbine unit on the property cannot meet this requirement.  The property is zoned Rural. 
 Mr. Schlemmer turned the meeting over to Mr. McManus.    Mr. McManus asked if there was 
anyone in attendance who wished to become party to the application.   There was no one present who 
wanted party status.   

 Bruce Ott was sworn in and stated he is employed as the Manor Township Zoning Officer and in 
that capacity receives applications for various matters that come before the Zoning Board.    Mr. Ott 
stated that he received the application indexed #6-09 of the Lancaster County Solid Waste Management 
Authority.  The application consists of the Township form that is completed and signed by Ms. Morgan 
on behalf of the Applicant along with a narrative, an aerial photo captioned “Zoning Sketch Plan 
Proposed Wind Energy Project Manor Township” prepared by ARM, Inc. dated 11/10/2009, a list of 
adjoining property owners, and plot plan captioned “Lot Add-on Plan for Frey Farm Landfill” prepared by 
Rettew Associates, Inc. the last revision date 7/22/09.   Notice of the date, time, place and subject 
matter was published in the Lancaster Newspapers on November 25 and December 2, 2009.   Mr. Ott 
provided Proof of Publication.  Mr. Ott posted the tract that is the subject of this application with the 
date, time, place and subject matter on November 16, 2009.  The notice contained the same language as 
n the publication notice.  Notice of the time, date, place and subject matter of the application was 
posted in the Township Lobby on a bulletin board that is visible from the outside on November 16, 2009. 
This is the area where all Township meetings are posted for advertisement to the public.    The Proof of 
Publication was marked Board Exhibit #1.   The application was marked Applicant’s Exhibit #1 in its 
entirety.   

Ms.  Morgan along with witnesses was sworn in.    Stacey Morgan, Attorney at Harman, 
Underhill and Brubaker, represented the Applicant.  Ms. Morgan listed the individuals that she had 
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present at the hearing.   Ms. Morgan stated that The Authority would like to install two (2) wind 
turbines.    The Township Ordinance permits wind turbines in every zoning district.   The only restriction 
is that the turbines not be placed in a front yard and may not be closer to the property line than the 
height of the turbine.   Turbine “A” located at the western portion of the property does not satisfy the 
setback criteria.  The Lancaster County Solid Waste Authority is present to request a dimensional 
variance to increase the height of the turbine.    

Jim Warner, Executive Director of the Lancaster County Solid Waste Management Authority, has 
been employed by LCSWMA for 13 years.  Mr. Warner explained that the Waste Authority besides being 
charged with managing the solid waste generated in Lancaster County is also involved in a variety of 
ways in the generation of renewable energy.   On a day to day basis, the Waste Authority is providing 
enough renewable energy to power one in six Lancaster County homes.  This is done in several ways. 
One way is that The Authority owns and contracts the operation of a waste energy power plant in Conoy 
Township.  That plant has been operating for 18 years.  Secondly, at the landfill near the proposed 
location for the wind turbines, the Authority has partnered with PP&L and had developed a gas to 
energy project in 2005.  That project was so successful that it won the nation’s 2006 EPA Project of the 
Year.  Turkey Hill Dairy was also a partner in the project who receives waste steam through the project.   
With that successful partnership, PP&L and the Waste Authority entered into a Memorandum of 
Understanding whereby the Authority would cooperate with one another and share in the cost and 
resources of trying to develop other renewable energy resources on the property owned by the Waste 
Authority.  One reason PP&L is a willing partner is because they know the Authority is already involved 
in energy issues and PP&L as a company need to develop renewable energy projects.   In 2004, 
Pennsylvania passed the Alternative Energy Portfolio Standards Act.  The Act requires electric companies 
that serve retail electricity customers in Pennsylvania to develop a certain amount of their generating 
portfolio in renewable sources.   The State Law mandated electric companies to make investments in 
renewable energy.   With the requirement that PP&L as a company must fulfill and with the Authority’s 
mission to manage waste, but also take the Authority’s assets and develop renewable energy 
opportunities,  they partnered with PP&L not only in the gas project but began looking at what other 
types of opportunities may present themselves given the assets of the Authority.    The Authority, which 
owns land on the top of Turkey Point, has a high elevation and has a north/northwest wind exposure, 
that  is where the predominate winds come from.  That combination along with a large base user of 
energy, Turkey Hill Dairy, offered a tremendous opportunity that they felt was worth investing money 
into to assess that opportunity more scientifically.   The end result was that the partners felt, based on 
the data received and with a willing purchaser of the electricity in a local company, Turkey Hill, to move 
ahead with the project.    Mr. Warner stated that they have been able to negotiate an agreement Turkey 
Hill Dairy, yet to be signed, whereby they will provide Turkey Hill up to 25 percent of their energy based 
on the amount of electricity the Authority thinks they can generate with two turbines.    Mr. Warner 
stated as a public agency they have been very open with this process.   They have open Board meetings 
once a month and they have been discussing this issue at their Board meetings for well over a year.   It 
has been publicized in the newspapers at least three times on the front page.   On October 17th they 
held their annual meeting where they invite anybody and particularly residents of Manor Township 
where they discuss with them anything going on during the past or upcoming year concerning their 
operations in Manor Township.   Knowing that the wind project was proceeding, they asked their 
consultant to take photographs around the community and super impose into those photos what 
exactly these turbines would look like in the immediate area.   The areas used were along Chestnut 
Grove Road, River Road, in the Village of Creswell, LASA, Blue Rock Road and Prospect Road and a 
couple of locations on the other side of the river both up and down river from Turkey Point.    The 
photos were shown at the meeting and there were no negative comments.   Mr. Warner stated that 
they tried to alleviate the setback issue as much as possible.  The property shown in the triangle on the 
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drawing was not owned by the Waste Authority until this year when it was purchased from Frey Dairy 
Farms as well as some other parcels that were for sale.   The Zoning Sketch Plan was marked Applicant’s 
Exhibit #2.   This plan is different from the sketch plan that was submitted with the application.   Mr. 
Warner stated that the Federal Government, through the Department of Energy, gave Pennsylvania 20.7 
million dollars strictly for Pennsylvania to go out and develop renewable energy projects.   Through the 
Pennsylvania Energy Development Agency, they had a competitive round of grants for renewable energy 
products.    The Authority made an application for a grant and received 1.5 million dollars.   Mr. Warner 
advised the Board that the State agencies think very highly of their proposed project.   Mr. Warner 
advised the Board that their long term goal with their partner, PP&L, is to have one place where 
residents of Lancaster County can come and see a renewable energy park.   The Authority already has 
the landfill where methane gas is used to make electricity and the steam goes to Turkey Hill, they hope 
to have wind energy and once that that project is completed, they hope to develop a solar project with 
their partner.   The Authority is already developing an educational pavilion where they will have an 
electronic interactive sign where anyone will be able to see what type of energy is being produced by 
the different energy sources.   

Ms. Morgan had the LCSWMA Wind Turbine Photos that Mr. Warner referred to marked as 
Applicant’s Exhibit #3.    

