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AMENDED MINUTES 
Lancaster County Planning Commission 

April 21, 2026, 6:00 p.m. 
 
Chairman Richards called the meeting to order at 6:03 p.m. 
 
1. Roll Call: Quorum is present (6 Commissioners) 
Commissioners Present:   
T. Yokima Cureton, District 2  Lynette Hinson, District 3 
Judianna Tinklenberg, Dist. 4   Michelle Richards, Dist. 5  
Sheila Hinson, Dist. 6    Frances Liu, Dist. 7 
    
Staff Present:  
Shannon Catoe, Zoning Director   Corey Barnes, Planner 
Matthew Blaszyk, Planner    Kirsten Willis, Planner 
Jennifer Bryan, Planning Technician   Mara Mata, Administrative Assistant  
Ginny Merck-Dupont, County Attorney   Josiah Parke, Budget Analyst  
 
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………………………..Y. Cureton 
 
THE FOLLOWING IS A SUMMARY OF PROCEEDINGS. IT IS NOT A VERBATIM 
TRANSCRIPT. 
 
2. APPROVE AGENDA 
Chairman Richards called for a motion to approve the Agenda. 
Motion to Approve by Y. Cureton; 2nd by S. Hinson.  
 
 
Called Vote: 6:0.   Motion approved unanimously. 
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3. APPROVE MINUTES 
a. March 17, 2026 Regular Minutes 
Chairman Richards called for a motion to approve March 17th, 2026 Regular Minutes 
as written.  Motion to Approve by J. Tinklenberg; 2nd by L. Hinson. 
 
Discussion: 
The Commission had no questions or concerns to share. 
 
Called Vote: 6:0. Motion approved unanimously. 
 
b. April 2, 2026 Workshop Meeting Minutes  
Chairman Richards called for a motion to approve April 2, 2026 Workshop Meeting 
Minutes as written.  Motion to Approve by L. Hinson; 2nd by Y. Cureton.  
 
Discussion: 
The Commission had no questions or concerns to share. 

 
Called Vote: 5:0. 5 for, 0 against, 1 abstention. Motion approved. F. Liu abstained.  

 
Chairman Richards opened the floor to comments from the public.   
 

4. CITIZEN’S COMMENTS [see Sign-In sheet attached] 
No citizens signed up to speak.  
 
5. Special Presentation: Capital Improvement Plan Project Ranking 

a. Presented by Josiah Parke. A project ranking worksheet was distributed at the 
April 2nd, 2026 Planning Commission Workshop meeting and is attached to 
the minutes for that meeting. The Commission was asked to individually rank 
the projects and their worksheets were handed to Josiah Parke so he could 
compile the rankings and present the data to them under item 7a.  
 

The Commission and Josiah discussed possible funding sources and whether County 
Council would take their rankings into consideration.  

 
6. Public Hearing Items for Recommendations to Council 

a. CU-2026-0168: Mohammad 
Application by Arafath Mohammad and Waxlan Investment LLC for a Conditional Use 
permit for parcel of 4.7 acres at 10935 Harrisburg Road (TM 0003-00-048.00) to allow 
the property to be used as a Place of Assembly. 
 
Commissioner Hinson recuses herself.  
 
Staff Presentation: Dr. Kirsten Willis presented the application consistent with the staff 
report.   
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Staff Recommendations: Approval.  
 
