THIS MEETING WILL BE ACCESSIBLE VIA ZOOM:
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/85764552785?pwd=MVhZVkZGRDBVUHBJdzZUYXNVZkJLQT09
DIAL: 1 (301) 715 8592 US
MEETING ID: 857 6455 2785
PASSCODE: 006778

AGENDA
Page County Planning Commission
Work Session
Board of Supervisors Room- County Government Center
103 South Court Street, Luray, VA 22835
March 22, 2022- 7:00 p.m.
_____________________________________________________________________________
Call to Order
A. Pledge of Allegiance
B. Moment of Silence
C. Microphone Reminder
D. Attendance Roll Call
Adoption of Agenda
New Business
A. Adoption of Minutes- January 25, 2022 and February 8, 2022
B. Town of Stanley- Special Use Permit Application

Tracy Clatterbuck

Unfinished Business
A. Discuss and review the following proposed zoning ordinance amendments:
a. Animals in the Residential Zoning District
b. Changes to “dwelling”
B. Review draft of Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance provided by the Berkley Group
Adjourn

MINUTES
PAGE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
January 25, 2022
Members Present
Catherine Grech, District 1
Jared Burner, Chairman, District 3

Allan Betcher, District 2
William Turner, Secretary, District 5

Members Absent
Isaac Smelser, District 4
Staff Present
Tracy Clatterbuck

Kelly Butler

Call to Order
Chairman Burner called the January 25, 2022 Page County Planning Commission Work Session to order in the
Board of Supervisors Room located at the Page County Government Center, 103 S Court Street, Luray, Virginia
at 7:00 p.m. The call to order was followed by The Pledge of Allegiance and a Moment of Silence. Chairman
Burner reminded all commissioners and speakers to please turn on and/or speak into the microphones. The
meeting was live streamed via YouTube. Ms. Clatterbuck conducted an attendance roll call. Isaac Smelser was
noted as absent.
Adoption of Agenda
Mrs. Grech made a motion to adopt the agenda as presented. Mr. Betcher seconded the motion. The motion
passed unanimously 4-0.
New Business
A. Adoption of Minutes – November 17, 2021
Mrs. Grech made a motion to the adopt the November 17, 2021 minutes as presented. Mr. Turner seconded
the motion. The motion passed unanimously 4-0.
Unfinished Business
A. Cape Solar, LLC – Special Use Permit Application
Chairman Burner: I know at the end of the last meeting we talked about if there were any considerations from
staff on the conditions for Cape. Does staff have any update on those?
Ms. Clatterbuck: I do not. I have not had the time honestly to sit down and go through them with a fine-tooth
comb. Frankly, if you expect and want me to do that I would prefer if at least one of the commissioners is
present.
Chairman Burner: I understand that. Any other questions or comments concerning Cape?
Mrs. Grech: We've just received some new documents. Especially the documents which I had requested that
shows topographical map contours with different shading. I think that's an interesting map and I want to take
time to consider it more attentively. I see Josh isn't here tonight, so I’ll have a few questions that I want to
review with him. I'm a little concerned that, unless I’m misunderstanding how to read a topographical map,
but I did a bit of research on this. When I’m looking at this document…can maybe one of you gentlemen
correct me? The areas that seem to be a little heavier shaded, which means a little bit more yellow. Tracy,
can we see the bottom of the map a little bit more please? Anything that's more heavily yellow or heavily
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orange or heavily red or heavily green. Those are the ones that are on steepest slopes, right? The closer
those lines are together the steeper the slope. Is that correct?
Mr. Turner: Correct.
Mrs. Grech: Yeah, that's it. I think we can see this a whole lot better than we could on the old maps. So, I’m a
little concerned because we can only see this project as members of the public when we drive along 340 or
maybe when we drive along Hinton Road or maybe up Farmview Estates and from Old Farms. So, a lot of
those views, except for Hinton Road, we're seeing flat land. When you go down Hinton Road you see that it's
not at all flat. You see those steep slopes. I have concerns about the fact that it appears to me that quite a bit
of this project is on steep slopes. I think that's something we need to take a look at. I know that Mr. Propes
has explained that, technically, they're able to put panel arrays on slopes up to 15%. I’m actually in the middle
of researching how all of this would affect soil erosion. I'm going to take a bit more time and take Mr. Propes
up on his recommendation to take our time and look at all this. So, that's what I have to say about that. I’m
still unhappy with the location of the substation. I took another ride at Old Farms. I suggest you all do that. If
you look on the site plan and you look at Old Farms Road; all those properties from 28 to 36. They're awfully
close to the project. That substation is a real eyesore. I think it's really too close to that property. It's close to
the, too close, to the property labeled 27. In general, I think we need to have generous setbacks. That's about
all I have for now. I'm going to leave you all an opportunity to comment. When I look at my notes I may come
back with more comments. But I know Mr. Turner wasn't there for a couple of meetings. I want him to have
an opportunity to share his comments.
Mr. Turner: I have some comments on this because if I was going to build a poultry or a farm building or
something around something like this, I’d have to have at least 1700 feet to set back on this. And here we are
putting a substation and stuff I mean right on people's boundary lines. I cannot see us doing that. We need to
have more thought on this. It needs to be more planned out. It's nowhere near that I could even vote for
something that is like this. It's just too much for me to be able to vote on something like this. I just can't do it.