Ms. Morgan called Byran Wehler as a witness.  He is employed by the ARM Group, Inc., Hershey, 
PA.   Mr. Wehler is employed as a project manager.    Mr. Wehler listed his responsibilities as project 
manager, gave his educational background, indicated licenses he currently holds and indicated his 
experiences in working with renewable energy projects in Pennsylvania.    Mr. Wehler stated that he has 
been acting as the project manager for the ARM Group for this project for the Authority and PP&L to 
provide a variety of services to develop the project from its inception.   Mr. Wehler referred to 
Applicant’s Exhibit #4 titled “Probable Wind Turbine Generator Location” and stated that this is a 
zoomed out image of the drawing submitted as the zoning sketch.   The entire site is shown including 
the footprint of the Frey Farm Landfill and the active cell that is currently being filled.   To the north of 
the active landfill, are the proposed wind turbine locations, to the west is property owned by Norfolk 
Southern.  The plan shows the proposed alignment of the electrical cable trench that would run from 
the turbines to Turkey Hill facility.  The drawing gives a good prospective of the proposed location, its 
proximity to the river, and its exposure to the prevailing wind direction, which is a west/northwesterly 
direction at this site.  Mr. Wehler stated they sent a letter to Norfolk Southern making them aware of 
this project and the proposed location of turbine “A” because the radius of the operation of turbine “A” 
would extend over their property line.   Mr. Wehler stated that Norfolk Southern is aware of this project.  
As of today there has been no indication that they have any objections to this project.  Mr. Wehler 
stated that he prepared the sketch plans that were submitted with this application.  The sketch plan 
marked Applicant Exhibit #2 is not the same as the sketch plan submitted.  There was a modification.   
The initial sketch plan was submitted based on the property boundary information that was available 
from the tax maps based on property assessment.  Since that submission, the actual survey property 
boundary alignment was made available and that is what is reflected on the new drawing.   It resulted in 
a slight modification to this western property boundary.   That resulted in a change in the distance from 
the proposed turbine “A” location to the nearest property line.  It changed from approximately 127 feet 
to 114 feet.   If a variance were granted, it would be for a distance of 287 feet as opposed to the 270 
feet that was stated in the application.   Turbine “B” is in compliance with the Zoning Ordinance.    Mr. 
Wehler stated that a total maximum height of 398 feet is shown on the drawing.   The Turkey Hill Trail is 
shown on the drawing and the fall radius of a turbine under a maximum height condition with the blade 
in the vertical position does not come into contact with the trail.  The closest the trail comes to the 
proposed location of turbine “A” is approximately 434 feet and the total height of turbine “A” is 
approximately 398 feet.   Mr. Wehler described the steps taken in developing the project.   The ARM 
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Group was contracted by the Authority to perform a preliminary feasibility, which was done in 2006, to 
do an assessment of the site to determine if a wind energy project was viable.  An evaluation of the site 
was performed by looking at the available land area, published wind mapping to see what the wind 
speeds at the site should be based on mapped information, looked at the feasibility of interconnecting 
facility to an electrical transmission line, potential environmental impacts, wind exposure and any other 
considerations that might be problematic in the development of a wind energy project on the site.    
Based on the initial assessment, it was determined that a small wind project  was viable at the site.   The 
wind speeds at the site based on the mapping indicated they could support a project of this major.  It 
was determined there were no potential fatal flaws with the project.  The preliminary feasibility study 
indicated there were a number of different locations where wind turbines could be sited at the facility.  
Based on the preliminary assessment which was presented to the Authority it was determined it made 
sense to move forward with a wind resource assessment or second phase study to determine what the 
actual wind speeds are at the site.  In June of 2007 they conducted a wind study at the site that entailed 
installing a meteorological tower which is essentially a very slender tower that is anchored with guide 
wires and is a temporary structure.   They used a 60 meter tower which took them to about 200 feet.   
The tower was equipped with anemometer to record wind speeds.  It had wind vanes on it to collect the 
directional information, temperature sensors, barometric pressure, etc.    Mr. Wehler pointed out on the 
drawing the area the tower was installed.  The tower was installed and they began collecting wind speed 
data for about 22 months.   ARM Group subcontracted a meteorological subconsultant an expert in 
evaluating wind speed data to do the analysis and to make the projections on what is the long term 
wind speed at the site.  Based on the information from the subconsultant, ARM Group had a firm grasp 
on what the wind speeds were at the site at the potential hub heights they were looking at for the wind 
turbines.   The wind speeds indicated a project the nature they were considering was viable based on 
having the right type of financing structure and the ability to sell the power and a variety of other 
considerations.   The study indicated the site was viable based on the wind speed.  The ARM Group then 
had discussions with the Authority at which time PP&L became involved as a project partner and they 
looked at how much energy could be produced based on the wind speed.   They began to study the data 
and look more specifically at the site of the turbines.   They began some of the initial permitting tasks for 
the project, did some of the early conceptual engineering for the site layout, and began looking at some 
of the environmental considerations that go along with developing a project of this nature.   The 
determination for the location of the turbines was part of the sighting analysis following the wind 
resource assessment.    The turbines had to be situated in a location with good wind exposure to the 
prevailing wind direction which is the west/northwest.    There had to be a site that had good exposure 
meaning no obstacles that would block the prevailing wind direction.   That location was determined to 
be the area along the northwestern edge of the property that has the greatest exposure basically due to 
the Susquehanna River being a vast flat area.  Additionally they wanted to be in the most elevated area 
of the site.   This site is unique because of the exposure to the northwest across the river and the wind 
comes in and hits the steep bluff and has to accelerate to get up over the bluff which is the circumstance 
in the location chosen.   The wind turbines must be aligned so they do not interfere with one another.    
There is a setback requirement for the turbines of at least two rotor diameters and they are getting 
close to that minimum setback requirement.   The alignments of these turbines are not quite 
perpendicular to it so they provided slightly additional spacing.   Based upon studies, in Mr. Wehler’s 
opinion the location depicted for the turbines is the only location to place the turbines.   When talking 
about actually constructing these turbines and establishing a lay down area to assemble all the 
equipment on the ground and bring in cranes and have them oriented perpendicular to the wind speed 
this was really the only locations on the site those objectives could be achieved.    Applicant’s Exhibit #5 
is a photo of a wind turbine and Mr. Wehler stated it is a GE 1.6 mega watt turbine that is the turbine 
proposed to be installed on the site.   The turbine height is 80 meters to hub height which is a standard 
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size turbine produced by General Electric.  This is a standard model turbine and was not custom 
designed.   The rotor diameter is 82 ½ meters and the height is 80 meters and the total height in feet 
with the blade in the vertical position like shown in the picture is approximately 398 feet.   Ms. Morgan 
clarified for height purposes the measurement is from the base to the top of the rotor in its fully 
extended position.    The turbine is set back from the property line of Norfolk Southern 114 feet.   Mr. 
Wehler stated there is no place they can move the turbine that they would not need relief from the 
zoning ordinance as it is written.  The Authority would need an Erosion and Sedimentation Control 
permit that would be required in addition to zoning approval.  There are additional approvals required 
even thought they do not issue formal permits.  They have notified the Federal Aviation Administration 
and have received notification that no hazard to air navigation exists and they indicated that they are 
comfortable with the locations and sizes of the turbines so long as they comply with all other FAA 
requirements.   They have notified the National Telecommunications and Information Administration 
who is basically responsible for all communication equipment that is transmitting signals from tower to 
tower.  They have indicated that there is no blockage of radio frequency transmissions that were 
identified based on their review.   They have also contacted the Pennsylvania Game Commission and 
they are coordinating with them to evaluate the project site.    The turbines take advantage of the 
kinetic energy in the wind so when they spin that kinetic energy is converted to mechanical energy 
which is then converted into electricity through an electromagnetic generation process.   The electricity 
is then transported down through the turbine and through underground collector cables to an inter 
connection point to where it can then be distributed.  The blades will only begin to operate when the 
wind speed reaches a certain velocity and this turbine is designed to cut in at four meters per second 
which is approximately 9 or 10 mph.  It has a lower and upper threshold.   If wind speeds reach a certain 
velocity that poses a threat to the equipment, the wind turbine has a built in breaking system that 
automatically shuts it down to protect it from an extremely high wind event that could compromise the 
operation of the equipment.   It is expected that the blades will be spinning somewhere between 60 and 
80 percent of the time; however, the actual capacity factor of the equipment (meaning how much 
power is it going to produce versus potential power it could produce if it was operating at is optimal 
efficiency 365 days a year) is around 30 percent.   The noise the turbines make is a swishing type sound.  
The sound the blades make is caused by the interaction with the wind passing by them.   When the 
blades are not moving, there is no audible sound.   PP&L and the Authority will enter into an operations 
and maintenance agreement with the subcontracted firm that will be responsible for maintaining the 
equipment as required by the manufacturer.   The landfill currently has perimeter security fencing which 
consist of a six foot high chain link fence with barb wire that is currently in the process of being 
relocated and the turbines will be located inside the fence.   There is a slim possibility that the turbines 
could fail for whatever reason and potentially fall.  If that were the case, the Board wanted insurance 
that there was no way it could do any harm to anyone using the access road, public park, walking trail, 
etc.   The turbines were sited where there would be no harm to the public.   All the energy produced by 
the turbine will be utilized by Turkey Hill Dairy.    The turbines will provide approximately 25 percent of 
the power needed to operate Turkey Hill Dairy and they will be able to utilize all of the output from this 
facility.   

Mr. Wenzel asked if there were any other potential sites on the property for the turbines.   Mr. 
Wehler stated that he felt that there are no other viable sites from an economic standpoint.    Mr. 
Wenzel questioned if there was any responses from Norfolk Southern.   Mr. Wehler advised him that 
Norfolk Southern acknowledged receipt of their letter and reviewed it internally but they did not issue 
any direct comments in favor or opposition to the project.    Mr. Wenzel questioned the size of the 
turbines and the length of time of the contract with Turkey Hill.    Mr. Wenzel questioned Mr. Warner on 
the information that was supplied to residents at their meeting.  Mr. Wenzel asked about the life span of 
the turbines. 
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Ms. Douglas asked what is done with the turbines when they are no longer used.     
Mr. Schlemmer had questions regarding what was shown on the drawing.  Mr. Schlemmer 

questioned why the turbines could not be moved.   Mr. Wehler explained that the wind speed 
determines the proposed location.   Mr. Schlemmer questioned the proposed wall in the landfill in 
relation to the turbines.     Mr. Schlemmer asked if there would be an access road, parking area, fence or 
any small building for the turbines.   The fencing is as shown; there will be an access road that provides 
access for maintenance equipment to the base of both turbines that will be maintained.    It is unknown 
if a building will be needed.    There will not be a parking area or public access.   Tours will be provided 
based on request.   Mr. Schlemmer asked if the wind turbines will be the only use on this piece of 
property.   Mr. Wehler stated there is a proposal to temporarily stockpile soil on this piece of property 
for the operation of the landfill.   