Questions To Staff: 
Commissioner Tinklenberg states, for the record, “I have a staff report correction. For the 
sake of full transparency, and in continuing to serve in this role with honesty and 
humility, I now have a difficult matter to discuss. I ask that you please allow me to finish. 
It is unfortunate that I am having to address what could have been a very simple 
correction by our County staff in the staff report. However, after days of trying and 
because it is already part of the public record, it must now be addressed in its entirety. 
Last week, while preparing for this meeting, I noticed an error was made by the Planning 
staff on page 78 of our report, which states: “Commissioners Tinklenberg & Richards 
requested information regarding prayer schedule and how the facility will ‘call to prayer’ 
regarding bells and other noises that could affect the surrounding residential community.” 
Given the controversial nature of this agenda item, and my understanding of the religious 
laws and regulations involved, I was very careful about what I did and did not say during 
our workshop meeting on April 2nd. I did not make this statement. What I did ask about 
was the frequency of use as it relates to impacts on the surrounding community, an 
entirely standard question that I would ask regardless of the type of conditional use being 
requested. The lack of care demonstrated in the staff’s decision to include this statement 
is deeply concerning and may rise to the level of defamation. The staff was negligent in 
failing to verify the accuracy of the information or recordings, and in not considering the 
potential harm and implications of including such a statement. I take false statements 
about my reputation very seriously, and it is unacceptable that this was allowed to reach 
this point. It is unfair to the applicant that I must rise this issue at this time. It is unfair to 
the community here tonight, that we are beginning this meeting under these 
circumstances, and it is unfair to us as commissioners that we cannot rely on staff 
accuracy, even when we are acting in good faith and effort. For those reasons, this matter 
needed to be addressed. It is also unfortunate that County staff, whom we should be a-
whom we should be able to work with collaboratively, chose to handle this error in this 
manner and do nothing. This rises serious concerns and diminishes confidence in the 
ability for certain staff members to perform their duties compet-competently, to produce 
accurate reports, and to support decision-making with integrity. It also raises broader 
questions about true leadership, responsibility, and accountability or lack there of. This 
concern is not based solely on this single occurrence. It must also be noted that last 
month, another significant error occurred when a published staff report included incorrect 
information about permitted uses under our UDO within a zoning district. That 
information was presented as fact and could have improperly influenced voting decisions. 
Accuracy and the responsible stewardship of information from our UDO should be the 
minimum standard of our staff. I strongly urge staff and leadership to implement 
improved redlining and peer review processes moving forward to prevent issues like this 
from occurring again. It’s my hope that, going forward, there will be fewer errors of this 
nature requiring public correction, and that staff will take the opportunity to make 
necessary and meaningful improvements. No County volunteer acting in good faith 
should have to contend with this level of ineptitude from staff, nor be placed in a position 
where their integrity and reputation is questioned. This is simply unacceptable. Thank 
you.” 
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Chairman Richards states, for the record, “I would like to say it was actually-I’m the one 
who brought up about call to prayers and stuff, and actually…Dr. Willis corrected me and 
said in-re-re-minded me of what the ramifications were, so I withdrew that request. I have 
several Muslim friends, so I reached out to them to find-I'm just not familiar with the 
Islamic faith, and I don't know how their services work, and so it was just to have 
information purposes to understand the process. So, I got wonderful information from all 
of my Muslim friends, and I feel like I can make an informed decision now. So, that's my 
two cents for the record.”  
 
Commissioner Cureton agreed with the prior statements.  
 
Comment from applicant(s): 
Angelo Tillman (Charlotte) introduces his company All Pro Development, as well as 
Abdul Manan (Fort Mill), one of the applicants. Angelo shares that All Pro Development 
has worked with numerous churches and understands the specific requirements needed 
for civil plans. There will be no outside speakers and explains that his clients would like 
to worship close to home, as there are no mosques nearby. He also states the membership 
will be comprised of 40-50 people, and meetings will take place once a week on Fridays. 
Angela states that the applicants would like to be good neighbors and address any 
concerns from nearby residents and the Commission.  
 
Questions from Commissioners: 
Commissioner Cureton and Angelo Tillman discussed the amount of parking spaces. 
Angelo shares that they sought the advice of the Fire Marshal regarding spacing and 
additional parking. Commissioner Cureton asks what the future membership numbers 
will be and how that will affect traffic. Angelo responds by stating traffic patterns are 
addressed by the DOT. The applicants also hired a civil engineer and confirmed with the 
Planning department what the requirements were.  
 
Chairman Richards summarized the 25 Citizen’s Comments submitted by email and mail. 
 
