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MINUTES 
Lancaster County Planning Commission 

March 18, 2025,  6:00 p.m. 
 
Chairman Cavalier called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 
 
1. ROLL CALL:  Quorum is present (7 Commissioners)

Commissioners Present:
Jason Cavalier, Dist. 1  Judianna Tinklenberg, Dist. 4
T. Yokima Cureton, Dist. 2 Michelle Richards, Dist. 5  
Lynette Hinson, District 3  Sheila Hinson, Dist. 6 
   Frances Liu, Dist. 7    
 
Staff Present: 
Allison Hardin, Development Services Director 
Matthew Blaszyk, Planner  
Jennifer Bryan, Planning Technician   Sherrie Simpson, Clerk to Council 

 
The following press were notified of the meeting by email in accordance with the 
Freedom of Information Act:  The Lancaster News, Kershaw News Era, The Rock Hill 
Herald, The Fort Mill Times, Cable News 2, Channel 9, and the local Government 
Channel.  The agenda was also posted in the lobby of the County Administration 
Building for the required length of time, and was published on the County website. 
 
PRAYER AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: T. Yokima Cureton 
 
 

THE FOLLOWING IS A SUMMARY OF PROCEEDINGS.  
IT IS NOT A VERBATIM TRANSCRIPT. 

 
2. APPROVE AGENDA 
Chairman Cavalier called for a motion to approve the agenda. 
Motion to Approve by Shelly Richards; 2nd by Sheila Hinson
Called vote: 7:0.   Motion approved unanimously. 

 



3. APPROVE MINUTES
a. February 18, 2025, Regular Minutes
Chairman Cavalier called for a motion to approve February 18, 2025 Regular Minutes 
as written.  Motion to Approve with correction of scrivener’s error  page 1 (replace 
“Chairman Deese” with “Secretary Aimee Sholar) by Sheila Hinson; 2nd by Shelly 
Richards.
Called vote: 6:0. Motion approved unanimously. Commissioner Cureton Abstained.

b. March 6, 2025 Workshop Minutes 
Chairman Cavalier called for a motion to approve March 6, 2025; Workshop Minutes 
as written.  Motion to Approve with correction of scrivener’s error page 1 (replace 
“Chairman Deese” with “Chairman Cavalier”) by Frances Liu; 2nd by Sheila Hinson. 
Called vote: 6:0.  Motion approved unanimously. Commissioner Cureton 
Abstained.

4. CITIZEN’S COMMENTS [see Sign-In sheet attached] 
Chairman Cavalier opened the floor to comments from the public.  None had signed to 
speak; the floor was closed to general comment.

5. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS FOR RECOMMENDATION TO COUNCIL 
a. CU-2024-2612 Cogito Academy 

Deferred from 2/18/2025 
Application by Cameron Gill/True North K8 and Joseph Camposeo for a 
Conditional Use Permit for a charter school (“Cogito Academy”) to be located on 
22.0 acres off Shiloh Unity Road (TM 0049-00-082.00). 

Staff Presentation: Matthew Blaszyk, Planner, presented the application consistent with 
the staff report.  Staff Recommendations: Conditional Approval per staff review 
comments
 
Questions to staff: 
Y. Cureton: Were any emails received other than those provided?  (No)
Y. Cureton: Has Applicant made any effort to reach out to the neighborhood? (Applicant 
responds below) 
 
Comment from applicant(s):

Cameron Gill (Charlotte) and Roddy Jordan (Greenville):  
401C(3) Public Charter School planned. Happy to answer questions. [staff 
provided applicants with a copy of citizens email comment] 



Questions from Commissioners:

Y. Cureton: Has Applicant made any effort to reach out to the neighborhood?  
Cameron Gill: We have been working with the School District regarding their 
temporary location at Pleasant Dale Baptist property (S. Potter Road). School 
Board conducted interest surveys and open enrollment (for temporary site). In 6 
days, 200 families enrolled. 

 
J. Tinklenberg: Concerned about the blind curve where turn-in to the site.  

Cameron Gill: Road improvements on Shiloh Unity from SCDOT review include 
a right turn lane, and a westbound left turn. 
William Heintz (Engineer): Site triangles for the ingress/egress are clear of the 
curve. There is a 4-way intersection at western driveway, with stop signs at 3 of 
the points. 