Mr. McManus asked if the Lancaster County Solid Waste Management Authority is the owner of 
the tract that has been referred to in various attachments as the “Lot Add-On Tract” on which the 
turbines are proposed to be located.   Ms. Morgan stated yes.   Mr. McManus verified that this 
particular site would not be feasible if two turbines could not be located on this tract.    Mr. McManus 
verified that the height of the turbine to the hub is approximately 80 meters, a standard GE height, and 
that is roughly 240’.  Mr. Wehler stated that was correct.   Mr. McManus stated that the blade length is 
approximately 158’.   Mr. McManus had questions regarding Applicant’s Exhibit #2; he verified that the 
proposed site for the turbines adjoins what is referred to as the Norfolk Southern Property.  Mr. Wehler 
stated that is correct.    Mr. McManus stated that the property consists of a wooded, steeply sloping 
terrain.  Mr. Wehler stated yes.  Mr. McManus asked if that sloping terrain approaches 50 to 60 percent 
grade.  Mr. Wehler stated that the slope may be that steep.   Mr. McManus asked Mr. Wehler if it is his 
testimony that any failure of the turbine would not affect activities along the Turkey Hill Trail.   Mr. 
Wehler stated that was correct.    Mr. McManus asked Mr. Wehler what were the facts used to base 
your determination on that there would be no affect on the trail.    Mr. Wehler advised Mr. McManus 
that the determination was based on the maximum height of the tower.   If the tower collapsed directly 
over, the maximum extent of the tower would be 398’.    Mr. McManus asked Mr. Wehler if the 
substantial slope to the west of the tract would accelerate any damage occasioned by a failure of that 
turbine.  Mr. Wehler stated in his opinion it would not.    The turbine would basically follow the contours 
and bend along them as it fell if it were to fall in that fashion.   It would not act like a sled going down 
the hill.   Mr. McManus asked if Mr. Wehler was aware of any turbine failures and he stated he was 
aware of some.   Mr. Wehler deferred that question to the expert witness from General Electric.   Mr. 
Wehler testified that any noise from the turbines would not result in any nuisance to adjoining 
residential properties.    Mr. Wehler advised Mr. McManus that their study identified that the closest 
residence was over 2500’ away from turbine.   Based on published data, an operating wind farm at a 
distance of 1000’has the equivalent noise of a refrigerator.   Based on that information the expectation 
is that it would not be a nuisance.   Mr. Wehler testified that the location of the turbines  were done in a 
fashion that if the intended user, Turkey Hill Dairies, did not use the electric power, then the power 
generated from the turbine facilities could be transferred to the power grid in the area.    Mr. McManus 
asked if that was a critical factor in determining the location of these turbines in addition to the 
elevation.   Mr. Wehler stated that it was not as critical a factor even though there had to be an outlet 
for the power in the event that Turkey Hill opted out of their contract.   Mr. McManus asked Mr. Wehler 
without the ability to move that power to the power grid, would this project still has been feasible.   Mr. 
Wehler stated no.    Mr. McManus stated that the turbines based upon Exhibit A2 are located at an 
approximate elevation of 600’.  Mr. Wehler stated yes.     Mr. McManus asked Mr. Wehler if that is the 
approximate high point of the northern extent of the subject site.  Mr. Wehler stated yes.   Mr. 
McManus asked Mr. Wehler if based upon their analysis, in order to provide turbine generated power 
from the locations of turbines “A” and “B”, is it your testimony that this is the only location on this site 
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that proved feasible and Mr. Wehler stated yes.    Mr. McManus asked Mr. Wehler if it is true that they 
could not comply with the setback requirement of the Ordinance and still produce a feasible project.   
Mr. Wehler stated that was correct.   Mr. McManus stated in terms of what is called hardship in zoning 
law, the difficulties that would be encountered in locating the turbines where they need to be or by 
virtue of the characteristics of the site itself is that fair to say creates the hardship.  Mr. Wehler stated 
yes.    

Ms. Morgan asked that Ronald Brzezinski from General Electric be sworn in.   Mr. Brzezinski 
stated that he is employed by General Electric from Schenectady, New York, as a Commercial Manager 
and Team Leader for their team.  They are the technical liaison between their customers and their 
engineering team.  Mr. Brzezinski talked about the turbine failure.  The turbines they design are 
designed to stand certain loads and tolerances.   Catastrophic failure occurs when a tower will buckle so 
that the turbine would fall within its own footprint.   Mr. Brzezinski stated that he is aware of a failure 
mode where the turbine fell over.  One of the ways is when the foundation is faulty and the turbine fell 
over with the foundation still attached.   Mr. McManus asked about the dislocation of the blades from 
the turbine.    Mr. Brzezinski stated that in excessive winds, the turbine is designed to stop running.   The 
blades are feathered so when they are in maximum energy capture, the blades are perpendicular to the 
wind and when they shut down the blades feather.    If there is a manufacturing defect with the blades, 
they delaminate or splinter.  They do not liberate themselves from the turbine.  Ms. Morgan asked Mr. 
Brzezinski how many turbines GE has out in the field.   Mr. Brzezinski stated there are 14,000 installed 
globally.   Ms. Morgan asked if Mr. Brzezinski could give an estimate of the percentage of the units that 
have failed.   Mr. Brzezinski stated that they have a very rigorous monitoring system.    Mr. Brzezinski 
stated that he is familiar with one failure mode.  It was not the GE design nor the GE operation; it was 
the operator‘s human error that caused a buckling of the tower.    Mr. Brzezinski stated that the other 
failures he had referenced were not on General Electric units.   Mr. Brzezinski stated when they first 
started introducing the turbines, he was aware of a shaft breaking and the rotor assembly fell within the 
footprint of the unit.  That was due to a manufacturing defect of the material.    Ms. Morgan asked if it is 
safe to say based upon testimony that is not impossible to prevent failure but the chance for failure is 
unlikely based upon a design of the GE turbines.  Mr. Brzezinski stated yes.   Mr. McManus asked if Mr. 
Brzezinski is aware of any failure that caused damage to an area that was outside of an equal distance of 
its base to the top.   Mr. Brzezinski stated he is not aware of any failure that caused property damage.    
Mr. Brzezinski stated that they have procedures and processes to perform a due diligence to absolutely 
minimize any adverse affects.   General Electric is intimately involved in the sighting process for these 
turbines.  Mr. Wenzel asked where the turbines are manufactured.  General Electric has facilities in 
Pensacola, Florida, Greenville, South Carolina and Tehachapi, California.   Mr. Wenzel asked how many 
turbines are in the United States as opposed to overseas.   Mr. Brzezinski advised the Board that they 
have about 10,000 units in the United States.   
 Mr. McManus asked that based upon Mr. Brzezinski’s familiarity with the possibilities in the 
extent of catastrophic failure, is a distance of 115’ from the base of the tower a safe distance with 
respect to catastrophic failure and damage to persons and property.   Mr. Brzezinski stated that if there 
were persons and property at that distance, then it would not fall within their guidelines for the location 
of the turbine.   Looking at the project boundary lines for this project, Mr. Brzezinski stated that he is 
comfortable with the sighting of the turbines in that location.  Mr. McManus asked if it is Mr. 
Brzezinski’s statement that based upon this particular set of circumstances and sighting, that you have 
no reservation regarding the safety of the turbines as sighted.  Mr. Brzezinski stated that is correct.  Ms. 
Morgan asked Mr. Brzezinski if he would sell a turbine to a user who was planning on sighting it in a 
location that he felt was not safe.  Mr. Brzezinski stated that he would not sell a turbine if it was to be 
sited in an unsafe location.   They have had instances where they were asked to put turbines where 
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people would be in the area and they have indicated that they are not interested in pursuing those 
projects.   
 Mr. Wenzel asked if all the turbines sold are in areas where there is no one in the area in case 
the turbine would fall over.   Mr. Brzezinski stated that there is a differentiation between general public 
thoroughfares versus the private property owners.   
 Ms. Morgan advised Mr. Wenzel that a wind tower would be permitted on the adjacent tract 
and if Norfolk Southern could place a wind tower adjacent to the trail, they would not need any zoning 
relief as long as the tower height did not exceed the distance to the property lines.   
 Mr. Schlemmer asked if the roads to the landfill are used by public trucks.   Mr. Warner advised 
him that the road shown is used by the landfill trucks as well as their commercial customers.   
 Mr. McManus asked if it is safe to say a tower does not collapse on a windless, sunny day.  Mr. 
Brzezinski stated that he is aware of a manufacturing defect in material that caused a shear at the tower 
based and the turbine collapsed because of fatigue in the metal of the tower.  Mr. McManus asked if GE 
does any inspection or review of any construction drawings to insure that the facilities are installed 
correctly.    Mr. Brzezinski answered that GE has rigorous inspections and quality control for GE  
products.   They have very rigorous interface guidelines.   They do not review the subcontractor’s work 
but their requirements for interface is very clear and they work closely with the developers and the 
contractors as needed to insure appropriate and thorough understanding. 
 Mr. Wenzel asked who would be doing the actual construction.   Mr. Wenzel was advised that 
the work would be put out for bid by PP&L and that has not been done at this time.   
 Steve Gabrielle with PP&L Renewable Energy was sworn in.   Mr. Gabrielle is employed by PP&L 
as the Director of Asset Management and Development.    Mr. Gabrielle advised the Commission that 
they have met with some contractors in the area who have done similar construction work to get a feel 
for what they want to do.    Mr. Gabrielle advised the Board that they do have a construction company 
within PP&L that has built many different things including bridges.  They may sub the construction out. 
Currently, PP&L is going through an analysis at this time to see how they want to proceed.   Lowest cost 
will not drive their decision on how to build the project.   
 Mr. Wenzel asked if PP&L has any experience with wind turbines at this time and Mr. Gabrielle 
stated that this is the first such project.    
 Mr. Schlemmer asked if the primary function of this project is to sell the electricity and Mr. 
Gabriello stated that was correct.   
 The hearing was closed.   Mr. Schlemmer advised the people that tonight’s testimony was closed 
and the Board will make a decision on January 6, 2010 at 7:00 p.m.    
 Meeting was adjourned at 8:40 p.m. 
 