I can't pursue it forward. So, it needs to be a lot of studying on this because it's a lot of area here. This is good
farmland that we need to use for other than a solar panel operation. Thank you.
Mrs. Grech: So, I have a question for the farmers in the room. We have two. We're lucky to have you two on
our board. Farmland, Mr. Propes says again in his letter to us, that unlike a subdivision this area would be
returning to farmland. What is your opinion on that Mr. Turner? He says here, “It's also important,” I quote Mr.
Propes’ email to us dated January 13th and he says here, “It's important to point out that while this use of the
farmland is long-term, it's temporary. And the land can be put back into farmland at the end of the useful
facility. A feature that no other type of development can claim. For example, if the land were turned into a
housing development, the farmland would be lost forever.” Do you agree that it would be put back into
farmland?
Mr. Turner: Yes. It can be put back into farmland, but it's not to be farmed. You can run cattle on it. You can
do different things on it. It’d still be in farm use or farm-land. But it's not something that you could just do right
away. It's something that you need to look at and think about.
Mrs. Grech: So, would that be a waste of prime farmland? Prime soils?
Mr. Turner: Yes, yes. As far as I’m concerned it would be.
Mrs. Grech: I think that's a discussion that we may want to have. I don't know what your opinion is Mr. Burner.
I'm a little concerned that this is valuable farmland. We have so little valuable farmland in the county compared
to the whole acreage of the county. Our prime farmland is far and few between. We're losing farmland at an
alarming rate in Page County, in Virginia. We had a presentation of the Berkeley Group about a year ago
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about that. Concerning our new subdivision ordinance. I was on the phone for a webinar last week with the
National Law Center for Agriculture. They were outlining the conflicts between land use policy preservation of
farmland and lofty policies that trickle down from state or Washington. Their recommendation…it was a very
interesting webinar. I'm happy to share the link with you if you want to listen to the recording. Their number
one recommendation is to protect prime soils in dealing with the conflicts that solar farms are posing
nationwide between government policies for renewable energy and land use. That was their number one
recommendation. I'm happy to share the links with you. Protect prime soil. So, I think we're all talking about
the same thing or am I misunderstanding? I’m sure Chairman
Burner’s got an opinion on that.
Chairman Burner: I mean that's the key. You can have a piece of property labeled as prime farmland, but
there's not always going to be the scenario where that prime farmland is always made up of prime soils. Just
like every farmer's always got a back corner that's not productive. Doesn't do anything. Then you also got the
ground that you don't want to give up. That's your most productive ground. Mr. Propes at the last meeting
stated that this would give an opportunity for the ground to heal. I have a little bit of a problem with that
statement; because if the ground's not broken to begin with, what does it need to heal from? If it's active and
productive, what are we trying to heal it from? Now there could be grounds that are heavy in their clay types
that they need some type of regeneration. You have conservation techniques that need to be with minimum
tillage. Yeah, I can see that, but we have to be able to distinguish between the prime soils. Just because that’s
a way to be fair. I had done a little bit of research on it. So, I pulled up the soil survey from Page County where
they go over the different types of soil in Page County. And what soil types are classified as prime soils. On
the first page there you'll see where it goes through the list of actual designated prime soils, not just for prime
farmland, but the designated soils that encompass that. And if you go back and look it's in the environmental
report of the Cape Solar packet it actually has the soil map from that using the same group, NRCS Soil Survey.
They have it in there. Just looking over this property there are some marginal soils, but there's a lot of really
good soils too. I have a hard time sacrificing prime soils for putting solar panels on that large of a scale. That's
the only way I know to be fair. I mean there's areas of the properties that are better suited in terms of soil type,
but there is a large chunk of highly productive soil on that property.
Mr. Betcher: What percent Jared do you believe of the total amount of that property is prime soil?
Chairman Burner: Since it doesn't give any calculation it would be just a shot in the dark. I don't even know
how you would estimate. I mean somebody on the GIS would have to estimate exactly how much of the
project size would be designated as prime soil. I don't have that answer off the top of my head. But you can
look and see, especially the Braddock-loam soils. Those are some of the most productive soils in Page
County. Using this soil survey, you can back it up because they go through in their tables and go through
anticipated yield types based on the soil. The Braddock-loams are some of the highest yielding soils. I hate
to take that out of agricultural production and put something on that you can't eat, you can't benefit from. You
get your electricity, but you can't eat electricity.
Mr. Turner: I live on Naked Creek and I got prime soil on that. It's rocks. You got to stipulate prime soil. Just
because it's primed for one thing you can still use it for something else. If you don't make it in production for
corn or soybeans or something like that you can run cattle on it. It's things that can be done with that land
other than solar panels.
Mrs. Grech: So, I think there may be a need to make a distinction between prime farmland, which is a generic
designation that does not take into account the specific soils of one parcel like we are called to do in a special
use permit (SUP). In the context of a potential solar ordinance then, I think, if I'm not mistaken the commission
a year ago had proposed a concept that was in reference to prime farmland is that correct, Jared? If I
remember correctly. And had limited it to 50% of prime farmland. I know that some of you and some farmers
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had expressed some reservations, saying it's a little unfair because you could have a designation. Is that what
you're talking about Mr. Turner? You could have a designation of prime farmland that actually isn't maybe
appropriate for the whole of your farm.
Mr. Turner: Right.