 
F. Liu: Expressed concern about danger to students walking. 

Cameron Gill: We do not foresee pedestrian crossing Shiloh Unity Road; there is 
connectivity with the subdivision community (Granite Falls) to the south for 
pedestrians. North of Shiloh Unity is the Lancaster Speedway and scattered large-
acre lots. 

 
J. Cavalier: Has there been analysis of the timing of traffic for racetrack events? 

Cameron Gill: the track operates only on Saturdays, from March to October. For 
a good portion of that time school is not in session; and we do not anticipate 
having events on Saturday, so there should be no conflict. We’ve met with the 
Speedway owners and we are all on the same page. 

 
PUBLIC HEARING: (See attachments: Sign-in Sheets) None signed in.  See attached 
comment letter from G. Evans. 

Chairman Cavalier closed public hearing and called for a motion on item CU-2024-2612
Motion to approve by Yokima Cureton; 2nd by Sheila Hinson.

 
Discussion: 

F. Liu expressed concerned about access on the blind curve. People don’t obey traffic 
laws, especially student drivers. 

Applicant clarifies that the proposed school is K-8, not K-12

Y. Cureton expressed concern about racetrack event traffic impacting school events on 
weekends. The track may not be open, but people do gather at the racetrack on Fridays.
 
M. Richards stated that the addition of the turn lane should reduce danger at entrance, 
even if on a curve 



Called vote: 7:0. Motion is approved unanimously.
The item will go to County Council for consideration, and applicant will be notified of 
time and date. 
 
 

b. RZ-2025-0072 McDonald/Small 
Application by Carl Small to rezone 0.488 acres off Airport Road and Great Falls 
Highway (p/o TM 0086D-0C-001.00) from Medium Density Residential (MDR) 
to General Business (GB) District, in order to conjoin it to TM 0086D-0C-006.00 
to resolve structures crossing boundary line 

 
Staff Presentation: Jennifer Bryan, Planning Technician, presented the application 
consistent with the staff report.  Staff Recommendations:  Approval

Questions to staff: none. 

Comment from applicant(s):
Gary Pakozdy for McDonald Family Trust: Ms. Bryan summarized the project. 
We wish to purchase the property and demolish the cooler behind the old Piggly 
Wiggly. Thank you for your consideration; I am here to answer questions. 

Questions from Commissioners:  no questions

Public Hearing: (See attachments: Sign-in Sheets) None signed in 
Chairman Cavalier closed Public hearing and called for a motion on item RZ-2025-0072  
Motion to approve by F. Liu; 2nd by Y. Cureton.

Discussion: no discussion  

Called vote: 7:0.  Motion is approved unanimously. 
The item will go to County Council for consideration, and applicant will be notified of 
time and date. 
 

c. RZ-2025-0191 Ingram/ Old Carter Road
Application by Kenisha Ingram on behalf of Veterans United Realty of the 
Southeast LLC to rezone 0.73 acres located at 1754 Old Carter Street (TM 
0086C-0M-003.00) from Manufactured Housing (MH) to Medium Density 
Residential (MDR) District in order to subdivide and build single-family homes.

 
Staff Presentation:  Jennifer Bryan, Planning Technician, presented the applications 
consistent with the staff report.  Staff Recommendations:  Approval 
[see attachment:  Breakdown of MH zoning in Old Carter Rd Neighborhood] 



Questions to staff:
Y. Cureton: in the County, how many MH areas are left?

J. Bryan: I do not have that information; however, all AR and RR zoning allows 
mobile homes, which is a vast amount of the County. There is very little that is 
specifically zoned MH.

 
L. Hinson: I’m concerned with the price of housing; mobile homes are more affordable;  
was there anyone who complained or commented for this item?

J. Bryan: no one has filed email comments. Lot sizes under an acre are not really 
conducive to mobile homes; a great number of these lots are under 1/3 of an acre, 
and do not have lot width requirement to accommodate a mobile home.    

 
F. Liu: Why do we require an acre? 

J. Bryan: I can’t answer that question;  I can say that even our regulations for 
Mobile Home Parks, which is mainly what MH zoning is now used for, require 
larger lots areas than that for each mobile home.   

 
Another comment regarding locations for mobile homes -  Allison has mentioned 
that in the new UDO, we are looking at opening more districts to allow mobile 
homes. 

