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Project Background

This Small Area Master Plan was funded by a Virginia Main Street (VMS) grant 
In 2024, Page County received a Virginia Housing Development Authority grant 
to perform a Local Market Study and Feasibility Study. A team led by Hill Studio 
was selected to conduct it. The planning process for this study included stakeholder 
meetings, extensive market, utility, and policy research, and used this data to create 
a series of housing concepts on a site near the Town of Stanley.

Two photos of Luray, Virginia. Source: Page County, VA
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Stanley, Virginia. Source: Page County, VA

Overview of Housing Study

The price of housing in Page County has skyrocketed over 46% since 2021. Because 
housing prices have grown faster than local wages have, entry-level and attainable 
housing has almost entirely disappeared from the local market. County residents 
often find it difficult to afford the available stock in Page and have been forced to 
find homes elsewhere. Major employers have had to put off planned expansion 
due to the lack of available housing for their workers. On top of this, some houses 
are purchased for conversion to short-term rentals. While it is a relatively small 
number – only about 7% of the houses sold during this period were so converted – 
it is a significant source of local concern and new developments must take this into 
consideration. Due to the high cost of construction, new, non-short-term-rental 
housing development has been difficult for the county to attract. 

As of 2026, approximately 23,548 people reside in Page County. The median 
household income in Page County is $65,980, which is somewhat below other 
median incomes in the region. Comparatively, the median household income in the 
Shenandoah Valley region is $80,732 and the median household income in the state 
of Virginia is $99,752. Page County’s housing stock is predominantly single-family, 
owner-occupied housing. Among occupied housing units in the County, 72% are 
owner-occupied and 28% are renter occupied. Local developers have claimed that 
it is hard to build houses in the area that can sell profitably under $300,000, but 
Page County residents often cannot afford more than $250,000. County residents 
across all ages and all over the economic spectrum feel pressure to move: young 
people cannot afford to enter the local housing market, and seniors cannot afford 
to downsize to a more appropriately sized home in the County. 

Affordability and conservation are key goals of this study. The Page County 
Comprehensive Plan prioritizes the development of attainable housing while 
retaining a rural and agricultural character. To aid in this goal, the County 
designated Community Service Areas (CSAs) to help target growth and limit 
sprawling development. CSAs are located around incorporated towns and along 
major corridors to help preserve the rural character and limit dense development 
in most unincorporated parts of the County, acting as a buffer between rural, agri-

Overview of Housing Study

cultural regions of the County and the more developed town centers. The Page 
County EDA’s site on Goodrich Road is in Stanley’s Secondary CSA. It has adequate 
infrastructure to handle moderate housing growth, and the location helps provide 
a buffer between rural, unincorporated areas of Page County and the dense Town 
of Stanley. 

Approximately 50% of the local workforce commutes out of the County for work, 
and over 25% of residents commute over 60 minutes to work. People who live 
in Page County are there for other, mostly lifestyle reasons: family, the natural 
beauty, and an overall feeling of safety. Residents want to see development that 
they can afford and allows them to continue to have the quality and way of life that 
Page County has had for generations. This project seeks to identify local housing 
priorities and provide the County with a feasible housing development program 
that helps residents afford Page County.
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Community Engagement

Seeking community input for this plan, Hill Studio staff conducted round table 
discussions with a variety of stakeholders representing a diverse cross-section of 
County residents, business owners, leaders, and real estate professionals. Community 
engagement for this plan occurred in two sessions: in person at the Page County 
Offices on February 26, 2026, and virtually on March 24, 2026. The project team 
developed five key focus groups for this project: 

•	 Major Employers and Workforce Representatives

•	 Economic Development and Tourism Stakeholders

•	 Local Leadership and Policymakers

•	 Realtors/Housing Professionals

•	 Local Homeowners/Residents

Input from the public engagement sessions provided the project team with an 
important understanding of present conditions and opinions of the local housing 
market, which guided the development of the creative elements of this housing 
study. Features identified by the focus groups and stakeholders were incorporated 
in the designs and concepts proposed later in this book. 