Public Hearing: (See attachments: Sign-in Sheets) 
1. Judson Connor (Indian Land) shared concerns regarding a possible cemetery.     
2. Elizabeth Howey (Indian Land) shared concerns regarding a possible cemetery, traffic, 
parking, and sewer.   
3. Karin Columbus (Fort Mill) shared concerns regarding the Quaran.   
4. Michael Pelletier (Lancaster) shared concerns regarding property values, Sharia Law, 
and the intentions of Muslim practitioners.      
5. Mark Smets (Indian Land) shared concerns regarding Sharia Law.  
6. John Garrett (Indian Land) shared concerns regarding the loss of a residential property, 
parking lot, and traffic.  
7. Martha Wray (Indian Land) shared concerns regarding traffic. 
8. Melissa Woelffer (Indian Land) shared concerns regarding traffic, safety, and the 
proposed school nearby.  
9. Josh Pangle (Indian Land) shared concerns regarding the loss of residential property 
and land the Lancaster County School District owns behind the proposed conditional use.  
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10. Pieter Miller (Lancaster) shared concerns regarding traffic and property values.  
11. Dawn Cummings (Indian Land) shared concerns regarding traffic accidents.   
12. David Price (Lancaster) shared concerns regarding Sharia Law and traffic.  
13. Trisha Hunt (Indian Land) shared concerns regarding traffic and security risks.  
14. Adrian Kroger (Indian Land) shared concerns regarding the current Muslim 
population in Charlotte and traffic around an Islamic Community Center in South 
Charlotte.  
    
Applicant Rebuttal: 
Abdul Manan shared that Angelo Tillman, the contractor, misspoke when he said there 
were no mosques nearby. 
 
Chairman Richards closed Public hearing and called for a motion on item CU-2026-
0168: Mohammad. 
  
Motion to approve by F. Liu; 2nd by L. Hinson.  
 
Discussion: 
Commissioner Liu shared that she drove by the area and does not believe this is the best 
location for a place of assembly.  
 
Commissioner Tinklenberg shared that she agrees with Commissioner Liu and as this is 
within her district, she drives Harrisburg Road often and does not believe the use is 
compatible with the area. She is also concerned about a proposed school on Harrisburg 
Road and how that will affect the area with this project.  
 
Commissioner L. Hinson shared her concerns about the large parking lot and 
incompatibility with the growth area. She recalled a statement made by a member of the 
public regarding a potential cemetery on the property, and the public concern over Sharia 
Law. Again, she shared her concerns over the number of cars on the property.  
 
Commissioner Cureton shared a study conducted by the Clemson Institute in 2005 and 
stated that their conclusion was that Lancaster County could not sustain the growth 
impacting it, financially or otherwise. She shares that there is an issue of overgrowth and 
overdevelopment.  
 
Chairman Richards inquired if this parcel has public water or sewer. Dr. Willis replied 
that that information was not requested within this review of a conditional use permit. 
They discussed the possibility of the potential cemetery that was disclosed by a member 
of the public.  
 
Chairman Richards shared that she sought the advice of Muslim friends and they agreed 
over the concerns of higher traffic, particularly during the holidays. She shared that her 
church often gets affected by traffic from the local high school and residents. She shared 
an anecdote regarding a Hispanic family across from her church that celebrates on 
Sunday mornings and stated that sometimes the church affects the community just as 
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much as the community affects the church. Chairman Richards shared that she tried to 
view this case from all angles and does not believe it is a good location for a place of 
worship.  
 
Commissioner L. Hinson also shared her concerns over the potential school site and how 
Friday night football will increase traffic.  
 
Roll called vote: 0:5. Motion is denied unanimously. 
T. Yokima Cureton   Against  Lynette Hinson  Against  
Judianna Tinklenberg  Against  Michelle Richards Against  
Frances Liu   Against  
 
The item will be referred to County Council for final decision, and applicant will be 
informed of time and date. 
 
Recess taken at 7:34 pm. 
 
Meeting resumes at 7:39 pm. 
 

b. RZ-2026-0308: Rollins 
Application by Nicholas Rollins, McTann LLC and Cauthen & Patterson LLC to rezone a 
parcel of 2.14 acres at Shelton Street near the intersection of Jubilee Ln (TM 0087J-0A-
012.00) from General Business (GB) to Professional Business (PB), in order to remedy 
the non-conforming use of existing multi-family units. 
 
Staff Presentation: Dr. Kirsten Willis presented the application consistent with the staff 
report.   
 
Staff Recommendations: Approval.  
 
Questions To Staff:  
Commissioner Liu and Dr. Willis discussed the grandfathered buildings in the wrong 
zoning and the possibility of the applicants adding more buildings.  
 
