
 

 

Manor Township Zoning Hearing Board Minutes 
 

Wednesday, July 6, 2016       Time:  7:00 P.M. 

 

     Chairman Chris Peris called the Manor Township Zoning Hearing meeting to order in the 

Manor Township Municipal Building on Wednesday, July 6, 2016 at 7:00 p.m.   Chairman Peris 

introduced the Board and led those in attendance in the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 

 

Members Present:  Chris Peris, Bradley Singer & Alex Egner 

Township Officials Present: James McManus and Nickolas Ebersole 

Visitors:   Lynn Nissley, Jr. (3574 Blue Rock Road) 

    

Minutes 

     Mr. Egner made a motion to approve the April 6, 2016 minutes as presented.   Mr. Singer 

seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously. 

 

New Business 

Case #2-2016 - The application of Lynn E. Nissley, Jr., property located at 3574 Blue Rock 

Road, Lancaster, PA 17603, Account # 4109867800000 for a variance of Section 201.6.5.A  

No residential accessory use shall be located within the required front yard, in accordance with 

Section 605.4 - Variances.  The Applicant would like to add on to an existing accessory building.  

The property is zoned Agricultural (A).  The meeting was turned over to Mr. McManus. 

 

Mr. McManus requested that Mr. Ebersole be sworn in.   Mr. Ebersole stated that his name is 

Nickolas Paul Ebersole and that he is employed as Zoning Officer with Manor Township.   In 

that capacity, Mr. Ebersole received the application from Lynn & Betty Nissley indexed at #2-

2016.  The application was on a standard Township form that was completed and signed.  The 

application contained a two page form together with 11 additional pages (4 of which contain a 

narrative that relates to certain sections of the zoning ordinance and the remaining pages consist 

of Exhibits A-G).  The Application was marked Exhibit #1.  A notice of the time, date, place and 

subject matter was published in the Lancaster Newspapers on June 22nd and 29th, 2016.  Proof 

of publication was marked Exhibit #2.  The property, which is the subject of this application, was 

posted with a notice of the time, date, place and subject matter on June 20, 2016.    The notice 

was the same that was published in the Lancaster Newspaper.   The same notice was placed on 

the bulletin board in the lobby of the Manor Township Municipal Building on June 20, 2016.    

Notice of the time, date, place and subject matter was sent to the adjoining property owners on 

June 17, 2016 and the list of these property owners appear on Exhibit E of this application.   

There were no questions on the manner the application was advertised and property posted.    

 

Mr. Lynn E. Nissley, Jr. was sworn in.  Mr. Nissley, Jr. said it is his desire to construct a building 

addition to their current wooden frame barn in order to provide for additional inside storage 

space on their property.  Currently on the property, they have their home, a masonry 1-car garage 

and a wooden frame barn, all built in 1933.  They also have a masonry 2-car garage and an 

aluminum frame poly-covered green house that was added later.  All of the structures currently 

on the property were on the property when they purchased it in 1998.  The addition they are 

proposing to add to the current barn will be proportionally balanced in size and architecture with 
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the existing structure, so as to not detract from the aesthetic value and curb appeal of their 

property.  They are proposing to step the building away from Supervisors Road in order to 

maintain as much distance from the road as possible.  Mr. Nissley, Jr. said the existing structure 

is currently within the setback restriction, therefore nearly anything they add to this structure 

conflicts with that restriction.  The right of way for Supervisors Road is 33 feet, which is found 

in Exhibit B.   

 

At the discretion of the Zoning Hearing Board, Mr. Nissley, Jr. asked them to review their 

proposal and plans and grant them the necessary variance 35 ft. yard setback on a corner lot that 

will allow them to construct this modest addition to their current wooden frame barn.  He said his 

property is a corner property, therefore, they are considered to have 2 front yards.    

 

As it pertains to Section 605.4 the Variances: 

 

Under Criteria #1 – Mr. Nissley, Jr. stated their property is unique in that all of their buildings 

are located at the far northwest corner of the property, which gives them a lot of open space on 

the remainder of the property.  These buildings are located very close to each other and the site 

placement of their two masonry garages (which are two buildings that are beyond the setback 

restrictions) doesn’t really allow for expanding them well.  The area to the south of their wooden 

frame barn is open with no obstructions or conflicts with other buildings and with the proposed 

addition, there would be no effect to the current storm water drainage.  There is currently a swale 

that drains storm water around the south side of the greenhouse and that area would continue to 

function as a swale for the addition to the barn. 

 

Under Criteria #2 – Mr. Nissley, Jr. stated their property is topographically flat and although 

large enough to accommodate constructing another small building beyond the zoning setback 

restriction, they felt that with several small buildings already on the property, adding another one 

was not the best use of that open space on their property.  Likewise, they don’t feel that adding 

another standalone structure on their property is good for the balance of their property, nor their 

neighborhood.  Only one structure, their masonry 1-car garage, could actually accept an addition 

to the east, however, building onto it would adversely affect the architecture of that structure as it 

was erected in 1933.  He referred to Exhibit G for the placement of all of the structures on their 

property.   