Summary of Key Takeaways

•	 There is a substantial need for new, attainable housing 

•	 Growth needs to happen, but it needs to be “healthy”

•	 Rural character MUST be preserved

•	 There is potential for industrial/business/economic growth once more 
housing is available

•	 People living in Page County value comfort, family, safety, natural beauty, 
the local culture, and the great outdoors

•	 Young, single people have very few housing options in the area, and 

•	 There are very few apartments available for rent at any price point

•	 House prices are often too high for people just starting out

•	 People would like to see more pedestrian infrastructure between 
developments and stores/businesses

•	 In 10 years, how will we know the project has been a success?

•	 If Page County has a thriving agricultural economy WHILE developing 
housing 

•	 In ten years, this project will be deemed a success if something is 
developed as a result of this study
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Related Regional Plans and Initiatives

Shenandoah County Housing Plan (2025)
Nearby localities are facing very similar problems to Page County. In a 2025 
housing study conducted in neighboring Shenandoah County, similar gaps in 
available housing were found: the county has very few available affordable rentals 
and starter homes, or senior housing. Some recommendations for action in the 
report included:

•	 Targeting mixed use development to start and manage growth
•	 Creating new zoning districts with reduced minimum lot sizes
•	 Expanding utilities where growth is targeted

Rural Page County. Source: Page County, VA
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Background

This market study provides an overview of demographics, housing trends and 
demand, as well as a description of the Page County market.   The assessment 
provides a baseline to inform the planning team on opportunity and needs based on 
the makeup of the market, creating a market-based master planning effort.
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Demographics

Population
As of 2026, approximately 23,548 people reside in Page County. The population in 
the County experienced steady increases between 1970 and 2010, at which point 
the population peaked at just over 24,000. Between 2010 and 2020, the population 
declined by 1.4%. The University of Virginia’s Weldon Cooper Center projects 
that this slight population decline will continue over the next 20 years, with Page 
County reaching a population of 22,637 by the year 2050.

Year		          Population
1900			    13,794
1910			    14,147
1920			    14,770
1930			    14,852
1940			    14,863
1950		                15,152
1960			    15,572
1970			    16,581
1980			      9,401
1990			    21,690
2000	                           23,177
2010	                           24,042
2020	                           23,709
2026 Estimate	             23,548
2030 Projection	  22,984
2040 Projection	  22,507
2050 Projection	  22,637

Figure 1: Population in Page County, 1900-2050. (Sources US Census, 1900-2020; 
Claritas, 2026; UVA Weldon Cooper Center Population Projections 2030-2050)
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Households

There are approximately 9,907 households in Page County, with an average 
household size of 2.36. The majority of households are either 1-person (29.9%) or 
2-person (35.9%) households. Approximately 20% of households in Page County 
have children under the age of 18. 

Age

The median age in Page County is 46.3, which is higher than the median age in 
Virginia (39.9) and the Shenandoah Valley Region overall (41.2). Nearly 40% of 
the County’s population is aged 55 years or older and 11% is aged 75 years or older.

Figure 2: Households by Size in Page County, 2026 (Source: Claritas)

Figure 4: Median Age in Page County and Region, 2026 (Source: Claritas) Figure 3: Age Distribution in Page County, 2026 (Source: Claritas)
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Race and Ethnicity

The population in Page County is 89.2% White, 3.2% Hispanic or Latino, 2% 
Black or African American, 1% other race, and 4.6% two or more races.

 

Educational Attainment

Educational attainment in Page County lags behind the Shenandoah Valley Region 
and the state of Virginia overall. In Page County, approximately 84.1% of the 
population aged 25 years or older has a high school diploma and only 15.3% have 
a Bachelor’s degree or higher. The percent of the population having a Bachelor’s 
degree or higher is 28.5% in the Shenandoah Valley Region and 42.3% in Virginia.

Figure 5: Race and Ethnicity in Page County, 2026 (Source: Claritas)

Figure 6: Educational Attainment in Page County, 2026 (Source: 
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Income

The median household income in Page County is $65,980, which is on the lower 
end of incomes for the region. Comparatively, the median household income in 
the Shenandoah Valley region is $80,732 and the median household income in the 
state of Virginia is $99,752. Approximately 16.7% of households in Page County 
have annual incomes of less than $25,000 while 30.3% of households have incomes 
of $100,000 or more. In Page County, 7.1% of families live below poverty.