Comment from applicant(s): 
The applicant had no questions or concerns to share.  
 
 
Public Hearing: (See attachments: Sign-in Sheets) 
No citizens signed up to speak. 
 
Chairman Richards closed Public hearing and called for a motion on item RZ-2026-
0308: Rollins. 
 
Motion to approve by S. Hinson; 2nd by Y. Cureton. 
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Discussion: 
The Commission had no questions or concerns to share. 
 
Roll Called Vote: 6:0. Motion is approved unanimously. 
T. Yokima Cureton   For   Lynette Hinson  For 
Judianna Tinklenberg  For  Michelle Richards For 
Sheila Hinson   For  Frances Liu  For 
 
The item will be referred to County Council for final decision, and applicant will be 
informed of time and date. 
 

c. RZ-2026-0322: Lopez/Steele St 
Application by Jose Lopez to rezone a parcel of 0.335 acres located at 1824 Steele Street 
(TM 0086C-0N-003.01) from Manufactured Home (MH) to Professional Business (PB), 
in order to allow renovation and use of existing non-conforming multi-family units. 
 
Staff Presentation: Dr. Kirsten Willis presented the application consistent with the staff 
report.   
 
Staff Recommendations: Approval.  
 
Questions To Staff: 
Commissioner Liu and Dr. Willis discussed the possibility of the applicants adding more 
buildings, whether any citizens reached out regarding the proposed rezoning. 
 
Comment from applicant(s): 
The applicant stated he was there for any questions from the Commission.  
 
Public Hearing: (See attachments: Sign-in Sheets) 
No citizens signed up to speak. 
 
Chairman Richards closed Public hearing and called for a motion on item RZ-2026-
0322: Lopez/Steele St. 
 
Motion to approve by Y. Cureton; 2nd by L. Hinson. 
 
Discussion: 
The Commission had no questions or concerns to share. 
 
Roll Called Vote: 6:0. Motion is approved unanimously. 
T. Yokima Cureton   For   Lynette Hinson  For 
Judianna Tinklenberg  For  Michelle Richards For 
Sheila Hinson   For  Frances Liu  For 
 
The item will be referred to County Council for final decision, and applicant will be 
informed of time and date. 
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d. RZ-2026-0409: Freeman 
Application by Russell Freeman and Paws In the Panhandle Inc to rezone 0.61 acre 
portion of TM 0049-00-037.00 from Low Density Residential (LDR) to Medium Density 
Residential (MDR), in order to allow the acreage to be conjoined to his existing adjacent 
lot (TM 0049K-0A-050.00) at 4059 Flint Drive. 
 
Staff Presentation: Jennifer Bryan presented the application consistent with the staff 
report.   
 
Staff Recommendations: Approval.  
 
Questions To Staff: 
Chairman Richards shared that she was initially concerned over a portion of the parcel 
being land locked but understands that has been addressed.  
 
Comment from applicant(s): 
The applicant had no questions or concerns to share. 
 
Questions from Commissioners: 
The Commission had no questions or concerns to share. 
 
Public Hearing: (See attachments: Sign-in Sheets) 
No citizens signed up to speak.  
 
Chairman Richards closed Public hearing and called for a motion on item RZ-2026-
0409: Freeman. 
 
Motion to approve by F. Liu; 2nd by L. Hinson. 
 
Discussion: 
The Commission had no questions or concerns to share. 
 
Roll Called Vote: 6:0. Motion is approved unanimously. 
T. Yokima Cureton   For   Lynette Hinson  For 
Judianna Tinklenberg  For  Michelle Richards For 
Sheila Hinson   For  Frances Liu  For 
 
The item will be referred to County Council for final decision, and applicant will be 
informed of time and date. 
 
County Attorney Ginny Merck-Dupont leaves at 7:54 p.m. 
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7. NON-HEARING ITEMS 
 
a. Capital Improvement Plan 

Tabulation report and discussion of FY2021-2031 Capital Improvement Plan and 
associated funding requests for FY2027, in alignment with the provisions of the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Discussion:  
The Commission and Staff discussed moving up the animal shelter on the 
recommendation list and the proposed EMS micro hub.  
 