 
        Respectfully submitted, 
      
 
        John D. Wenzel, Jr. 
        Secretary 
 
Recording Secretary 
Evelyn Rineer 

 
 



Manor Township Traffic Commission Meeting 

 

Wednesday, February 25, 2009     Time:  8:30 A.M. 

 

 

 The Manor Township Traffic Commission met at the Manor Township Municipal 

Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA on Wednesday, February 25, 2009 at 

8:30 a.m.  Chairman Mark Harris led the pledge of allegiance to the Flag. 

 

Members Present: Mark Harris, Jay Breneman and Todd Graeff 

 

Re-Organization 

 Mr. Breneman made a motion to retain the same structure.   Chief Graeff 

seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously.   

 

New Business 

 Mr. Harris advised e-mail was received from John Leed, President of the 

Millstone Village Homeowner’s Association, which included two requests.  The first 

request was to lower the speed limit from 25 mph to 15 mph.   Chief Graeff advised that 

Officer Gardner had completed a traffic study regarding this request.   Off. Gardner’s 

report indicated there have been no accidents within the development since construction 

in 2006 and there is adequate sight distance for the posted 25 mph speed limit.  Off. 

Gardner stated he could find no justification to reduce the speed limit at this time.   Mr. 

Harris made a motion to deny the request to lower the speed limit from 25 mph to 15 mph 

based on the study completed by Off. Gardner.  Mr. Breneman seconded the motion and 

the motion carried unanimously.   

 Mr. Leed’s second request was the placement of “Children At Play” signs.  Off. 

Gardner’s report indicated these signs are not regulatory signs and do not require a traffic 

study.    Chief Graeff stated children should not be playing in the streets and they did not 

want to encourage such play.   The Commission feels they need to stress that they do not 

condone children playing in the streets.   Mr. Harris informed the Commission that he has 

observed that many children come to Hershey Mill Road for their school bus and he 

could support the posting of “Watch Children” signs on Hershey Mill Road.   Chief 

Graeff made a motion to defer sign placement and wording to Mr. Harris’s expertise.   

Mr. Breneman seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously.  Mr. Harris 

asked Chief Graeff to respond via e-mail to Mr. Leed. 

 

 Chief Graeff stated there was a complaint made at the Supervisor’s Meeting in 

February regarding speeding vehicles in the 1300 block of Manor Boulevard.   Chief 

Graeff advised that the police have taken a proactive approach.   Before the study was 

completed, the police had issued 12 citations and 11 of them were for speeding.  There 

was a traffic speed study completed showing there is speeding of vehicles in the area and 

the police have taken action by enforcing the speed limit.  Chief Graeff advised he had 

spoken to the gentleman who made the complaint after the Supervisor’s Meeting and 

advised him of what action would be taken. 

 



 There being no further business the Chief Graeff made a motion to adjourn the 

meeting and Mr. Breneman seconded the motion.   The meeting was adjourned at 8:45 

a.m. 

 

 

       Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

       Todd A. Graeff 

       Secretary 

 

 

Recording Secretary 

Evelyn Rineer  



                                 

 

 

                                        Manor Township Traffic Commission Meeting 

 

 

 

Wednesday, March 25, 2009                                                             Time: 8:30 AM 

 

 

     The Manor Township Traffic Commission met at the Manor Township Municipal 

Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA on Wednesday, March 25, 2009 at 8:30 

AM. Chairman Mark Harris led those in attendance in the pledge of allegiance to the Flag. 

 

Members Present:   Mark Harris, Jay Breneman and Todd Graeff 

 

Old Business 

     Mr. Harris stated that the request from last month for “Children At Play” signs for 

Hershey Mill Road have been installed. Chief Graeff stated that he did email Mr. Leed and 

explained the situation as requested by Mr. Harris. 

 

New Business 

     There was no new business.  

 

 

     There being no further business, Mr. Breneman made a motion to adjourn the meeting. 

Chief Graeff seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.  The meeting was 

adjourned at 8:35 AM. 

 

 

                                                                                 Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

                                                                                  Todd A. Graeff 

                                                                                  Secretary 

 

 

Recording secretary 

Rita J. Young 

 

 



Manor Township Traffic Commission Minutes 

 

Wednesday, April 29, 2009      Time:  8:30 A.M. 

 

 

 The Manor Township Traffic Commission met at the Manor Township Municipal 

Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA, on Wednesday, April 29, 2009 at 8:30 

a.m.   Chairman Mark Harris led those in attendance in the Pledge of Allegiance to the 

Flag. 

 

Members Present: Mark Harris, Jay Breneman and Todd Graeff 

 

 Mr. Harris advised that after viewing the minutes from last month there was no 

old business and there was no new business before the Commission.    

 

 Mr. Harris made a motion to adjourn the meeting.   Chief Graeff seconded the 

motion and the motion carried unanimously.    The meeting was adjourned at 8:35 a.m. 

 

 

       Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

       Todd A. Graeff 

       Secretary 

 

 

Recording Secretary 

Evelyn Rineer   



Manor Township Traffic Commission Minutes 

 

 

Wednesday, May 27, 2009      Time: 8:30 A.M. 

 

 

 The Manor Township Traffic Commission meeting was called to order at 8:30 

a.m. on Wednesday, May 27, 2009 at the Manor Township Municipal Building, 950 West 

Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA   Chairman Mark Harris led the Pledge of allegiance to the 

flag. 

 

Members Present: Mark Harris and Jay Breneman 

Member Absent: Todd Graeff 

 

 Mr. Harris indicated there was no old or new business; therefore, Mr. Breneman 

made a motion to adjourn the meeting.   Mr. Harris seconded the motion and the meeting 

was adjourned at 8:35 a.m. 

 

 

       Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

       Evelyn Rineer 

       Recording Secretary 

 



Manor Township Traffic Commission Minutes 

 

Wednesday, June 24, 2009      Time:  8:30 A.M. 

 

 

 The Manor Township Traffic Commission meeting was called to order on 

Wednesday, June 24, 2009 at 8:30 a.m., at the Manor Township Municipal Building, 950 

West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA.   Chairman Mark Harris led the Pledge of Allegiance 

to the Flag. 

 

Members present: Mark Harris, Jay Breneman and Todd Graeff 

 

New Business 

 Mr. Harris stated a letter was received from Judy Johnson expressing concern 

with vehicles parking at the intersection of Acorn Lane and Oak Ridge Drive in the Oak 

Ridge Commons Development that causes unsafe conditions.  After discussion, Chief 

Graeff stated he would have the Officers be on the lookout for vehicles parked too close 

to the intersection.  Ms. Johnson’s letter was copied to the Oak Ridge Commons Home 

Owners Association and the Commission decided to contact the Association and ask if 

they might be able to get the word out that it is illegal to park within 30’of a stop sign. 

 

 Mr. Harris made a motion to adjourn the meeting.   Mr. Breneman seconded the 

motion the motion and the motion carried unanimously.    The meeting was adjourned at 

8:36 a.m. 

 

 

        Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

        Todd A. Graeff 

        Secretary 

 

Recording Secretary 

Evelyn Rineer 



 

Manor Township Traffic Commission Minutes 

 

 

Wednesday, July 29, 2009      Time:  8:30 A.M. 

 

 The Manor Township Traffic Commission Meeting was called to order on 

Wednesday, July 29, 2009 at 8:30 a.m. in the Manor Township Municipal Building at 

950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA.  Chairman Mark Harris led the Pledge of 

Allegiance to the Flag. 

 

Members Present: Mark Harris, Todd Graeff and Jay Breneman 

Visitor:  Barry Smith 

 

Old Business 

 In response to Ms. Johnson’s concern with parking at the intersection of Acorn 

Lane and Oak Ridge Drive in Oak Ridge Commons, Chief Graeff stated he tried to 

contact the Homeowner’s Association but they have not returned his call.  Chief Graeff 

advised that the Police Officers have issued several citations for parking violations. 

 

New Business 

 Mr. Harris stated they had received e-mail from Ms. Krueger regarding mailboxes 

being block by parked vehicles on Hampden Drive.  Mr. Harris advised the Public Works 

Department has made decals  “Please Do Not Block Mailbox” to place on the mailboxes 

at Hampden Drive. 

 Mr. Harris stated they had received a letter from J. Scott Ulrich, 2169 West Ridge 

Drive, requesting the placement of stop signs at both ends of Clover Hill Drive where 

they intersect with West Ridge Drive.  Chief Graeff advised he had looked at the 

intersections and observed that there is shrubbery obstructing the sight triangle.    Mr. 

Breneman asked if the bushes were trimmed would it help with sight triangle.   Mr. 

Harris stated they had trimmed the shrubbery aggressively last year due to roadwork that 

was being done.   Mr. Harris stated he would contact the property owners and ask them to 

trim the shrubbery.  Chief Graeff made a motion to do a traffic study at both ends of 

Clover Hill Drive where they intersect with West Ridge Drive.  Mr. Harris seconded the 

motion and the motion carried unanimously.   