 

Under Criteria #3 – Mr. Nissley, Jr. stated they purchased the property in 1998 and they have not 

modified any existing nor added any new structures since they purchased the property.  They did 

not determine the size nor site placement of any structure currently on the property.   

 

Under Criteria #4 – Mr. Nissley, Jr. said they feel that by constructing an addition to their barn, 

there would not be a negative impact on their property nor their neighborhood.  He said the 

proposed design of the addition conforms well with the design of the current structure and 

referred to Exhibit C for a profile of that building.  He said the building would be set back further 

from Supervisors Road than the current structure and there would be no sight visibility impact 

for traffic approaching the intersection of State Route 999 and referred to Exhibit A, which 

shows that the placement of the building aligns with Supervisors Road.  He said as their property 

is located in the Agricultural zone, this building addition will continue to look and function as a 
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barn, all other properties adjacent to their property have already been developed or are in 

agricultural use and should experience no adverse impact as a result of this building addition.   

 

Under Criteria #5 – Mr. Nissley, Jr. said they have determined that the size of this addition is 

proportional to the existing barn that it would be adjoined to.  Although there is ample space to 

the south to construct a significantly larger addition, they do not feel an addition any larger than 

that which is proposed is necessary.  By utilizing the existing space in the current barn and 

adding the additional overflow space into the addition, Mr. Nissley, Jr. feels there would be 

adequate space for the needs that they currently have.  He referred to Exhibits A & C for that. 

 

Under Criteria #6 – Mr. Nissley, Jr. stated that they are not located in a floodplain.   

 

Under Criteria #7 – Mr. Nissley, Jr. said that they acknowledge that in granting their request for 

this variance, the Zoning Hearing Board may attach reasonable conditions in order to safeguard 

the integrity of the current zoning ordinance.   

 

Under Criteria #8 – Mr. Nissley, Jr. said Exhibit A depicts the basic floor plan and Exhibit B 

displays the same floor plan but also shows the area within the setback restriction and there is 

also a copy of a 3D model of the building profile as seen from Supervisors Road of what the 

building would look like once constructed.       

 

He said under Exhibit E, the Board would find the names and addresses of adjoining property 

owners and Exhibit F shows satellite imagery indicating each property owner’s parcel as it 

relates to their property.   

 

Exhibit G is a scaled site plan for the entire property showing all improvements.  He said each 

improvement is labeled and the lot coverage is indicated in square feet in parentheses.   

 

Exhibit D is a satellite imagery of their property.   

 

Under Section 702.2, for Item #1, Mr. Nissley, Jr. said it is their desire to construct a building 

addition to their current wooden frame barn in order to provide for additional inside storage 

space on their property.  The addition they are proposing to add to their current barn will be 

proportionally balanced in size and architecture, with the existing structure.  He said they are 

proposing to step the building away from Supervisors Road in order to maintain as much 

distance from the road as possible.  The existing structure is currently within the setback 

restriction, the right of way of Supervisor Road is 33 feet.  He referred the Board to Exhibit G for 

actual dimensions and the shape of the lot to be developed.  He also told the Board to refer to 

Exhibit A to view the actual dimensions of the building addition in relation to the existing 

structure and refer to Exhibit G for placement on the lot.  He said Exhibit G showed all the 

improvements on the property along with the square footage for each as it is labeled.  Mr. 

Nissley, Jr. said as far as driveways go, Exhibit G shows the current layout of the driveway and 

there are no proposed changes for the layout or use of the existing driveway, including no 

additional on or off street parking.   
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Under Item E, Mr. Nissley, Jr. said the barn currently has electric service and electric service will 

be expanded into the new addition.  The structure does not currently have water nor sewer 

service and no addition of such is proposed.   

 

Mr. Nissley Jr. said that Items F and G did not apply.   

 

For Item #2, he said his property is not located within a floodplain zone.   

 

Mr. Nissley, Jr. said in conclusion, they are asking for the consideration of the Zoning Hearing 

Board to review their proposal and plans to construct a modest addition to their wooden frame 

barn and grant them the necessary variance that will allow them to construct this addition.  

Throughout this process, he said it remains their desire to construct a building addition to their 

current wooden frame barn that will allow them to better utilize their current barn.  They are 

proposing to construct an addition that will be proportionally balanced in size and architecture 

with the existing structure so as to not detract from the aesthetic value of their property of their 

neighborhood.  Mr. Nissley, Jr. said they recognize the 35 foot zoning setback restriction with 33 

feet on Supervisors Road and in consideration of such are proposing to step the addition to the 

building farther away from Supervisors Road then the existing structure in order to maintain as 

much distance from the road as possible.  He then thanked the Board for their consideration.   