Figure 8: Median Household Income in Page County and the Region, 2026 
(Source: Claritas)

Figure 7: Distribution of Household Incomes in Page County, 2026 (Source: 
Claritas)
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Segmentation

The following segmentation analysis frames the makeup of the existing households 
in Page County and the Shenandoah Valley region. The analysis describes the 
behavioral traits and consumer patterns of various “segments” based on socio-
economic indicators such as age, income, education and family structure. The 
households in each segment have shared needs, interests, lifestyles, and consumer 
characteristics.

Segmentation comes from PRIZM Premier cluster groups as calculated by Claritas 
Inc, a leading national market research firm that provides data and analytics to 
help businesses, corporations and planners better understand market needs. Data 
comes from several sources, including US Census Bureau demographics, housing 
statistics, and measures of urbanicity; consumer survey and consumer pattern data 
comes from Claritas Financial Track, Epsilon, Valassis, and Data Axle; and age, 
income, and household composition data are modeled to create a comprehensive 
profile of the various segments.

Segmentation groups are based on Life Stage (age and presence of children) and 
Social Groups (urbanization and socioeconomic). The segments and their names 
are generic as identified by the Claritas PRIZM data set and should not be seen as 
a literal interpretation of the people that live in Page County and the region but 
rather describe their consumer behavior that may help understand them as a target 
market.

Life Stage

Life stage analysis groups households into three categories (Younger Life, Family 
Life, and Mature Years) based on age and presence of children. In Page County, 
22% of the households are Younger Life Households, 31% are Family Life, and 
47% are Mature Years. In the Shenandoah Valley Region, 19% of the households 
are Younger Life Households, 37% are Family Life, and 44% are Mature Years.

Figure 9: Life Stage Segmentation Analysis in Page County (top) and the 
Shenandoah Valley Region (bottom); Source: Claritas, 2026
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Market Segments

Of the 68 PRIZM market segments identified by Claritas, 8 are represented in Page 
County. The largest segments in Page County include:

•	 Back Country Folks (21%)

•	 Country Strong (19%)

•	 Country Casuals (12%)

•	 Young & Rustic (12%)

There is a greater variety of household segments in the Shenandoah Valley Region, 
with 55 of the 68 market segments represented. The largest segments in this region 
include:

•	 Country Strong (9%)

•	 Big Sky Families (6%)

•	 Country Casuals (6%)

•	 Fast-Track Families (5%)

•	 Back Country Folks (5%) 

•	 Mayberry-ville (5%)

•	 Heartlanders (5%)

A brief description of key segments is provided in the table on the following page. 
Full descriptions of these segments from Claritas can be found at https://claritas360.
claritas.com/mybestsegments.

Figure 10 and 11: Market Segmentation in Page County (Top) and the 
Shenandoah Valley Region (bottom); Source: Claritas, 2026
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Figure 12: Description of Key Market Segments in Page County and the Shenandoah Valley Region; Source: Claritas, 
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Figure 13: Page County Employment by NAICS Category, 2023 (Source: US 
Census On the Map)

Economic Snapshot

Jobs
There are approximately 5,310 jobs in Page County according to the US Census on 
the Map. Major employment sectors include:

•	 Retail Trade (15%);

•	 Manufacturing (12%);

•	 Educational Services (11%);

•	 Healthcare & Social Assistance (11%);

•	 Accommodation & Food Services (10%); and

•	 Public Administration (8%).

Major employers in the county include:

1.	 	 Page County School Board

2.	 	 County of Page

3.	 	 DNC P&R At Shenandoah

4.	 	 Wal Mart

5.	 	 Masonite Corp.

6.	 	 Luray Caverns Coffee Shop

7.	 	 Valley Health System

8.	 	 Emco Enterprises

9.	 	 U.S. National Park Service

10.	 .	VF Jeanswear
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Commute Patterns

Page County is a net exporter of jobs, meaning that more Page County residents 
commute OUT of the county than workers commute IN. Approximately 3,214 
people both live and work in Page County, while 2,096 workers commute into 
the county for employment, and 8,030 county residents commute outside of the 
county for work. Areas that Page County residents most commute to include the 
Washington-Arlington-Alexandria metro (2,326 commuters), the Harrisonburg 
metro (2,315 commuters), and the Richmond metro (677 commuters).