 Mr. Harris indicated there is a similar situation at Colonial and Berkshire Road 

and Colonial and Stratford Roads.   Chief Graeff made a motion to do a traffic study at 

Colonial and Berkshire Roads and Colonial and Stratford Roads.  Mr. Breneman 

seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously. 

 Barry Smith suggested that a comprehensive look be taken of the older 

developments, which do not have stop signs at many of the intersecting roads.  Mr. Smith 

recommended that the intersections be identified and the Traffic Commission could then 

decide whether they want to do anything with the intersections.   Mr. Smith informed the 

Commission that Penn Dot will be doing a safe road program for the Township and will 

be looking at intersections that are accident-prone.  Mr. Smith stated the Commission 

might want Penn Dot to look at the intersections in the older developments.  



 

Mr. Breneman made a motion to adjourn the meeting.   Chief Graeff seconded the motion 

and the meeting was adjourned at 8:45 a.m. 

 

        

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

       Todd A. Graeff 

       Secretary 

 

Recording Secretary 

Evelyn Rineer 

  



                                      Manor Township Traffic Commission Minutes 
 
Wednesday, August 26, 2009                                                                                             Time:  8:30 A.M. 
 
 
     The Manor Township Traffic Commission Meeting was called to order on Wednesday, August 26, 
2009 at 8:30 A.M. in the Manor Township Municipal Building at 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA. 
Chairman Mark Harris called the meeting to order and led in the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.  
Members Present:           Mark Harris, Todd Graeff  and  Jay Breneman.  
Visitors:                              John May 
 
Old Business 
     Chief Graeff stated traffic studies were completed due to a request for Stop Signs on Colonial Road at 
Berkshire Road and Colonial Road at Stratford Road having resulted in a recommendation from Officer 
Gardner that stop signs be placed on Colonial Road at Stratford Road and Colonial Road at Berkshire 
Road. Chief Graeff agreed with the results and moved that the stop signs be installed at those locations.  
Mr. Breneman seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 
     Chief Graeff stated traffic studies were completed from a request for Stop Signs at both ends of 
Clover Hill Drive and West Ridge Drive. He noted that Officer Gardner conducted a traffic study based on 
the roadway designs, posted speed limit on the intersecting roadways and limited sight distance. He 
recommended that stop signs be placed on Clover Hill Drive at both intersections with West Ridge Drive. 
Chief Graeff agreed with the findings and made a motion to erect the two stop signs at the listed 
locations.  Mr. Breneman seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously. 
 

New Business 
     Mr. Harris indicated they have received a letter expressing concerns that Crossland Pass is being used 
as a raceway substitute for Frederick Street. The letter, from Peter Bechtel, Pamela Hershey and Diane 
McGarrigle,on behalf of the Crossgates Manor Homeowners Association,  noted they are aware that this 
area is both Millersville Boro and Manor Township and that they are not dedicated streets. They 
requested that speed bumps be installed comparable to the ones at Franklin & Marshall College area. 
They also asked that their tax receipts be put toward more frequent policing since they do not get the 
benefits of dedicated roads. After some discussion, the Commission agreed that they would place the 
traffic counter at this location and have the results for the next meeting. Mr. Breneman suggested that a 
contact be made.   
 
     There being no further business, Mr. Breneman made a motion to adjourn the meeting.    Chief Graeff 
seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. The meeting adjourned at 8:40 A.M. 
 
 
                                                                                                    Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
                                                                                                     Todd A. Graeff 
                                                                                                      Secretary 
Recording secretary 
Rita J. Young 
      



      



                                      Manor Township Traffic Commission Minutes 

 

Wednesday, August 26, 2009                                                                                             Time:  8:30 A.M. 

 

 

     The Manor Township Traffic Commission Meeting was called to order on Wednesday, August 26, 

2009 at 8:30 A.M. in the Manor Township Municipal Building at 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA. 

Chairman Mark Harris called the meeting to order and led in the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.  

Members Present:           Mark Harris, Todd Graeff  and  Jay Breneman.  

Visitors:                              John May 

 

Old Business 

     Chief Graeff stated traffic studies were completed due to a request for Stop Signs on Colonial Road at 

Berkshire Road and Colonial Road at Stratford Road having resulted in a recommendation from Officer 

Gardner that stop signs be placed on Colonial Road at Stratford Road and Colonial Road at Berkshire 

Road. Chief Graeff agreed with the results and moved that the stop signs be installed.  Mr. Breneman 

seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

     Chief Graeff stated traffic studies were completed from a request for Stop Signs at both ends of 

Clover Hill Drive and West Ridge Drive. He noted that Officer Gardner conducted a traffic study based on 

the roadway designs, posted speed limit on the intersecting roadways and limited sight distance and 

recommended that stop signs be placed on Clover Hill Drive at both intersections with West Ridge Drive. 

Chief Graeff agreed with the findings and made a motion to erect the two stop signs at the listed 

locations.  Mr. Breneman seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously. 

 

New Business 

      

      



Manor Township Traffic Commission Minutes 
 
 

 
Wednesday, September 30, 2009      Time:  8:30 A.M. 
 
  
 The Manor Township Traffic Commission Meeting was called to order on Wednesday, 
September 30, 2009, in the Manor Township Municipal Building at 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, 
PA.  Chairman Mark Harris called the meeting to order and led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 
 
Members Present: Mark Harris, Todd Graeff and Jay Breneman 
Visitors:  Ted Gingrich, 110 Bent Tree Drive, Lancaster 
 
Old Business 
 Mr. Harris advised that the stop signs were installed that had been approved at the previous 
meeting. 
 Due to the concerns expressed regarding speeding on Crossland Pass in a letter the Commission 
received last month, Mr. Harris advised he had placed the traffic counter on the Manor Township 
portion of Crossland Pass August 26 thru 31st.    The posted speed limit is 25 mph and the average speed 
recorded was 31 mph.   After discussion, Chief Graeff advised he would contact Crossgates 
Homeowner’s Association and advise them of the results from the traffic study.    He would inform them 
no action would be taken regarding speed traps or speed bumps. 
 
New Business 
 Mr. Harris stated the Commission had received a letter dated September 11, 2009, from the 
Oakridge Commons Homeowners Association with concerns regarding speeding vehicles through their 
development and failure to stop at 3-way stop sign at the intersection of Oakridge Drive and Acorn Lane.   
The letter also included suggestions of ways to address the issues.    Barry Smith sent a letter to the 
President of the Association, Ms. Sadler-Stine, informing her of the date of the Traffic Commission 
meeting.    Chief Graeff stated he had also contacted Ms. Sadler-Stine and was informed due to work 
schedules they could not attend the Traffic Commission meeting but would attend the Supervisor’s 
Meeting.    The following are the responses of the Traffic Commission to the Homeowners Association 
suggestions:   Mr. Harris stated in answer to the suggestion of erecting more speed limit signs; there are 
two signs on Oakridge Drive and one on Acorn Lane.    The signs are placed according to regulations 
regarding the spacing of speed limit signs.   Mr. Harris stated he had placed the traffic counter on the 
street from September 18 through the 22nd and the average speed recorded was 25 mph.  After 
reviewing the data from the traffic counter it was determined there is not a speeding problem in the 
development.   Regarding the suggestion of “Hidden Driveway” signs it was the consensus of the 
Commission that there was no need for those signs.    Placement of “No Outlet” sign on Acorn Lane – 
Mr. Harris stated that he was willing to place the “No Outlet” sign and the Commission was in 
agreement.   Speed traps – they would not recommend speed traps.    Electronic radar sign – the 
Township does not own an electronic radar sign.      Chief Graeff will contact the Oakridge Commons 
Homeowners Association and inform them of the data collected and the decisions of the Traffic 
Commission. 
 
 Ted Gingrich stated the timing of the traffic signals on Columbia Avenue has been worked on. 
 



 Mark Harris made a motion to adjourn the meeting.   Chief Graeff seconded the motion and the 
meeting was adjourned at 8:50 a.m. 
 
         Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
         Todd A. Graeff 
         Secretary 
 
Recording Secretary 
Evelyn Rineer   



Manor Township Traffic Commission Minutes 
 

Wednesday, October 28, 2009         Time:   8:30 A.M. 
 