 

Mr. Egner asked if the request was strictly for agricultural use and Mr. Nissley, Jr. said that is 

was.  Mr. Egner asked what Mr. Nissley, Jr. uses the open space on the rest of his property for.  

Mr. Nissley, Jr. said that if the Board looked on Exhibit D, they would see a brown area and that 

is a garden that they share with their neighbors and everything else shown in green is grass or 

something that is mowed.  Mr. Egner asked if there was anything agricultural going on in those 

spaces. Mr. Nissley, Jr. said nothing other than his garden, which is larger than most. 

 

Mr. Egner asked in reference to Exhibit A if the distances that Mr. Nissley, Jr. had listed were 

from the center line of the road and Mr. Nissley, Jr. said that was correct. 

 

Mr. McManus asked if the existing frame barn was used to store farm related or agricultural 

related products.  Mr. Nissley, Jr. said that he was tractors in it.  Mr. McManus asked what the 

purpose of the addition would be.  Mr. Nissley, Jr. said to store some more small equipment that 

he has and so forth.  Mr. McManus asked if it would be fair to say farm related equipment.  Mr. 

Nissley, Jr. said some.  Mr. McManus asked Mr. Nissley, Jr. if he is suggesting that it would be 

used for anything that is not permitted in the agricultural district and Mr. Nissley, Jr. said no. 

 

Mr. McManus asked what the square footage of the total addition was.  Mr. Nissley, Jr. said it 

was 562 square feet.  Mr. McManus asked if that includes the areas that is shown as 5.5 feet by 

7.  Mr. Nissley, Jr. said it did.  Mr. McManus asked what that area was.  Mr. Nissley, Jr. said it 

was just an entrance into the back of the barn, an entrance into an existing animal pen. 

 

So that the Board is aware of and is clear as to what the various setbacks are and in following up 

on figures, Mr. McManus asked if when the distances that are shown in Mr. Nissley, Jr’s exhibits 

were plotted if they were based upon his own measurements and he said yes.  Mr. Nissley Jr. 

said he went to the center line of Supervisors Road and measured back. 
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Mr. McManus referred to Exhibit B and asked Mr. Nissley, Jr. if the diagonal line that represents 

the left portion of the pink area, is that the measured distance to the right of way that would equal 

35 feet.  Mr. Nissley, Jr. said it was.      

 

Mr. McManus asked Mr. Nissley if he recognized that the setbacks are measured from the right 

of way line which is something different than the center line of the road.  Mr. Nissley, Jr. said 

yes and said he had all of that calculated it just wasn’t shown on the drawing.   

 

Mr. McManus said in looking at Mr. Nissley, Jr’s 51.5 feet labeled at the very top of Exhibit B, 

it’s measured to the center line, but if you subtract 16.5 feet it does equal 35 feet, the required 

setback from the right of way.   

 

Mr. McManus asked if that is how Mr. Nissley, Jr. got the pink area and that if he was to comply 

strictly with the zoning ordinance everything would have to be set back behind that pink area.  

Mr. Nissley, Jr. agreed.   

 

Mr. McManus said using that same subtraction of 16.5 feet, starting at the bottom of Exhibit B, 

the existing frame barn is located only 3 feet from the right of way and that is derived by 

subtracting 16.5 feet from 19.5 feet. Mr. Nissley, Jr. agreed.   

 

Mr. McManus used the next dimension of 22.5 feet subtracting the 16.5 meaning that the next 

dimension measured from the right of way is about 6 feet.  Mr. Nissley, Jr. agreed. 

 

Mr. McManus said the next measured dimension shown as 35 feet 4 inches subtracting the 16 

feet 6 inches means that his proposed addition would be 18 feet 10 inches from the required 

setback.  Mr. Nissley, Jr. said that was correct. 

 

Mr. McManus said Mr. Nissley, Jr’s last dimension at the top showing 42 feet to the center line 

would really measure 25 feet 6 inches from the right of way. 

 

There were no further questions.  The Zoning Hearing Board stated that Mr. Nissley, Jr’s 

application was very well done.  Chairman Peris said that is a normal operating procedure of the 

Zoning Hearing Board to hear cases in the first meeting and then have 45 days to decide on the 

outcome.  Mr. Peris advised a decision would be rendered Wednesday, August 3, 2016 at 7:00 

p.m.     
 

Mr. Peris acknowledged the Board was in receipt of a document dated June 29, 2016 via mail 

and email from Appel & Yost.  
 

The meeting was adjourned at 7:38 p.m. 

 
       Respectfully submitted, 

 

Alexander D. Egner 

       Secretary 

 

Recording Secretary 

Kelly Clemens    