Chairman Richards motions to recommend the 10-item CIP ranking from the 
Commission to County Council; 2nd by J. Tinklenberg.  
 
Called Vote: 6:0. Motion is approved unanimously. 
 
Discussion: 
The Commission and Josiah Parke discuss adding another motion.  
 
Commissioner Hinson and Staff discuss the proposed fire training center project.  
 
Chairman Richard motions to recommend the remaining projects for funding next year to 
County Council; 2nd by S. Hinson.  
 
Motion to approve by Y. Cureton; 2nd by J. Tinklenberg. 
 
Called Vote: 4:2. Motion is approved. F. Liu and Y. Cureton opposed.  
 
The item will be referred to County Council for final decision. 
 

b. NRN- 2026-0402: Hillview Acres Drive 
Application by Lisa Giovaniello for Hillview Acres LLC to name a private drive at and 
adjacent to new parcels platted off Ander Vincent Road at TM 0020-00-020.01. The 
driveway is located approximately 0.22 miles south of the intersection with Outlaw Ave. 
Application pursuant to Sec. 6.11.4.G of the Unified Development Ordinance. The name 
of the private drive is Hillview Acres Drive. 
 
Staff Presentation: Jennifer Bryan presented the applications consistent with the staff 
report.   
 
Staff Recommendations: Approval.  
 
Questions To Staff: 
The Commission had no questions or concerns to share. 
 
No public hearing is required. 
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Chairman Richards called for a motion on item NRN-2026-0402: Hillview Acres Drive. 
 
 Motion to approve by L. Hinson; 2nd by S. Hinson. 
 
Discussion: 
The Commission had no questions or concerns to share. 
 
Called vote: 6:0. Motion is approved unanimously. 
 
The Planning Commission has final approval of new road names. 
 

c. NRN-2026-0417: Legacy Pointe Place 
Application by Legacy Pointe Indian Land, LLC and E911 Addressing via Preliminary 
Plats or Civil Plans to name a private road, pursuant to Sec.6.4.11 of the Unified 
Development Ordinance. The proposed road name is Legacy Pointe Place. 
 
Staff Presentation: Jennifer Bryan presented the applications consistent with the staff 
report.   
 
Staff Recommendations: Approval. 
 
Questions To Staff: 
Commissioner Liu shared concerns over the road name being too similar and very close 
to the Legacy Park neighborhood. 
 
Chairman Richards and Jennifer Bryan discussed if the road name met criteria and 
requirements.  
 
No public hearing is required. 
 
Chairman Richards called for a motion on item NRN-2026-0417: Legacy Pointe Place. 
Motion to approve by Y. Cureton; 2nd by J. Tinklenberg. 
 
Discussion: 
The Commission had no questions or concerns to share. 
 
Called vote: 5:1. Motion is approved. F. Liu opposed.  
 
The Planning Commission has final approval of new road names. 
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8. Other 
a. The Commission and Shannon Catoe discussed the yearly Comprehensive Plan 
update, UDO updates, UDO timeline. 
 
Commissioner Liu thanks Andy Rowe and the rest of the Zoning department for 
addressing issues so quickly.   
 
The Commission requested an update on the Impact Fee Study. 

 
9. ADJOURN 

Motion to adjourn by L. Hinson; 2nd by S. Hinson. Motion approved by unanimous 
consent. Meeting adjourned at 8:18 p.m. 



ATTACHMENT: 

Sign-In Sheets 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

















ATTACHMENT: 

Disclosure & Recusal Statement from Commissioner 
S. Hinson 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





ATTACHMENT: 

Citizen Comments Submitted Prior to Meeting for item 
6a 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



SUMMARY OF CITIZENS COMMENTS 4/21/2026                                 # Comments 

Accetturo; D. 
Curry; G. 
Fredricks; A. 
Haase; H 
Haase; R 
Heybruck; J.  
Hines; A.  
Mager; D. 
Mager; J. 
Marshall; P. and J. 
McClennan; J. and D. 
Morrison; M. 
Palit; S. 
Price; D. 
Rivera; T. (mail & email) 
Rivera; W.  
Saul; J. 
Saul; K. 
Smith; C. 
Smith; G.  
Smith; K. 
Smith; S. 
Thomas; J.  
Tobin; J.  
 