 
J. Cavalier:  Is the existing structure condemned? 

J. Bryan:  I don’t think it has been condemned but it will be demolished since the 
property can’t be divided until it is removed. 

 
Comment from applicant(s): 

Kenisha Ingram (Columbia SC) :  Mobile homes now are long, and cannot meet 
rear setbacks in these small lots. 

Questions from Commissioners:  none 

Public Hearing: (See attachments: Sign-in Sheets) None signed in 
Chairman Cavalier closed public hearing and called for a motion on item RZ-2025-0191 
 Motion to approve by Y. Cureton ; 2nd by  S. Hinson. 

Discussion: no discussion 

Called vote: 7:0. Motion is approved unanimously. 
The item will go to County Council for consideration, and applicant will be notified of 
time and date. 
 
 
 



6. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS FOR PLANNING COMMISSION DECISION

a. SD-2024-1745 Silver Run
Deferred from 2/18/2025
Application by Broadstreet Homes Inc and Jerry Griffin Jr for a Preliminary Plat 
for 25.25 acres located off Silver Run Road (TM 0006-00-034.00) to develop a 
44-lot single family residential community.

Staff Presentation:  Matthew Blaszyk, Planner, presented the application consistent with 
the staff report.  Staff Recommendations:  

Questions to staff: 
F. Liu:  notes that the entrance is not aligned with Rise Lane.

M. Blaszyk:  Public Works and SCDOT will review that issue at Civil Review 
process. SCDOT is abandoning the front portion Rise Lane, it will become a 
County Road. 

 
 
Applicants: 
Chris Hanson (Waxhaw NC)  Skylar Brown (Charlotte NC) 

Chris Hanson: Broad Street Homes and sister company Synergy Steel are 
Lancaster-based companies, both will be heavily involved in both building and 
manufacturing components such as the steel beams and trusses.  Both are invested 
in the community, building with Habitat for Humanity. We are local, and our 
reputation is important to us.  We take staff concerns and community  concerns 
seriously; you are not dealing with a faceless person out of state. 

 
There are site challenges, particularly since the site is narrow and there is 
topography, ; we understand there may be elevated construction costs as we 
develop due to such constraints, but we are not looking at simply maximizing 
density. We are staying well under requirements for density and paid attention to 
functional park space.  We also have flexibility with construction design to 
accommodate topography challenges as they come up. Our revision has extended 
the road stub to the property line per staff review comment.  

 
Questions to Applicant: 

J. Tinklenberg:  Looking at the grading plan, you are tying in right at property line. 
Looking at adjacent homes backing up to this in Rosemont, I’m worried about impacts to 
those homes [given the steep grade].
 

Chris Hanson:  in this plan we are just looking at slab-on-grade construction with 
the rough publicly available topography data.  With more detailed data, we have 
the flexibility to adapt our plans to use basements to accommodate the grade as 
we find it.  



J. Tinklenberg: Will you do fencing or any other privacy amendments between the 
properties?

Chris Hanson: right now a buffer is not required, but we can look at fencing if it 
needs to be added.

S. Richards: I’m also very concerned with the topography, I’m an engineer.  The roofs of 
the neighboring properties are going to be on a level with the basements. I’m concerned 
not only with the aesthetics for those moving in but the impact on those already there.

Chris Hanson: We’re looking to Skylar and his team to come up with plans that 
will meet all those objectives.  

 
S. Hinson: When you say the streets will be privately maintained, do you mean the 
people that live there or the HOA?

Chris Hanson: We will turn them over to the HOA to maintain.
 
Y. Cureton: How many streets are we looking at? 

Chris Hanson: 3 streets total: the stub street, a main drive, and the circle around 
the park.

Y. Cureton: Does the road connect to a main road, or another neighborhood?
Chris Hanson: The stub allows future connectivity if the adjacent property is 
developed; the main drive enters/exits on Silver Run Road. 

 
J. Tinklenberg: What amenities are included with the park? 

Chris Hanson: We’ve found that the preferred option by residents is an open 
green space, perhaps with a walkway and some benches around the perimeter. We 
may consider a playground on a smaller lot, but we’ll determine that during the 
construction phase. 

 
F. Liu: You have the smaller park space and the larger park space across the street from 
each other?  That concerns me if children are running back and forth across the road.

Chris Hanson: The main park is the one-acre green space, not an active park 
area. 