Mrs. Grech: That's where I would think that I like what Chairman Burner is proposing. Instead of going with a
general concept we go with a more specific concept looking at the specific soils on each piece of land as we
are doing an SUP. We're looking at this piece of land, which soils are where, in order to decide what we may
or may not consider appropriate for the use. Is that correct?
Chairman Burner: That's correct.
Mrs. Grech: So, we're making a difference between the generalities of the comp plan and the proposed solar
ordinance of last year. This is entirely in keeping with the recommendations that I’m seeing in the literature
and the latest recommendations as I cited in that webinar. That we are more precise in our analysis. I think
there's an intersection, if I’m not mistaken, between the soil types and erosion issues and slopes and erosion
issues. I had a concern with slopes. I'm not a farmer. I'm looking at it from a different approach and I feel I
need to be modest on an opinion on farming. I would defer to you gentlemen. From a soil conservation and
erosion perspective I would be weary of slopes. I think there's an intersection. Could you explain to me Mr.
Chairman? Those prime soils, why do I see here on the NRCS report, page 71, Braddock-loam, 2-7% slopes.
They seem to limit all the slopes here to 7%. Is that an erosion?
Chairman Burner: Billy can back me up. It's for erosion. If you go in there and you plow that ground. If you
plow 15% slopes and a heavy rain comes, half your soil is going to wash to the bottom of the hill. But if you
go in and plow something that's 2-4%, you don't have as much soil moving and you're able to maintain your
topsoil across the entire platform. That's not saying that you can't farm the 7-15% slopes. It just says you need
to have a different management technique in preserving the soil that's there.
Mrs. Grech: Should that be a guidance principle for us in terms of setting maximum slopes for this and other
projects? But we're looking at this project so let's keep it here. So should we look at a maximum percentage
that is more in keeping with…I’m hearing that Dominion says that they favor less than an 8% slope. That was
cited in a recent lawsuit. I've been doing research on that and I don't see a lot of support for acceptable
percentages of slope as much as the equipment can tolerate, meaning as much as 15%. So, I think we need
to look at that and see what our limit might be. And I know that VDOT doesn't go above 6%, I think?
Chairman Burner: Ten percent is what’s at the top on theirs.
Mrs. Grech: I think I researched it and I saw 6. I could be wrong. I think we could check with Keith Weakley; I
might give him a call on that one. Those are paved surfaces, but one thing is for sure these huge arrays of
panels; they're impervious surfaces. They're impervious surfaces. We need to consider them a little bit like
we would a roof that lacks gutters. We're going to have to be really careful. I think we need to pay more
attention to the slopes, the intersection of the slopes, with the prime soils and see where that leaves us for
any conditions that we might have. And how we feel about this project in general. I am a little uncomfortable
that we have not received a more…all of these site plans that we've received, and we've received quite a few.
There was some from three years ago; I have a whole dossier from three years ago. But even in this recent
application we've received many new plans and there's always a reservation saying that they're temporary
plans, they’re tentative plans. We don't know that when it comes to construction that things are going to be
located…that the panel arrays will be located where they are now. Because it’s my understanding that's
changed for Dogwood. Then we don't have a grading plan. I can understand why we don't have a grading
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plan if they don't know where the arrays are going to go. But where does that leave us if we don't know how
much grading is going to take place how can we properly address any issues of erosions and then address
permit conditions. So, I think there's more research to do with that. I guess one of my questions would be if
the assumption that the current plans that we have stay as they are how much grading would be required
would be my question number one. That's an issue because you were referring to grading and plowing a field?
Grading would be the same thing, same issues. Right? Unless I’m mistaken.
Mr. Turner: You’re correct.
Chairman Burner: The more you grade the more topsoil you strip off and that there's where your key is.
Mrs. Grech: Mr. Propes said that they would store the topsoil, but if the project is going to store topsoil that
means that some topsoil is going to be removed if not there would be no need to store it. So, they've already
admitted that there's going to be a need to store; therefore, a need to grade. I would like to know how much
grading is going to take place. It's very difficult to measure if this is going to be too big of a mouthful for the
county to chew if we don't have that information. We talked about storm water quality. I think Mr. Propes talks
about “they're amenable to discussing an appropriate water sampling protocol. You want to be sure that
whatever conditions, they're based on good science and grounded in fact.” Do any one of you have any
suggestions that if we sample storm water what we should be looking for? My recommendation would be any
heavy metals, any metals associated with any equipment that's on site. Maybe we need to do some more
research into that.
Mr. Turner: A lot of sediment would be good. The amount of sediment that’s in the stormwater. We’d have to
monitor for that. It’s different things that we would have to monitor for. We just can’t go out there and give
somebody a turn of a hat and say you monitor stormwater. We have to put stipulations in there for those
people.
Mrs. Grech: We need to know what we're looking out for. I think some of the concerns, if I heard correctly from
the public, would be any potential toxic materials within the panel arrays, within the installations. Now we're
hearing from the developer that there's absolutely no risk of that. Vast sections of the public think differently.
I think we need to do our due diligence and make sure that if we do ask for water testing…it's my water, it's
your water. Any neighbors, it's all our water. We need to make sure that we don't ruin our water supply. There
was some interesting reading in the comp plan actually. Mr. Propes refers to the comp plan, page 52. Well,
page 52 through 55. I strongly encourage my fellow commissioners to go and look at that. There are some
concerns about you know development on prime soils directly related to water quality. Karst terrain is
mentioned. All of this is something we need to think about. We need to find out which heavy metals we want
to test for. What would we be testing for? Kelly, do you have any suggestions? Is that something we need to
be working on maybe with you. I'm happy to work with you on that.