 
 The Manor Township Traffic Commission meeting was called to order on Wednesday, October 28, 2009 at 8:30 
a.m. in the Manor Township Municipal Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA.    Chairman Mark Harris led the 
Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 
 
Members Present: Mark Harris and Todd Graeff 
Member Absent: Jay Breneman 
 
Old Business 
 Mr. Harris stated he had received a follow up letter from the Oakridge Commons Homeowners Association 
dated October 5, 2009 with some additional suggestions to help improve traffic safety in their neighborhood.   
 Mr. Harris stated he has completed another traffic count in the areas suggested by Ms. Stine.   Mr. Harris 
pointed out that the average speed was 26 mph within a 25 mph posted zone.   Mr. Harris and Chief Graeff feel the 
traffic count supports their conclusion at last month’s meeting that there is not a speeding problem in the development.   
 Mr. Harris advised that the “No Outlet” sign was installed after last month’s meeting per the request in Ms. 
Stine’s September 11th letter.   
 The following are suggestions that were in a letter dated October 5 and the Commission’s responses.   1) 
Suggestion to erect “Children At Play” sign.   Mr. Harris advised there is no study required to erect this type of sign.  
Todd Graeff made a motion to erect “Watch Children” sign using Mr. Harris’s judgment regarding location.    Mr. Harris 
seconded the motion and the motion carried.  2)  There were suggestions regarding painting lines, etc., on the road and 
the Commission members were not in favor of painting any type of words or lines on the road.   Chief Graeff felt a “Stop 
Ahead” painted on the road would be redundant.   3) Request for speed bumps has been discussed by the Commission 
at previous meetings and that is not something the Township would consider.  4) Chief Graeff felt the suggestion of 
reflectors on the vertical post of the “Stop” sign would be redundant as the “Stop” sign itself is a reflective sign.   5) Chief 
Graeff advised the police department would continue monitoring the intersection of Acorn Lane and Eagle Path. 
 Chief Graeff advised he would contact Ms. Stine and advise her that another speed study has been completed 
and their findings.   Chief Graeff would also advise her of the Commissions responses to their suggestions.   
 
New Business 
 Mr. Harris stated a resident contacted him with concerns regarding Sheep Lane and Letort Road intersection.   
The resident indicated there are numerous vehicles parked on the properties at this location that cause sight problems.    
After discussion, it was concluded that there were no regulations regarding the parking of vehicles on the properties. 
 
 There being no further business Chief Graeff made a motion to adjourn the meeting and Mr. Harris seconded 
the motion.     The meeting was adjourned at 8:45 a.m. 
 
 
        Respectfully submitted 
 
 
        Todd A. Graeff 
        Secretary 
 
 
Recording Secretary 
Evelyn Rineer 



Manor Township Traffic Commission Minutes 
 

Wednesday, November 25, 2009             Time:   8:30 A.M. 
 
 
 The Manor Township Traffic Commission meeting was called to order on Wednesday, November 
25, 2009 at 8:30 a.m., in the Manor Township Municipal Building at 950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, 
PA.   Chairman Mark Harris led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 
 
Members Present:    Mark Harris, Todd Graeff and Jay Breneman 
 
Old Business 
 At last month’s meeting, there was concern expressed regarding a visibility problem at the 
intersection of Letort Road and Sheep Lane.   Chief Graeff advised he had a Police Officer stop at the 
residence and talk to the homeowner about the visibility problems created with their vehicles parked in 
the front yard.    The homeowner agreed to keep the vehicles from the front yard. 
 Chief Graeff stated he had talked to the President of the Oakridge Common Homeowner’s 
Association, Mrs. Sadler-Stine, and informed her of the decisions made by the Traffic Commission at 
their October 28th meeting. 
 Mark Harris advised the “Children At Play” signs were installed. 
 
 Chief Graeff made a motion to adjourn the meeting.    Mr. Breneman seconded the motion and 
the meeting was adjourned at 8:35 a.m. 
 
 
        Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
        Todd A. Graeff 
        Secretary 
 
Recording Secretary 
Evelyn Rineer 



Manor Township Traffic Commission Minutes 
 

 
Wednesday, December 30, 2009      Time:  8:30 A.M. 
 
 
 The Manor Township Traffic Commission met in the Manor Township Municipal Building at 950 
West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA, on Wednesday, December 30, 2009 at 8:30 a.m.  Chairman Mark 
Harris led the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag.   
 
Members Present: Mark Harris, Jay Breneman and Todd Graeff 
 
 Mr. Harris advised that after reviewing the minutes from last month there was no old business 
and there was no new business before the Commission.    
 
 Mr. Harris adjourned the meeting at 8:35 a.m. 
 
 
        Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
        Todd A. Graeff 
        Secretary 
 
 
Recording Secretary 
Evelyn Rineer 
 
 
 



                       Manor Township Park and Recreation Meeting 

 

January 26, 2009                                                                                                               7:30 PM 

 

 

     Secretary Karla Vinson called the meeting to order at the Manor Township Municipal Building, 

950 West Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA.  She led those in attendance in the pledge to the flag.   

           Roll call was taken.  

                       Members present: Kyle Ream, Elizabeth Leaman, Courtney Barry and Karla Vinson                                                                                                                                 

                      Absent: Ed Rand and Brandon Danz. 

                      Staff: Ryan Strohecker and Rita Young 

                      Visitors: Mary Glazier, Pam Shellenberger, John Pecuch and Mary Ann Pecuch. 

       

 Minutes 

          Elizabeth Leaman made a motion to approve the minutes from the Nov. 24, 2008 meeting as 

drafted. Courtney Barry seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

 

Business From the Floor   

          John Pecuch, 133 Joseph Road, stated that he and his wife are residents of Manor Township 

and was here tonight to request that the Board make an exception for use of a pavilion at the Manor 

Township Community Park during the Manor Township Summer Park Program for children. He 

stated that he applied for a permit for June 16
th

 at the Hovis Pavilion and was told that the Hovis was 

used at that time for the park summer program for children.  He explained that they did it last year 

actually because there was a mistake in scheduling, but it worked out fine. Mr. Pecuch requested that 

they move the program again this year to the back pavilion which would be empty so he can have his 

picnic in the Hovis Pavilion because he has elderly and handicapped people. The Board discussed 

the options and told Mr. Pecuch that they thought it would be ok to move the children to the back 

pavilion but would have to check with Staff.  Courtney made a motion to approve the exception to 

move the park program for June 16
th

. Elizabeth seconded the motion, which carried unanimously.  

Ms Vinson stated that she would call in at the office tomorrow and also call Mr. Smith to make sure 

that the change would be possible and that she would call Mr. Pecuch in the morning and let him 

know for sure. Mr. Pecuch thanked them for their consideration.  

 

     Brandon Danz arrived and apologized for being late and as Vice Chairman, took over the meeting 

at this time.  He asked if there was any other business from the floor.  

 

Old Business 

     Manor Township Comprehensive Recreation and Open Space Plan 2008 Update     Mr. 

Strohecker stated he was here tonight to discuss the Plan noting that he is familiar with the financial 

part of the plan since he is the financial director for the Township. He noted that Mr. Smith has been 

dealing with the other details. He stated that at this point the Manor Township Supervisors are 

prepared to adopt this Plan at the Monday night Supervisors Meeting. He noted there seems to be a 

rush to get this plan passed, and it is his understanding that it has been advertised and the 

Supervisors understand that there will probably be some amendments made as they move forward. 

Mr. Strohecker stated that passing the document should help receive grant money and with the 

economy the way it is, no one can be sure if the State will start freezing any monies that might be 



available. He noted the amount of reimbursement they are expecting is about $16,000. He added that 

Mr. Bauder did want this passed as soon as possible.  

     Mary Glazier, Manor Township Planning Commission, stated she was here tonight to discuss the 

concerns with the Plan that the Manor Township Planning Commission has. She stated that she and 

Pam Shellenberger, also a member of the MTPC do not feel that the Plan meets the goals it states. 

Ms Glazier noted that the MTPC had concerns about the Plan and had a list of comments that was to 

be shared with this Board for discussion tonight. Ms Glazier stated that at the last PC meeting she 

had made a motion that the Boards comments and concerns be sent to the Park and Recreation 

Board. She noted that she had made the recommendation that Staff send the comments to this Board 

so they could have discussions tonight at this meeting, and asked if the Board has received anything. 

They stated they did not receive anything except the minutes.  Ms Glazier stated that most comments 

were in the minutes.  Pam Shellenberger, MTPC, stated that a lot of the comments to clean up the 

document were typo errors and clarification statements. She noted that her thoughts are that the 

document itself does not meet the goals that are set forth in the beginning of the plan. She especially 

thought that DCNR often has very specific guidelines and she stated that in her opinion this 

document does not come close to meeting DCNR requirements. She felt the implementation plan is 

missing from the document and there is noting to define the fee in lieu of or dedication of park land 

when developers are submitting plans. She felt the plan had no planning for the future.  Ms Glazier 

stated there will be changes for Manor Township in the near future with a considerable addition of 

open space in the Creswell/Highville area as the Waste Authority begins to convert the current Star 

Rock Farms into passive recreation space.  She noted after that the Creswell Park will probably no 

longer exist as it is at this time.  She questioned if the consultant knew of this 100 acres when the 

plan was drafted and noted a serious lack of things for the middle school age population.  

     Brandon stated that he regrets that the Board did not receive any information from the MTPC and 

they are not able to discuss this issue much tonight. Ms Glazier stated a lot of this should be in the 

minutes from the meetings. Ms Glazier asked the Board if they had received any information that the 

MTPC was going to be here tonight to discuss this. Ms Leaman stated that they did not receive any 

information. Ms Glazier stated the Mr. Haverstick, Chairman of the PC told them that he had set this 

up and asked her and Pam to come tonight for this discussion.   

     The Park Board stated they were in favor of meeting with some of the PC and discussing some of 

the missing pieces for this plan. Ms Glazier stated that even if it is adopted on Monday night, the 

Supervisors may not have in this document what they think they do and there will probably be 

revisions that need to be made. She asked the Board if they had formally recommended approval of 

this plan to the Supervisors. After some discussion, it was stated that the Board had never formally 

recommended it.  