All commenters are opposed to conditional use at this site, which is adjacent to residential 
neighborhoods.  Area residents would prefer that this location retains residential use. 

The principal concerns expressed are  

• TRAFFIC and NOISE and LOSS OF RESIDENTIAL ZONING.   

Additional concerns expressed are: 

• Negative impact on adjacent residential properties 

• Negative traffic impact combined with traffic of proposed schools on Harrisburg Rd 

• Negative impact on EMS/Fire/all emergency and safety services 

• Negative impact of overflow street parking 





























From: Donna Mager
To: Jennifer Bryan
Subject: Rezoning proposal
Date: Monday, April 20, 2026 6:37:19 PM

THIS IS AN EXTERNAL E-MAIL –– Use caution when clicking on links as they could open malicious websites.
––IT Helpdesk, lancastersc.supportsystem.com

I am responding to the proposed rezoning at 10935 Harrisburg Rd in Indian Land.  As a forty-
five year resident at 11240 McFalls Dr, I strongly oppose any dwelling other than a single
family dwelling at this location.  This is a quiet, tranquil neighborhood and I would hate to see
the peacefulness disappear.  We are proud of the fact that people still want to build beautiful
new homes in this part of the county while still maintaining the integrity of the area.  We
would like to preserve the lovely place we call home.

Thank you for your consideration and we look forward to good decision making from our
elected officials.

Thank you,
Donna Mager
11240 McFalls Dr
Indian Land, SC 29707
8034933801

mailto:dmager1951@gmail.com
mailto:jbryan@lancastercountysc.gov
https://lancastersc.supportsystem.com/












































 

ATTACHMENT: 

Citizen Comments Submitted After PC Meeting For 
Item 6a 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 











ATTACHMENT: 

CIP Newspaper Hearing Notice 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 





ATTACHMENT: 

CIP Ranking Exercise Sheets from the Commission 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 















ATTACHMENT: 

Compiled CIP Ranking 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 







ATTACHMENT: 

CIP PPT 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



2022-2031
Capital Improvement 

Plan (CIP) 
FY27 Budget Cycle

April 21, 2026



• Capital Planning Summary & Timeline

• Existing & Scheduled Project Requests 

for FY27

• New Capital Requests for FY27

• Requested Actions

• Next Steps

AGENDA
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Create a thriving 
community

Build and 
maintain 

infrastructure to 
deliver public 

services  

Residents
County Council

Planning 
Commission
County Staff

10-year plan:  
Revised annually

No monetary 
commitment

Budget 
Implications

Borrow             
(G.O. Bond)
Tax and Fees               

(Millage Rate and 
Impact Fee)

Cash          
(Savings)

Capital Planning

WHY WHO WHAT HOW
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CIP Background

• A financial planning tool only
• Assets or projects of $100K or more with a useful life of more than 1 year

• Various Funding Sources:
• Special Revenue Tax
• Millage
• Impact Fees
• Fund Balance 
• Borrow (Ex: General Obligation Bond)
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CIP Process Steps

Review 
existing CIP 

capital 
projects, and 

future 
capital 
needs 

Departments 
submit capital 

project 
request

Finance 
receives, 

reviews, and 
compiles 
capital 
project 
requests

Planning 
Commission 

reviews, 
suggests, 
ranks, and 

recommends 
capital 

projects

Administrator 
reviews, 
ranks and 

recommends 
capital 

projects

Council 
adopts CIP 

via 
ordinance

Council 
Adoption of 

Annual 
Budget 

including 
Capital

On-going 
project 

management

Planning

Developing
Monitoring & 

Reporting
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CIP Overview

Project 
Category

Number of 
Projects

Funding 
Request

Scheduled for FY27 (Ord No. 2025-1970)* 26 68,396,224

New Request for FY27 15 48,497,754

Total 41 116,893,978

6
*Project is scheduled and reflects an updated cost estimate for budget year.