Ms. Butler: As far as stormwater goes, stormwater management doesn't look at the quality of the stormwater
they look at the quantity. So, they don't look at what's in the water. They look at how much water there is
before and after construction. Jared may have some contacts at Virginia Tech that he could work with as far
as getting that protocol set up as to what you all might want to look for.
Mrs. Grech: Yeah, because we cannot reasonably ask any applicant to test with for water if we don't ask them
what to do for that. We need to be clear on that. I assume we wouldn't be testing for the same thing as a
product of farming, right? It's not the same thing we're testing for, right?
Chairman Burner: But you would have to establish a baseline. So, you would have to measure what comes
in and get the components of that and then measure what goes out. The difference would be what is generated
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on site. So you would be, like Mrs. Grech talked about, you would want to be looking at components of the
equipment that is there in the event that a panel does leak and come into the storm water you can catch it.
Now on the flip side of that is if nothing ever happens you have an established baseline you have an
established exit line you can say hey nothing came out of this property.
Ms. Butler: So, I think that the commission was on the right track with asking for the soil summation example
for Dogwood. That they wanted it before construction. They wanted it before it's in operation, then every so
many years through the life of the project. It's just a matter of asking them for the right things. I don't think we
asked for the right thing for that.
Mrs. Grech: No, yeah, and we're very much aware that many of the conditions for Dogwood could have
been better thought out. This is a mistake we cannot make this time.
Ms. Butler: That condition was good. It's just that we didn't define what we were looking for.
Mrs. Grech: So, we need to be defining, like Mr. Propes says, we need to define what it is that we're going to
be looking for right? What is the water sampling “protocol” is the term that he used? But I assume we're also
going to have to decide where we're testing right? So, this is all something we need to look at.
Mr. Turner: I'll tell you a good place to start would be the landfill.
Mrs. Grech: How would the landfill be relative to this project?
Mr. Turner: They have their water tested and they know the components that's in it.
Mrs. Grech: You mean for the protocol?
Mr. Turner: For the protocol.
Mrs. Grech: Can you look into that to see what protocol they use for the landfill?
Ms. Butler: We could contact Jeff Blevins.
Mrs. Grech: That'd be cool. You mean that would be a blueprint which we could adapt. Yeah, that's a great
idea.
Chairman Burner: Yeah, and like I said when Kelly brought up, we also need to follow the same theory and
thought process when it comes to the soil. We need to be specific in what we ask for, the frequency in which
require samples. Not only during construction, but post construction. Just like with us when we have to have
a DEQ plan number. We’re every two years…has to be done. And if you're out of your realm you get a little
nasty slap on the wrist and a couple of harsh words.
Mr. Turner: They'll pull your license.
Mrs. Grech: And it makes a lot of sense because if you have regulations as farmers when you are working
your farmland in the intent for which it was zoned right? You're working farmland. You're farming farmland.
Here we're talking about an intensive industrial use of farmland. I'd like to repeat that and I would like it to sink
in. I am very much reticent to use the word “solar farms.” You know, in the beginning, three years ago, Urban
Grid was here telling us they were going to harvest sunlight. It was a wonderful romantic picture. This is not
what it is. This is an industrial use of farmland. My personal opinion is solar farms need to be zoned on
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industrial land, not on farmland. Anyhow, this application is for farmland. It's an industrial use, so we should
at least be as strict in monitoring conditions as the conditions that you have to abide by as farmers farming
the same or equivalent land. I mean does that make sense?
Mr. Turner: Yes, it does.
Mrs. Grech: There's no reason that we should be more lenient in the monitoring of an industrial activity than
we are in monitoring a farming activity on farmland. Does that make sense to everybody?
Chairman Burner: I think that goes back to Billy's previous comments when we're talking about the setbacks
on the substation. We can't build poultry houses right on the line and watch as a substation in a solar farm
have the solar panels right on the line or within so many feet. What's the difference?
Mrs. Grech: Mr. Turner, were you referring to the setbacks of the substation or the setbacks in general?
Mr. Turner: Setbacks in general.
Mrs. Grech: So, there's a setback in general that we need to talk about you know for conditions. And then
setbacks…I would absolutely want different setbacks for the general setbacks. We've already established we
wanted them from the property line.
Mr. Turner: Just look at all these lots right here. All these people here got a legitimate complaint.
Mrs. Grech: Please drive by. Please drive by Old Farms Road. What concerns me with Old Farms Road is
we had a member of the public last time who said she bought a house recently. Didn't know that this project
was underway. We've known about this for three years. But if you're a newcomer to the county it's a possibility
that some of these people here just have no idea. And I think we need to do our due diligence to respect the
conflicting uses. This is heavy industrial use. Again, it's not farmland. It's not farming. And this is a residential
neighborhood. And there's not only one residential neighborhood. There's Old Farms. There's Parkview
Estates. It's caddy corner with…what's the one next to Parkview? It would be right where the blown-up station
is. Right next to Parkview. There's a trailer park. And there's numerous houses. We really need to pay close
attention to that. Tracy, I think I mentioned it at the time we received the petition from Old Farms three years
ago. Could you resuscitate that for us please?