     Mr. Strohecker stated that these concerns are good but he is hopeful that the concerns can be 

compiled and worked on after this plan is adopted. He noted that he has been in close contact with 

DCNR and he feels when this document is passed, the Township will receive the money but the 

thing holding that up is the adoption by the Board of Supervisors.  

     Courtney expressed concerns with the surveys, but felt that this document can easily be refined. 

     Ms Glazier read from the Nov. minutes of the Park and Recreation Board where Mr. Smith told 

the Board they did not have to rush with this because the document was currently before the MTPC 

for review and comments in their December meeting. He had also stated that the Supervisors were 

anxious to get this document adopted.  

     Elizabeth Leaman went over the serious of events where Mr. Laudien left the Township and the 

consultant that was working on this was laid off and stated that it was unfortunate that with all that 



happening, there was no follow up. Ms Glazier noted that Christine Brubaker was at the November 

Park and Recreation Meeting and had offered to go over the plan with the Board. Courtney asked if 

this Board could meet with the PC to discuss the open space plan. Ms Glazier stated she would like 

them to do that.  

     After some discussion Karla Vinson made a motion to recommend, to the Manor Township 

Board of Supervisors, the adoption of the Manor Township Comprehensive Recreation and Open 

Space Plan, 2008 Update. Kyle Ream seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

 

     The Board discussed setting up a time for discussion on the plan between the two Boards. They 

collected emails to be able to contact them with information and stated they will try to set up a sub 

committee through Mr. Ott at the Township office.   Karla asked Mr. Strohecker if this document 

was adopted, would it be good enough to go forward with the State. Mr. Strohecker stated yes, it has 

already been reviewed by DCNR and does include the points that they are looking for.  

 

 

     Mr. Danz asked if there was any other business. Mr. Strohecker stated that in Bill Laudiens 

absence, he will be planning the Turkey Hill Country Classic. He went over the event and noted he 

will be making little change. He asked the Board for their help in any area they can give him help. 

They agreed they would like to help and Mr. Strohecker stated the date will be May 2, 2008. 

 

 

 

     There being no further business, Courtney Barry made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 8:15 

PM.  Kyle Ream seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 

 

                          The meeting adjourned at 8:15 PM.  

 

 

                                                                         Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

                                                                         Karla Vinson 

                                                                         Secretary 

 

Recording secretary 

Rita J. Young 

      



                                    Park and Recreation Meeting 

March 23, 2009                                                                                        7:30 PM 

 

     Chairman Ed Rand called the meeting to order at 7:30 PM in the Manor Township Municipal 

Building, 950 W Fairway Dr., Lancaster, PA. He led those in attendance in the pledge to the flag. 

Roll call was taken.    

     Members present: Ed Rand, Kyle Ream and Brandon Danz.  

     Members absent:  Karla Vinson, Courtney Barry and Elizabeth Leaman. 

The meeting was held but there were no decisions or motions made.  

 

Business From the Floor 

     Mark Mowery, 102 Dickenson Avenue, expressed his concerns that there are no adult activities 

for recreation held by Manor Township. He felt that they should look into having space available 

in the school facilities for basketball or something like that. He noted that at this time he has to go 

out of the area to participate in any open gym activities. Mr. Mowery requested that the Board look 

into having some sort of open gym available for residents of Manor Township. Mr. Mowery also 

requested that Manor Township have an area available for residents to walk their dogs. He stated 

that other Townships and Boroughs have areas available for dog parks and he feels we have plenty 

of park areas that could include a fenced area for dogs. Mr. Rand stated that in the past we had an 

open gym program but it no longer exists. He noted that we could pursue it again. He stated that in 

the past there was also a dog walking area in Manor Township that a resident had on private land, 

but that is no longer there either.  Christine Brubaker stated that the Manor Township 

Comprehensive Recreation and Open Space Plan does refer to a dog park and dog training portion. 

Mr. Mowery stated that he would like the Board to consider both his requests. 

 

Old Business 

     Update on the Manor Township Comprehensive Recreation and Open Space Plan        Mr. 

Strohecker stated that the Supervisors are expecting to adopt the Plan at the April Supervisors 

Meeting. He stated that they are aware that there may be some changes that need to be made in the 

future.   

     THCC    Mr. Strohecker stated that he will now be handling the portion of the Turkey Hill 

Country Classic from the Township end. He stated that he has asked for help from this Board and 

the others that have helped in past years. He noted that he has had a good response from those 

willing to help again this year and he is planning a meeting in April.  

 

New Business 

     Christine Brubaker, 22 Leaf Park, stated that she is now on the Board for the Low Grade and 

she has concerns and wants to pursue the township map of the park plan for fishing and waterway 

river access. She went over her concerns and stated that she would be willing to review the park 

plan with suggestions of where waterway access would be desirable. She noted that she has written 

the Township several times and stated that Mr. Smith did agree that she could start the process of 

recommendation, which she has and is now ready and willing to review all her ideas. She asked the 

Park Board for their consideration to review all this. Ms Brubaker went over the access sites on the 

map from Columbia down to Washington Boro. She also went over access on the Conestoga River 

and the Little Conestoga River, which she noted is a premier waterway. Ms Brubaker discussed 

parking locations for boaters and commented on the information published by the Lancaster Inter-



Municipal Committee as a newsletter called Connections. Mr. Strohecker stated that Mr. Smith is 

the contact person to the LIMC for that but noted that Manor Township does include their 

newsletter in our newsletters when they are mail out. Mr. Strohecker stated he will follow up with 

some of these concerns with Mr. Smith.  

 

 

     Mr. Strohecker informed the Board that due to some staff changes in the Manor Township 

office, he will now be attending the Park and Recreation meetings and is hoping for a good 

relationship with the Board.  

 

 

            There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 8:25 PM. 

 

 

                                                                          Respectfully submitted, 

 

          

 

Recording secretary 

Rita J. Young 



                                                                 Park and Recreation Meeting 
 
 
September 28, 2009                                                                                                             7:30 PM 
 
 

     Karla Vinson called the meeting to order in the Manor Township Municipal Building at 950 West 
Fairway Drive, Lancaster, PA. She led those in attendance in the pledge to the flag. Roll call was taken. 
 
Members present: Karla Vinson, Elizabeth Leaman, Courtney Barry and Kyle Ream. 
Members absent: Edward Rand and Brandon Danz. 
Visitors:  John May, Jill Clark, Ben Clark, Pam Shellenberger and Mary Glazier.  
 
Minutes 
     Elizabeth Lehman made a motion to approve the minutes, seconded by Courtney Barry. The motion 
carried unanimously.  
 
 
Business From the Floor 
     Ben Clark, 1055 Hearthstone Road, a member with Boy Scout Troop 268 requested permission to 

complete an Eagle Scout Project at the John Herr Park located in Manor Township. He stated that he 

would like to install marker posts along the cross country course on the grounds of the John Herr Park 

and the Manor Middle School for the Penn Manor Cross Country Team to use. He stated the Penn 

Manor School District has approved his proposal and he is seeking approval from this Board.    Karla 

Vinson noted that she will forward the request on to the Township Manager, Barry Smith. She thanked 

him for his proposal and stated that someone would get back to him.  

 

Old Business 
     Ms Vinson stated that they will be reviewing the Manor Township Comprehensive Recreation Open 
Space Plan again and get input from the Manor Township Planning Commission.  Ryan Strohecker gave a 
brief overview of the Open Space Plan noting that the Plan has recently been adopted by the Manor 
Township Supervisors , of which Chairman of the Board, John May is present tonight. He stated that 
since it has been adopted, there have been several suggestions for amendments from the public and the 
Planning Commission.  
     Pam Shellenberger noted that as a Board, they have made a list of suggestions that summarizes the 

key points that they feel are very important to them. She stated one concern is that they feel the basic 

goals that are set forth in the beginning of the plan are not addressed throughout the plan. She noted 

that there is reference to cultural and historical properties but then does not give a clue as to where 

those properties are located.  She noted that the census data is outdated and does not reflect where 

anything is going with age groups and questioned how you can address the needs of the people if you 

don’t know the age trend you will be dealing with.  She did not feel there was much listed for biking, 

hiking and those type of activities.  She also listed that Manor Township is working on a major rail trail 

right now and that is not even mentioned in this plan. She stated that the plan encourages green ways 



but does not address ways to hook up linking them together and if we are going to ask for fees in lieu of 

from developers, then shouldn’t the plan list how we would be using those fees.  Ms Shellenberger felt 

the parks are used more than the surveys in the plan reflect and she felt they could expand this area.  

        Courtney stated that the comments from the planning commission are good and she feels they 

could work on them but there is no more money for research on this plan.  Mr. Strohecker stated that 

this plan went out for bid and was developed through a consulting firm. He noted there were two bids, 

one was 18,000 and one was 50,000. Since we chose the 18,000 it reflects that there could have possibly 

been some more research.  He noted we should try to compile everything and prioritize the list of things 

to address. There will be some issues we can tackle ourselves and some we will need to wait for. He did 

note that there is very little reference to the rail trail project and the reason for that is because this plan 

started in 2008 and the rail trail project just took off this year.  