 
F. Liu: Do you see any problem with the entrance offset from Rise Lane? 

Chris Hanson:  Rise Lane is very narrow, with few homes; if that alignment 
needs to be met, we can do that within the constraints of our property boundary.

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Public Hearing: (See attachments:  Sign-in Sheets)
1. Brian Dentremont (Rise Lane) [Against the proposal]. We back up to this 

property.  Concerned about traffic on Rise Land and Silver Run Road, as well as 
detrimental effect on Rosemont. Silver Run is over capacity, a curvy road.  
Everyone will use the cut-through Rosemont to get to Hwy 160, which is 
dangerous.  Schools are already over capacity.  Proposed road going to Rise Lane, 
will there be more houses there?  No one is for this development 

2. Jill Randolph (Vixen Lane, Rosemont): [Against the proposal].  The area is 
packed. Concerned about traffic, especially since a recent accident nearby where a 
child was hurt in Rosemont. Concerned by schools over capacity, police are 
understaffed, there is rampant overdevelopment. Worried about cracking 
foundations and damage to existing homes by construction. 

3. Kirk Reed (Rosemont Drive): [Against the proposal] Resident since 2009, 
President of Rosemont HOA.  There has been a lot of development in and around 
the community since then. The biggest problem is roads. Yellowstone Drive has 
been a particular problem. We’ve put in speed bumps at our own expense and a 
monitor that tells your driving speed. We also have a traffic counter to count the 
vehicles going through. In the past month we have had 20,000 vehicles cut 
through our neighborhood of 334 houses, going to 160 or out to Silver Run.  In 
the last few years several developments have been built: Heritage Hall, Roseglen 
Townhomes, and now The Lodges with apartments, townhomes and single-family 
rentals.  Regarding these new homes:  what is the size and price point?  How well 
do they fit with existing development?  Regarding the grade differences, they say 
they’ll deal with it “down the road” but that’s not good enough.  That’s our 
property next door. I ask that you not approve this project. 
 

4. Billy Snipes (Stones Throw Lane): [ For the proposal] I live on a cut-through 
road, I understand the problem. That happens over time and can be addressed 
through other means. We’re talking about denying people’s development rights 
because of development.   People speeding does not have to do with the new 
homes, it has to do with people cutting through.  The developer is asking for well 
below the allowed density for this district, just as the land around it was 
developed when it had the opportunity to build.  I ask for your approval of this 
project.

5. Julie Griffin (Woodhurst Drive, Monroe NC)  [For the proposal] Owner of the 25 
acre subject property. I appreciate the opportunity to make our request.  We are 
simply asking to develop this property with the existing zoning.  Properties all 
around it have been developed in the same way, and it only makes sense to 
develop this as a neighborhood as well. It’s the logical and appropriate use.  There 
have been requests to rezone it for even higher density development such as 
townhomes, and those requests were denied because they county determined that 
Medium Density Residential was the proper designation. We respect that 
decision. That is exactly what we are requesting, in fact we are asking for less 



than the allowed density. We elected to work with Broad Street Homes because 
they are a respected developer based right here in Lancaster County. Denying this 
request will devalue the land and will impact our financial security.  This is the 
responsible and appropriate use for this property. Thank you for your 
consideration.

 
6. Rod Alvarado (Vixen Lane, Rosemont) [ Against the proposal] Please consider 

these impacts:  the owners have rights, but the adjacent properties also have 
rights. Environmental Impact: impermeable surfaces will create runoff, and we 
will have issues with stormwater. Several streets backing up to it in Rosemont are 
directly downhill and will experience flooding due to the runoff. Economic 
Impact:  the proposed lots and houses are much smaller than the existing homes, 
and will devalue surrounding homes.  Public Safety: So much traffic passing 
through is causing concern to parents. Adding 44 new homes will mean 100 more 
cars.  Schools are overcrowded.  Fire department and police will be affected.  The 
street is a narrow street with a blind corner and is very dangerous. 
 

Applicant rebuttal:  The homes will be around 2500 square feet, the price comparison 
concern is not valid.  With regard to the stormwater concerns, we are meeting all design 
requirements for the state and county for the discharge. 
Regarding the stub toward Rise Lane: we are required to provide stub out, but it’s 
unlikely development there would be able to obtain the necessary right-of-way to create 
additional access there. 
 