Ms. Clatterbuck: I need to pull it.
Mrs. Grech: I'd be very interested in finding how many people signed it.
Ms. Clatterbuck: Honestly, I forgot to do that.
Mrs. Grech: Yeah, that'd be great. I think we had talked about it. I think we definitely need to consider setbacks
separately for the substation. And for the rest of the project and probably from 340 as well.
Mr. Turner: If you haven't really looked at the map each one of those little brown spots right there. That's
somebody's house.
Mrs. Grech: Oh yeah. The document that we were given is the same one. The one we got today is a
photocopy. But if you look at the original that we received a few weeks ago, it's a little clearer. You can see
the brown blobs. That's 250 feet, the brown blob. And the 250 feet of Old Farms goes right up to the panel
arrays. You see what I’m saying? You can't see it very well on the new photocopy, but you see it better on the
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original. Anyhow I have reservations about all that. There's probably quite a lot of things we're going to need
to look at before coming up with conditions. Anyhow that's all I have for tonight.
Mr. Turner: I'm good too.
Chairman Burner: Mr. Betcher you have any other comments?
Mr. Betcher: No, I think Mrs. Grech covered it real well.
Mr. Janney: Mr. Chairman, may I reiterate our request to set this matter for public hearing promptly?
Chairman Burner: I hear that and we will take it into consideration.
Mr. Janney: Thank you for your consideration.
B. Jonathan Martinez – Special Use Permit Application
Ms. Clatterbuck stated that the applicant sent over a new site plan. She had asked the applicant to make
some revisions to the previously submitted site plan addressing the regulations of the campground ordinance.
The applicant is available for any questions. They also submitted revised campground rules. Adjoining
property owner notices have been sent out. Ms. Clatterbuck visited the site and provided photos to the
Commissioners for them to better understand how the site looks. She provided the Commissioners with draft
conditions. The Building Official, James Campbell, was available for questions relating to the dome structures.
Chairman Burner asked Ms. Clatterbuck if the structure is required to be 400 square feet. Ms. Clatterbuck
clarified that is the definition of a camping cabin. She would not consider this a camping cabin. Mr. Campbell
stated he will look if they are going to have bathrooms and all the facilities that you would have in a house. If
so, he would consider it a cabin. If it has a bathhouse, and the dome is just used for sleeping, then, per the
building code, he cannot consider it a cabin. Mrs. Grech noted a difference in location of the structures
between the two submitted site plans. Sites have been spread out on the property on the newer site plan. Per
the applicant, that was done to adhere to the 1600-square-feet per site requirement, as well as the required
setbacks. There was discussion about the buffer along the sides of the property, as well as fencing. Parking
will be provided at each individual site. There was discussion about having a bathhouse versus a bathroom
in each unit.
SUP conditions were discussed. Commissioners discussed adding that this SUP is limited to Phase 1.
Campground ordinance will be attached to SUP as part of conditions. Discussed off-road vehicles. A condition
involving fencing and the location of the fencing was discussed.
This matter has already been set for public hearing on February 8, 2022 at the January 11, 2022 meeting.
C. Review draft of Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance provided by the Berkley Group
The Commissioners discussed the proposed zoning districts, specifically, adding a second agricultural zoning
district. Mrs. Grech reiterated the need for a planner to assist in this process. Chairman Burner agreed. District
overlays were also discussed. Commissioners and staff discussed if two commercial and two industrial
districts were needed. The extensive process of rezoning was discussed if new districts are added. Rezoning
fees were discussed. Mrs. Grech stated that the schedule of fees for land use permits, such as special use
permits and rezonings, is unfair. In her opinion, asking an applicant for an SUP for a mobile home in a
subdivision to pay the same fee as a utility-scale solar facility is unfair. The proposed sliding scale versus the
5-year time limit was also discussed.
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Adjourn
Chairman Burner requested a motion to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Turner made a motion to adjourn. Mrs. Grech
seconded the motion. The meeting was adjourned at 9:31 p.m.

___________________________________
Jared Burner, Chairman
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PAGE COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
February 8, 2022
Members Present
Catherine Grech, District 1
Jared Burner, Chairman, District 3
William Turner, Secretary, District 5

Tom Mitchell, District 2
Isaac Smelser, District 4

Members Absent
None
Staff Present
Tracy Clatterbuck

Kelly Butler

Call to Order
Chairman Jared Burner called the February 8, 2022 Page County Planning Commission Regular Meeting to order
in the Board of Supervisors (BOS) Room located at the Page County Government Center, 103 S Court Street,
Luray, Virginia at 7:00 p.m. The call to order was followed by The Pledge of Allegiance and a Moment of
Silence. Chairman Burner reminded all commissioners and speakers to please turn on and/or speak into the
microphones. The meeting was live streamed via YouTube. Ms. Clatterbuck conducted an attendance roll call. All
members were present.
Adoption of Agenda
Mr. Turner made a motion to adopt the agenda as submitted. Mrs. Grech seconded the motion. The motion passed
unanimously.
Citizen Comments on Agenda Items
Ken Jemielty stated that Urban Grid has just been sold for $650 million. He stated that PJM has placed a two-year
pause on considering power purchase agreements. He broke down the solar projects in Virginia in regards to
completion, under construction, and ones in the approval process.