Wages
According to the Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages, in the 3rd Quarter 
of 2025 the average weekly wage across all industries was $872. Industries with 
the highest average weekly wages include wholesale trade ($1,698), professional, 
scientific and technical services ($1,558), government ($1,272), and finance and 
insurance ($1,208).Country Strong (9%)

Industry Employment Projections
Employment in the Shenandoah Valley Local Workforce Development Area is 
projected to increase by 1.78% between 2022 and 2032. Industry sectors with the 
largest projected jobs gains include: 

•	 Management of Companies and Enterprises

•	 Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation

•	 Health Care and Social Assistance

•	 Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services

•	 Administrative Support and Waste Management and Remediation Services

•	 Real Estate and Rental and Leasing

Figure 14: Inflow and Outflow of Jobs in Page County, 2023 (Source: US Census on the 
Map)

Figure 15: Jobs by Earnings in Page County, 2023 (Source: US Census On the Map)
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Based on median earnings and the county’s overall industry mix, most workers 
fall within an approximate $25,000 to $55,000 median annual earnings range, 
particularly those workers in hospitality, retail, health support, manufacturing, 
tourism, etc.  At these incomes and using the 30% housing cost threshold, maximum 
affordable monthly costs for housing in Page County by income is:

Figure 16: Affordable housing costs based on income.
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Existing Housing Market

Housing Types, Tenure, and Occupancy
Page County’s housing stock is predominantly single-family, owner-occupied 
housing. The housing stock consists of 82% single-family detached homes, 3% 
single-family attached homes, 5% multifamily homes, and 10% mobile homes or 
trailers.

An examination of the occupancy and vacancy status of Page County’s housing 
stock demonstrates the significance of second homes and short-term rentals in the 
County. According to the US Census Bureau, 9.8% of houses in Page County are 
designated as seasonal, recreational, or occasional use homes. More information will 
be provided on short-term rentals in a later section. Among occupied housing units 
in the County, 72% are owner-occupied and 28% are renter-occupied.

Figure 18: Occupancy and Vacancy Status of Housing 
Units in Page County (Source: ACS 5-Year Estimates, 
2020-2024)

Figure 19: Housing Types in Page County, 2026 (Source: 
Claritas)

Figure 17: Housing Tenure in Page County, 2026 
(Source: Claritas)
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Age of Housing Stock

Housing construction in Page County mirrors population growth, with steady 
construction during the growth years of 1970-2009. However, there has been 
limited new housing built since 2010. Additionally, Page County has a significant 
amount of historic homes, with 18% of the housing stock built prior to 1940. 
Data in this chart represents the entire county, including the incorporated towns of 
Luray, Stanley, and Shenandoah.

Homeownership Market Analysis

This section looks at homeownership market for existing and for-sale housing 
including trends, values, and incomes.

In order to get the full picture of the market, this section should be looked at 
in conjunction with the demographic, market segmentation, and employment 
sections above, as well as supply, pipeline, and housing unit projections below.

Figure 20: Housing Units by Year Structure Built in Page County, 2026 (Source: Claritas)

Figure 22: Median Value of Owner-Occupied Housing in Page County and the Region, 
2026 (Source: Claritas)

Figure 21: Distribution of Values of Owner-Occupied Housing in Page County, 2026 
(Source: Claritas)
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The median value of owner-occupied housing in Page County is $313,173. Housing values in Page County are less than those of surrounding counties, as shown in the 
chart below. The median value in the Shenandoah Valley Region is $394,091. Nearly half of the housing stock in Page County is valued between $200,000 and $400,000.