     Elizabeth stated that she feels it would be almost impossible to do a plan without having at least one 
or two items out of date shortly after being completed.   
     Courtney asked if Pam or Mary had a list of the top three things most urgent.  Mary stated that she 
felt one thing overlooked in this plan was the increase of open space that will be coming from the Barley 
tract through LCSWMA which is over 100 acres and the increase from the rail trail will be 207 acres. She 
noted these areas will have specific needs and felt the plan should have some amendments making 
reference to both these areas. Pam and Mary agreed that there needs to be an implementation plan 
and they may be able to work on some of that without hiring a firm. They asked if David Miller & Sons 
could provide a copy or a file of the plan so they could correct things.   
     There was discussion on forming a sub-committee or just all compiling their own ideas, then 
prioritizing their lists and bringing them together.  They discussed doing more surveying and agreed that 
there needs to be guidelines listed for the fees in lieu of when coming into the township from 
development. Courtney stated that the money we get instead of land for parks is great, but what about 
that development where the kids cannot walk or get to a park area and now their developer has opted 
to give money and not put any open space in. There was discussion that there are no areas for teenagers 
to just play basketball or do anything in their own development and Mary noted what effects that can 
have on crime.  It was noted that the areas for teenagers need to be close and made available for them 
noting that they should be able to walk to them and not depend on some form of transportation.  
     Ryan requested that they start with correcting any grammatical errors of the plan and clean it up. 
Pam stated that she already has a list and will email it to Ryan.  Courtney also stated that she felt the 
historical areas should be listed. Ryan stated there is a map included. Courtney stated yes, there is a 
map with dots, but there is no reference to where those dots actually are and asked if we could get that 
information from the consultant.  He noted yes, but the Township would not be in favor of spending 
money at this time. Pam stated they are not asking for the consultants to do more work, they are 
requesting a copy of the work that has already been done. Mr. Strohecker stated that he will put any 
information he receives in order for the next meeting at which time the Board can work on it and begin 
to move forward. Ryan noted this plan has been adopted by the Supervisors and has been approved by 
DCNR.  
     Mr. May stated there is a rail trail meeting tomorrow night and encouraged any here to attend that 
meeting.  
     Ryan noted that the newsletter has been mailed out. He also stated that the Township now has a new 
web page. Mary stated that she did see the new web page and stated it has many wonderful 
improvements. She complimented Ryan for the wonderful job he did on the web site. Ryan stated that 
the new updates have actually saved the Township money. 



 
 
 
     There being no further business, Courtney made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 8:30 PM. Kyle 
seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 
 

                                                                                  Respectfully submitted, 
 

                                                                                  Karla Vinson 
                                                                                  Secretary 

Recording secretary 
Rita Young 

                           

      



                                              Manor Township Park and Recreation Meeting 
 

November 23, 2009                                                                                                                 7:30 PM 
     Chairman Ed Rand called the meeting to order in the Manor Township Municipal Building, 950 West Fairway Drive, 
Lancaster, PA.  He led those in attendance in the pledge to the flag. Roll call was taken. 
     Members present: Ed Rand, Karla Vinson, Courtney Barry, Kyle Ream, Elizabeth Lehman and Brandon Danz.  
     Staff: Ryan Strohecker and Rita Young 
     Visitors: Christine Brubaker 
Minutes 
     Elizabeth Lehman made a motion to approve the minutes as drafted for the September 28, 2009 meeting.  Kyle Ream 
seconded the motion, which carried unanimously. 
 
Business From the Floor 
     There was no business from the floor. 
 
Old Business 
     Ryan stated he has received comments and suggestions back about the Manor Township Comprehensive Recreation 
and Open Space Plan and has compiled it and sent that information to the Board for review.  Mr. Strohecker stated that 
it is apparent that the Supervisors are not spending any funds at this time unless it is necessary because we have some 
lean financial years ahead. He noted that in order to make changes to this plan, it would need to be advertised and 
adopted, which would cost money and it is not a top priority at this time.  He suggested they table these corrections to 
this document for now and include any new information compiled and in a few years when the budget will allow for 
changes, then they tackle the issues again. Mr. Rand stated this plan had been approved by the Supervisors in early 2009 
as well as the State and has been used to acquire funding through a grant. Mr. Strohecker stated yes, it has been used 
on the Rail to Trail project in receiving a grant for $750,000. Mr. Rand agreed the Board could keep this information, 
compile any new information and make the corrections at a later date. Kyle clarified that the Open Space Plan is a 
functional document as it stands and has been able to be used the way it is. Ed stated yes and it has been working.  After 
some discussion, the Board agreed to table any changes on the document until there would be sufficient funds to make 
the necessary corrections.  Ryan noted that they could set up a subcommittee when the time comes if they want. 
  
New Business 
     2010 Appointments        Mr. Strohecker stated that he has been given the position of being liaison between Staff and 
this Board along with the same for the Waste and Recycling Board.  Ryan stated he has not had any meetings with the 
Waste and Recycling Board for the entire year of 2009 and he has recommended to the Supervisors that the Board be 
disbanded.  He noted that the Supervisors have supported that idea and since there are only two members left on that 
Board, it was decided to integrate those members into this Board.  Ryan stated there is currently one vacancy on the 
Park and Recreation Board and he would hope this Board would agree to pick one of those two people to fill that 
vacancy or both members if any that would not want to be reappointed on this Board in 2010, being that three seats are 
up for 2010. Mr. Strohecker stated that the Waste and Recycling Board is not a board governed by the Second Class 
Township Code as is the Park and Recreation Board and noted that it had been a subcommittee that the Supervisors set 
up to look at waste and recycling.  He stated that even though the boards are different, a lot of the things could be 
integrated into park issues, such as the cardboard recycling program that is located in the Manor Township Community 
Park. Ryan noted that the Supervisors have not made any changes yet but this is the direction they have discussed.  He 
asked the Board to consider this and let him know what they feel. The Board asked several questions about the 
responsibilities of the Waste and Recycling Board.   Mr. Strohecker explained the function of the Board and noted that 
one issue they were discussing was creating a one hauler disposal system or there may be issues where this Board may 
have some input.   Mr. Strohecker stated the cardboard recycling program has been a problem area for the Township 
and this may be a good item for discussion to explore some new ideas and make improvements. He noted it is a costly 
program, it is a mess in the park and the Township maintenance employees have to go in and clean it up on a regular 
basis.  Mr. Rand asked who would be doing this. Mr. Strohecker stated this would be the decision of the Supervisors.   
Christine Brubaker asked if they ever considered creating an Environmental Advisory Council that would cover a lot of 
these issues. She gave the Board information on the Green Infrastructure Plan from the County. She noted that Pequea 



is the only Township that tried this, but has now stopped. She urged the Board to look into this and review the 
possibilities this might open up. She expressed concerns with some new regulations that are taking place and stated that 
Manor Township does not have any board to deal with them. She asked if the township is aware of the Environmental 
Advisory Council.  Mr. Strohecker stated the Supervisors are aware of the EAC and it is in the preliminary stages. He 
noted that he does not know where the Supervisors stand on this but they would have to be the governing body that 
would set that up.  Mr. Rand asked if anyone had any objections to the Waste and Recycling issues being combined into 
the Park and Recreation Board or taking the members into this Board. The Board agreed it would be great as long as 
they have an interest in Park and Recreation.   
     Mr. Strohecker asked the Board if they had any objections to having their agendas and the minutes sent to them 
through email and no longer send a packet through the mail. After some discussion, everyone was in agreement that the 
email would be fine.  
 
     Christine Brubaker expressed concern over a piece of land located along the Conestoga Creek at the Slack Water 
Bridge.  She stated it is currently owned by the Fish & Boat Commission and they own that water access. She stated that 
she was upset when she learned that the zoning was changed from conservation to high density.  Christine stated she 
has talked to Bruce Ott, the Township Zoning Officer and asked who was responsible for this change.  She stated that 
Mr. Ott told her that it was wrong and he would work to correct this.  She stated that the Fish and Boat Commission 
wants to get rid of that land and she would like the Township to pursue this piece of land for access to the Conestoga 
River. She asked that this Board pursue the possibility. Mr. Rand stated he thought it did belong to the Township. Ms. 
Brubaker stated no, the Township never had ownership. She felt this would be a wonderful opportunity for Manor 
Township.  She noted there are 5 access points to the Susquehanna River but none for the Township at the Conestoga 
River. She requested that the Board establish this as an agenda item making an effort to obtain this land and again 
stated that the Fish and Boat Commission wants to get rid of it. Mr. Strohecker stated he will talk to Bruce and see about 
the zoning change. Elizabeth asked what Bruce and Barry said about the zoning change when asked and where the 
change came from. Christine stated that Bruce apologized noting it was a mistake and stated he will see that the zoning 
be changed back to what it was, but she added that there has not been a new zoning map printed since her request.  
Christine stated that the Fish and Boat Commission would give it to the Township but they need to pursue it and ask for 
it and noted she would volunteer to help get this water access. After some discussion, Mr. Strohecker stated he will ask 
Mr. Ott and Mr. Smith about it.  
 
     There being no further business, Elizabeth Lehman made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Karla Vinson seconded the 
motion, which carried unanimously. The meeting adjourned at 8:30 PM. 
 
                                                                                                Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
                                                                                                Karla Vinson 
                                                                                                 Secretary 
Recording secretary 
Rita J. Young 
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