Beth Snider stated that if this project is approved the lawyer for the applicant of the Cape Solar project walks away
paid and they are left with the long-term risks and devalued property. Since this began four years ago, more than
500 comments have been made publicly. Urban Grid was bought by Brookfield Renewable. They state that Urban
Grid will still operate with its existing brand in the US. She stated that is a game changer because Urban Grid will
not be in charge.
Chris Anderson stated we still need a solar ordinance to guide solar installations.
Clyde Humphrey stated as this solar application is not significantly different from the one that was denied three
years ago, there seems to be no logical reason to even consider this application. Given that it is being considered,
you need to consider the conditions and terms and not allow them to be written by the developer. He reminded
the commissioners that according to county code if a use is not allowed then the county is prohibited from
considering it.
Public Hearing
A. Jonathan Martinez – Special Use Permit Application
Ms. Clatterbuck provided the following staff report:
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Johnathan Martinez has filed a special use permit (SUP) application to operate a campground located on Kite
Hollow Road, Stanley, VA, and further identified by tax map number 82-A-9. The property is zoned as
Agriculture (A-1) and contains 47.039 acres. The property is currently vacant. Pursuant to § 125-10 D.(9) of
the Page County Zoning Ordinance, campgrounds are only permitted by SUP in the Agriculture (A-1) zoning
district.
According to the applicant, phase one will consist of 10 geodesic primitive structures. Each dome will range
between 20-30 feet in diameter. Each dome will sleep a max of four people. The campground will have two
common bathhouses shared by the units. They plan to hire one full-time employee to operate the campground.
The applicant plans to offer lodging every day of the year. No RVs will be allowed onsite.
Staff strongly urges the commission and board to carefully consider any proposed conditions that are attached
to the SUP.
The applicant has reached out to the following agencies for comment:
Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) – Per James Craun, there is currently no existing entrance. He
has marked an entrance location that meets VDOT’s minimum sight requirements. The proposed location
along with any site plans/entrance design will require further VDOT review before the issuance of the permit
for the entrance.
Page County Health Department- Per Jennifer Jurell, if the SUP is approved, an engineered designed septic
plan for this proposal will be required as well as approval from the Virginia Department of Health Office of
Drinking Water for a potable water source. Also, a VDH Campground Permit will be required for this proposal
before operating.
Page County Building Official- Per James Campbell, he has no objections to the special use. The applicant
will be required to obtain proper information on structures and permits will be required.
The Page County Comprehensive Plan, Volume I, Goal 6 states:
Policy 6.2: “Encourage economic growth that is compatible with the County’s rural character while generating
a positive net cash flow for the County”.
Policy 6.6: “Promote local employment opportunities.”
Policy 6.12: “Enhance the County’s tourism and retail base.”
Fiscal Impact: Refer to Nina Long Fox, Page County Economic Development & Tourism Director.
Ms. Clatterbuck recommended the Page County Planning Commission recommend approval to the BOS for
the SUP for tax map number 82-A-9 to operate a campground with the attached SUP conditions.
The applicant has provided a revised set of campground regulations and rules as well as a revised site plan.
Mr. Martinez clarified some things to the commission and the audience. He gave some background on how
he and his business partner came about the idea for a campground in Page County and in this specific
location. He further clarified their plan for the campground. He explained it will not be a resort type
campground, but 10 glamping sites. He addressed caretaking of the site.
Dan Corwin explained he owns the parcel to the west of the proposed campground. This property has always
been in agricultural use. The equipment that runs on this road is large farm equipment. He stated that the
increased traffic will cause issues. He expressed concern about the clientele that will be staying on the
campground in terms of noise and disturbance. He presented a petition in opposition of the campground with
291 signatures to the commission.
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Jeff Good stated he is one of the adjacent landowners to the proposed campground. He stated that in talking
with surrounding landowners he found their concerns to be trespassing issues, littering, the narrow road,
property management, and guest complaints. He requested that the commission not pass this SUP
application.
Doug Sharp stated he is one of the adjoining landowners. He expressed concern about additional congestion
on Kite Hollow Rd., littering, the historic red brick house next door, the potential for additional phases, and
site selection for the campground.
Bob Haggard expressed concerns about the potential for other phases, guests wandering off site, and ATV
use. He wanted to see stronger language in the rules and regulations.
Beth Snider stated that she doesn’t typically oppose campgrounds coming to Page County. This SUP is
concerning because of the phasing. The domes seem out of character for the area.
Ken Jemielity stated that the nature of domes doesn’t seem to be primitive. He expressed concerns about the
height of the domes.
Nina Fox stated she wasn’t going to speak in favor of or against the campground. She voiced a concern for
the Economic Development and Tourism Department the importance of coming up with a true plan for our
community in development in areas that are necessary. Tourism and agriculture are two major industries in
the county. The way the ordinances are currently written is leaving us very open and vulnerable to proposals
that may not fit the areas where we want them. It brings up the point that we do need to have a strong
conversation about tourism overlay districts and planning accordingly for that industry here in Page County.
She publicly and officially extended the arm of Economic Development and Tourism to the Planning
commission that we sit down and have a conversation and figure out what is the right plan. In starting this
position, she is shocked to see the number of SUPs, the special considerations, the numerous obstacles. It’s
not fair to the residents, that we are here to serve and represent, that they be alarmed that their quality of life
may change, but it’s also not fair to the prospective business investor who comes here, buys land in hopes to
develop an enterprise that will be a strong asset to our economy. We are really doing a disservice to them by
not having these plans in place.