Scheduled for FY27

Department Project FY27 Request

Administration* Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) 1,323,215

Airport 12K Stainless Steel Tanks 1,000,000

Coroner* Office Space Expansion 850,000

Development Services Building/Office Space 4,000,000

Economic Development* Spec. Building 2,000,000

Emergency Medical Services* Ambulances (2x) 1,100,000

Emergency Medical Services EMS Combination Station 4,000,000

*Project is scheduled and reflects an updated cost estimate for budget year.
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Scheduled for FY27

Department Project FY27 Request

Emergency Medical Services EMS Station 3 (City of Lancaster) 1,800,000

Emergency Medical Services EMS Station 6 (Town of Kershaw) 1,800,000

Fire Services/Emergency Mgmt.* Apparatus (New Stations) 388,347

Fire Services/Emergency Mgmt.* Brush Truck Replacement Program 283,282

Fire Services/Emergency Mgmt.* Fire Apparatus – County Wide 18,747,966

Fleet Maintenance* Vehicle Replacement 1,518,885

Indian Land Consolidated Fire* Station 3 Construction 10,725,000

8
*Project is scheduled and reflects an updated cost estimate for budget year.



Scheduled for FY27

Department Project FY27 Request

Indian Land Consolidated Fire* Station 3 Engine 1,300,000

Information Technology* IT Hardware Replacement Program 250,000

Parks and Recreation* Lancaster County Regional Park 518,385

Parks and Recreation* Walnut Creek Soccer Fields 2,108,739

Parks and Recreation* Gym Wall Padding and Flooring (Springdale Gym ) 240,000

Road Maintenance* Arrowwood Drive – Drainage Project 400,000

Road Maintenance* Road Preservation 500,000

9
*Project is scheduled and reflects an updated cost estimate for budget year.



Scheduled for FY27

Department Project FY27 Request

Road Maintenance* Road Paving 11,530,405

Sheriff* Patrol Vehicle Replacements 1,650,000

Solid Waste Collections* Refuse Can Replacement (5x) 50,000

Solid Waste Collections* Refuse Truck (1) 212,000

Solid Waste Collections* Refuse Vehicle Trade-In (5x) 100,000

Total: 68,396,224

10
*Project is scheduled and reflects an updated cost estimate for budget year.



FY27 New Requests

Department Project Request Amount

Animal Shelter Add-on Space for Animal Control Officers 120,000

Fire Services/Emergency Mgmt. Riverchase Development Agreement Fire Station 6,228,000

Fire Services/Emergency Mgmt. Fire Service County Training Center 26,228,000

Indian Land Consolidated Fire 
Service District Concrete -  Fire Station 1 320,000

Information Technology Public Safety Dispatch and Records Management 8,003,933

Parks and Recreation Flat Creek Improvements (Playground & Walking Track) 600,000

Parks and Recreation 13 Passenger Bus (x4) 513,960

Parks and Recreation 45 Passenger Bus (x3) 587,940
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FY27 New Requests

Department Project Request Amount

Planning Commission EMS Microhub 1,200,000

Planning Commission Workforce/Affordable Housing Land Control Fund 1,000,000

Public Safety Communications Generator Replacement 300,000

Public Safety Communications Radio Console Replacement (x12) 1,900,000

Public Safety Communications Fire Dispatch CAD Integration 750,000

Road Maintenance Caterpillar 930 Wheel Loader (1) 294,701

Sheriff Parking Lot Repair and Modification (SHF Main) 451,220

Total: 48,497,754
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In Summary

• May 6th: Budget staff will present Council with ranked project lists by 
the Planning Commission and Interim County Administrator 
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Project 
Category

Number of 
Projects

Funding 
Request

Scheduled for FY27 (Ord No. 2025-1970)* 26 68,396,224

New Request for FY27 15 48,497,754

Total 41 116,893,978



Exercise
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CIP Project Ranking Exercise:
1. Planning Commissioners will select and rank 10 projects individually, using the ranking 

sheets provided 
• Select top 10 projects and score each project from 1 – 10 (with 1 being the project of  

HIGHEST priority)
2. Budget staff will collect ranking sheets and tabulate a consensus priority list of the top 10 

highest scored projects
3. Planning Commissioners will discuss this combined list and may make any adjustments to 

the ranking in preparation for a vote



Action
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Requested Action for Planning Commission: 
1. Vote on a recommended prioritized capital project list
2. Vote on a recommendation to Council to include 15 new capital project requests to the 

existing CIP and to adopt the revised CIP ordinance accordingly 



Questions
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