 
Allison Hardin: Regarding some of the issues raised:  
1. Stub outs are required, but that does not mean there is development planned adjacent.  
2. Park planning should take place now, not at Civil stage, especially if the location of the 
park needs to be reconsidered. 
3. Matters that affect the safety of the neighborhood, such as road alignment or foot 
traffic for parks, needs to be done now.
The current plan meets many UDO requirements, but you can address these design 
concerns now.  

Y. Cureton:  Excited to see LC School District weighing in early.  Was there more 
detail, or just this comment? 

Hardin:  We do not have concurrency requirements, but we are working toward 
that.  So the School District information is helpful but we cannot deny a plan just 
based on their comment.  Denial must be based on UDO or safety issues. 

Chairman Cavalier paused the discussion to call for a motion on item SD-2024-1745.  
Motion to approve by Y. Cureton; 2nd by L. Hinson.



Discussion continued:
Y. Cureton:  If I understand, then saturation in school enrollment is in the middle?

Hardin: We couldn’t deny it just on that basis.   
 
J. Tinklenberg: This project is in my district, I am familiar with all the problems. I can’t 
find many positives for this site. The topography does not work with the adjacent 
properties.  Add to that the knowledge that the schools are at capacity. We have a 
responsibility to fix the problem.  We don’t have to continue doing things the way they 
have been done in the past.  This is not smart development. This parcel is left because it 
is not suitable for this type of development. 
 
F. Liu:  For public safety, I went to look at this property.  My GPS took me through 
Rosemont.  Since there’s already a problem, I couldn’t in good conscience add 100 cars 
to that problem. 
 
Called vote: 0:7.  Motion is denied unanimously. 
Planning Commission makes final decisions on Preliminary Plats.  

b. SD-2024-1442 Shadow Moss
Application by Prestige Development & Site Works LLC and Michael McCarter 
for a Preliminary Plat for 52.235 acres located off Hilldale Drive (TM-0080-00-
033.00) to develop a 100-lot single family residential community

 
Applicant:  Paul Carter, Eastlake Engineering: APPLICANT REQUESTS DEFERRAL 
TO APRIL 15, 2025. 

Chairman Cavalier called for a motion on item SD-2024-1442 
Motion to continue to April 15, 2025 by  Y. Cureton; 2nd by J. Tinklenberg. 

Called vote: 7:0. Motion approved unanimously. Item is continued to April 15, 2025. 

 
7. NON-HEARING ITEMS 

 
a. NRN-2025-0375 March Submittals 

New Road Names from E911 Addressing via Preliminary Plats and Civil Plans, 
pursuant to Sec. 6.4.11 of the Unified Development Ordinance 

Staff Presentation:  Jennifer Bryan, Planning Technician, presented the application 
consistent with the staff report.  Staff Recommendation:  Approval. 

 
Questions to Staff: None. 

No public hearing is required. 

Chairman Cavalier called for a motion on item NRN-2025-0375. 



Motion to approve by S. Richards; 2nd by J. Tinklenberg. 
 
Discussion: no further discussion. 

Called vote: 7:0. Motion is approved unanimously.
The Planning Commission has final approval of new road names and road name changes. 

8. OTHER

a. CIP Overview with Jamie Privuznak [ see attached copy of slide deck]
Discussion:
J. Tinklenberg requested additional information about projects, and expressed 
dissatisfaction with the process.  Planning Commission should be included earlier in 
the process to develop projects in line with Comprehensive Plan.  This was already 
discussed last year, and we were assured we would be included earlier in the process.
J. Privuznak clarified context of the non-funded projects list in the overall CIP and 
Budget cycle process, and stated she would supply additional project information. 

b. UDO Workshop Report:  The Workshop was postponed and will be 
rescheduled.  The consultants made a presentation for Council at the Committee 
of the Whole meeting.  The Subcommittee will tackle Chapter 10: Definitions 
next.

c. Board Member of the Year Nominations:      After discussion of the annual 
nomination process for Board Member of the Year, Y. Cureton Nominated 
Judianna Tinklenberg, and the nomination was seconded by Shelly Richards.  
Commissioners agreed to continue the discussion at the next Workshop meeting 
(April 3rd, 2025). 

d. ADJOURN 
Motion to adjourn by Sheila Hinson; 2nd by Yokima Cureton.  Motion approved by 
unanimous consent. Meeting adjourned at 8:29 p.m.








































