Betty Cubbage is a resident on Kite Hollow Rd. She had concerns about the road, the disruption to wildlife,
the guests using the business being discourteous, crime, noise, theft, burden to law enforcement, fire and
rescue, respect for the church on that road, people living alone on the property.
Mrs. Grech stated that she felt they needed to review the information they had received. Mrs. Grech had some
questions regarding the caretaker and the size of the bathhouse. Mr. Martinez clarified that the caretaker
would be living off-site and the cleaners would be there daily. Mrs. Grech clarified that this SUP application
only concerns Phase 1. The applicant will have to come back for any other phases.
Chairman Burner asked Mr. Martinez how many sites they currently have across the United States. Robert
Abasolo, business partner to the applicant, listed all the other properties that they own and manage, 17 units.
They have other projects that are in the planning or approval phase as well. Mrs. Grech asked how many
properties do they have experience managing. They manage 10-15 properties, and Mr. Abasolo teaches or
consults on property management across the country.
Chairman Burner asked staff if VDOT had approved the project. Ms. Clatterbuck stated that they had. They
will be required to install an entrance. The amount of traffic determines the type of entrance that will trigger.
Ms. Clatterbuck reached back out to James Craun at VDOT and explained there were concerns related to
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traffic and asked for any suggestions. Basically, they will permit the entrance, but there are no concerns
related to traffic. There are no plans for a traffic impact study.
Mrs. Grech asked how tall the structures were. Mr. Martinez indicated 15 feet.
Ms. Clatterbuck clarified that this property is agriculture. And the surrounding properties are either agriculture
or woodland conservation. Single family detached dwellings are a by-right use of the property. But this is not
a residential zoned area.
Mr. Mitchell asked if this is at the top or bottom of the hill. Staff clarified that it is at the bottom of the hill.
Mr. Turner made a motion to table the application until the next meeting in order for the commission to have
more time to think about the application. Mrs. Grech seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.
New Business
A. Election of Officers
Mr. Turner nominated Jared Burner for Chairman for a second term. Mrs. Grech seconded the motion. The
motion passed unanimously. Mrs. Grech nominated William Turner for Vice Chairman. Mr. Smelser seconded
the motion. The motion passed unanimously. Mr. Smelser nominated Catherine Grech for Secretary. Mr.
Turner seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.
B. Roger Aaron Bogner – Special Use Permit Application
Ms. Clatterbuck presented the following staff report:
Roger Aaron Bogner has filed an application for a SUP to operate a home occupation in an accessory building
located at 2535 Bixler’s Ferry Road, Luray, and further identified by tax map number 31-A-29. This property
contains 3.28 acres and is currently zoned as Agriculture (A-1). The home occupation will be operated out of
an existing 30x30 detached accessory building. The proposed business will be a stained-glass studio (retail
sales). The applicant initially plans to open to the public 2-3 days per week with the possibility of additional
days and hours being added in the future.
Section 125-10 C(3) of the Page County Zoning Ordinance, states that home occupations pursuant to § 12515 (Home Occupation Regulations) are a permitted accessory use when located on the same lot with the
permitted principal use. However, § 125-15 B states that home occupations in accessory buildings are only
permitted by SUP.
Staff has attached a copy of § 125-15 (Home Occupation Regulations) of the Page County Zoning Ordinance
for requirements described in code that the applicant must comply with, in addition to any conditions that are
attached to the SUP.
The applicant reached out to the following agencies for comments:
Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) – Per James Craun with VDOT, this property is served by an
existing private entrance. This entrance meets VDOT minimum requirements. The proposed use should not
have any adverse effect to the VDOT right-of-way.
Health Department- Per Herbert Cormier with the Health Department, their office has no objections to the
proposed stained-glass studio.
Building Official- Per James Campbell, Page County Building Official, he has no issues at this time with the
proposed use.
This property falls within the “Agricultural Protection Tier” and into the designation of “Farmland of Statewide
Importance”. Due to the low impact, the proposed business would not change the character of the
property/area. Chapter 3, Goal 6, Section 6.2 states, “Encourage economic growth that is compatible with the
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County’s rural character while generating a positive net cash flow for the county.” Chapter 3, Goal 6, Section
6.12 states, “Enhance the County’s tourism and retail base.”
The applicant will be required to maintain a Page County business license which will result in tax revenue for
the county.
Ms. Clatterbuck recommended making a motion that the Page County Planning Commission hold a public
hearing on this SUP application at the March 8, 2022 Regular Meeting, and direct staff to provide adequate
notice of such hearing in accordance with the Code of Virginia § 15.2-2204.
Mr. Turner made a motion that the Page County Planning Commission hold a public hearing on this SUP
application at the March 8, 2022 Regular Meeting, and direct staff to provide adequate notice of such hearing
in accordance with the Code of Virginia § 15.2-2204. Mr. Mitchell seconded the motion. The motion passed
unanimously.
C. 2021 Annual Report
All commissioners were provided a copy of the draft annual report. State code requires the commission make
a recommendation on the annual report to the governing body. Mrs. Grech made a motion to recommend
approval of the annual report to the BOS. Mr. Smelser seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.
D. Adoption of Minutes – December 7, 2021, December 14, 2021, and January 11, 2022
Ms. Clatterbuck asked if the adoption of the minutes could be tabled until some changes are made. Mrs.
Grech made a motion to table the minutes. Mr. Turner seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.
Unfinished Business
A. Cape Solar, LLC – Special Use Permit Application
Mr. Propes and Mr. Janney were available for questions. Chairman Burner announced that it is time to
schedule a public hearing for this application. Mrs. Grech made a motion to set Cape Solar, LLC SUP
application for public hearing on March 8, 2022. Mr. Turner seconded the motion. The motion passed
unanimously.
Mrs. Grech asked if the public hearing could be held at a larger location because of the anticipated crowd.
Ms. Clatterbuck stated that the schools are not an option because of COVID. One of the fire halls may be an
option, but the decision is up to administration. Chairman Burner asked Ms. Clatterbuck to check with
administration.
Mr. Propes clarified that Urban Grid has been Brookfield Renewables. Urban Grid will continue to operate as
Urban Grid. He clarified that the PJM two-year pause will not have an effect on this project. The
interconnection service agreement has already been signed for this project. Mr. Propes clarified that the 75100MW is called the “name plate capacity” of the system that would be connected to the electrical grid. That
is the maximum amount that the facility could put onto the grid.
Chairman Burner stated he understood broken panels would be disposed of in dry waste containers as they
are hazardous waste. He asked where those dry waste containers would be disposed of. Mr. Propes clarified
that a broken panel wouldn’t immediately be considered hazardous waste. That would be determined by the
type of panel. It may be able to be recycled off-site if not determined to be hazardous waste. If it isn’t hazardous
waste, but they wanted to dispose of it and not recycle it, it could go in any sanitary landfill. If it is determined
to be hazardous waste it would be transported and disposed of in accordance with federal regulations in a
special landfill. Mr. Propes stated that the “generator” would be making the determination if something is
hazardous waste. That is a defined term under the hazardous waste regulations. The generator is the operator
of the solar facility. They can make that determination based on Manufacturer Safety Data Sheets or a TCLP
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test. He assured the commission that there are no free-flowing chemicals leaking out of the panels. Mr. Propes
offered to check on the exact protocol for disposal of broken panels.
The commission agreed to begin reviewing SUP conditions. The commission discussed condition #1 relating
to the length of the SUP. The applicant is fine with 40 years. The commission, and the applicant, asked that
Mr. Hahn in GIS create a map showing all the draft conditions as they relate to the land. The commission
prefers a chain link fence around the property. The commission stopped reviewing conditions at #9. They
would pick up reviewing conditions at the next meeting.
B. Floodplain Ordinance Draft Review
Ms. Butler gave the following staff report: On September 14, 2021 a motion was made by the Planning
Commission to have staff send the attached draft floodplain ordinance to the Department of Conservation and
Recreation (DCR) for review. I received their comments back on January 18, 2022 with the attached scoring
sheet. This scoring sheet compares the model ordinance to our draft ordinance and notes the location of each
item in the model and in our draft. As you can see, there were no major items noted. They recommended we
expand on one definition, “historical structure,” as written in the model ordinance.
The DCR reviewer explained that DCR does a draft review prior to adoption to make sure that there aren't
any major edits required before the county agrees to adopt the ordinance. Once the ordinance has been
adopted, DCR does their final review to make sure that no major changes have been made, and that the final
adopted ordinance includes all of the required sections, including the page that contains signatures for the
community adoption. FEMA will review DCRs review comments and make their final determination for
approval.
Ms. Butler requested a motion from the Planning Commission to send the ordinance to the county’s legal
counsel for review before scheduling a public hearing. Mrs. Grech made a motion. Mr. Turner seconded the
motion. The motion passed unanimously.
C. Review draft of Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance provided by the Berkley Group – Proposed
Zoning Districts
Ms. Clatterbuck stated that Josh Hahn in GIS provided a list of commercial and industrial zoned properties in
the County. He also placed this information on a map. Mrs. Nina Long provided information on the industrial
zoned property and how it relates to needs of the county. There was discussion on the lack of industrial zoned
property in Page County, and poorly located industrial zoned properties. The commission discussed the need,
or lack of need, for two commercial and two industrial zoned districts. Chairman Burner asked Mrs. Long if
she felt that two of each was needed. She emphasized the need to know what we want to be before deciding
on two commercials. She did not see the need for two industrial districts. Chairman Burner asked the
Commission to come prepared to make a decision regarding two commercial and two industrial districts at the
next meeting.
Open Citizen Comment Period
Beth Snider thanked the commissioners for their work. In reference to the Cape Solar SUP application, she is
concerned about the generator making the determinations of haz-mat.
Jane Mangum lives in Old Farms subdivision. She shared a story about reminding us to guard what we love. She
wants the commission to pay special attention to the substation in reference to the Cape Solar SUP application.
Paul Otto thanked the commissioners for their work.
Chairman’s Report
None
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Clerk’s Report
Reminder about the meeting being moved to February 17, 2022. Two new SUP applications are in review.
Adjourn
Chairman Burner requested a motion to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Turner made a motion to adjourn. The motion
was seconded by Mrs. Grech. The meeting was adjourned at 9:54 p.m.

___________________________________
Jared Burner, Chairman
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