The table below provides data on from the US Census American Community Survey, providing a breakdown of the value of owner-occupied housing by household 
income. The data indicates that there are nearly 800 households living in homes valued at greater than $200,000 but that have annual incomes of less than $35,000. This 
likely points to the growing retiree population in Page County.

Table 1: Value of Owner-Occupied Housing Units by Household Income in Page County (Source: ACS 5-Year Estimates 2020-2024)
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Trends in Sales Prices

MLS data from Virginia Realtors shows that from 2016 to 2025, annual home sales 
within Page County ranged from a low of 237 in 2016 to a high of 336 in 2022. 
The monthly median sales price has been increasing over the past decade, peaking 
at $355,000 in October of 2024.

According to Virginia Realtors Data, housing values varied widely from county to 
county within the region.  However, the entire region showed a similar trend of 
steadily increasing sales prices over the past decade, mirroring national trends.   In 
January of 2026, Page County had a lower average sales price than its peers within 
the region, at $269,000.  Rappahannock County had the highest at $405,000.

Figure 23: Monthly Median Sales Price In Page County, January 2016-January 2026 
(Source: Virginia Realtors)

Figure 24: Annual Home Sales in Page County, 2016-
2025 (Source: Virginia Realtors)

Figure 25: Regional Sales Prices. (Source: Virginia 
Realtors)
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For Sale Market

Data for the Zillow Home Value Index, which is a measure of home prices over 
time, paints a similar picture of rising values in Page County. The Zillow Home 
Value Index for Page County was $293,367 in January 2026, up 1.92% over the 
past year and up 46.1% since January 2021.

CHAPTER 2: MARKET STUDY

Figure 26: Zillow Home Value Index for Page County (Source: Zillow)



28 PAGE COUNTY HOUSING PLAN

CHAPTER 2: MARKET STUDY

Rental Market Analysis

According to the American Community Survey, there are approximately 2,800 
renter-occupied housing units in Page County and the median gross rent is $879. 
Rents have been steadily increasing over the past decade, up 27.9% since 2014. 
The table below breaks down the grows rent of renter households by household 
income. The data reveals that in general, renter households have lower incomes than 
homeowner households in the county. Approximately 56% of renter households 
have annual incomes of less than $50,000 while only 11% have annual incomes of 
$100,000 or more.

Figure 27: Median Gross Rent in Page County, 2014-2024 (Source: American Community 
Survey 5-Year Estimates)

Table 2: Gross Rent by Household Income in Page County (Source: ACS 5-Year Estimates 2020-2024)
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Availability and Pipeline

Single Family - Supply

The chart to the right shows residential building permits for new homes in Page 
County from January 2010 to July 2026. In the decade following the 2008-2009 
recession, there were minimal building permits in Page County. However, building 
permits increased significantly in the early 2020s. The average permit value also 
increased during this time period. In 2025, there were 141 new residential permits 
with a total valuation of $27.1 million.

Figure 28: Residential Building Permits in Page County, January 2010-July 2026 (Source: 
Page County)

Figure 29: Average Value of Residential Building Permits in Page County, January 2010-
July 2026 (Source: Page County)

Figure 30: Total Value of Residential Building Permits in Page County, January 2010-July 
2026 (Source: Page County)
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The town saw a marked increase in new building permits for single family beginning in 2020 through 2023. New starts have declined since then, with 2026 likely to be 
similar to 2025. Average value of these homes has generally increased since 2019, and 2026 saw a significant jump to just over $321,154 average value. The 2020 – 2023 
increase in building permits and values occurred while the county also saw slight population decline. While this could be due in part to downsizing, it is more likely due 
to the desirability of Page County as a second-home and short-term rental destination. These trends suggest that for the foreseeable future, Page County’s single-family 
demand will be driven by a market that is not full-time residents but second homeowners and investors. This is difficult to project as the market forces are coming from 
the outside. That being said, it should be noted that annual building permits have seen a steady decline over the past three years, with 2025 and 2026 permits being fewer 
than the previous five years.

Multi-Family Supply
There are very few multi-family units existing in Page County representing just 5% of the overall housing stock.  This includes a few apartment complexes, with the 
occasional duplex and multiplex.   While owner-occupied units versus rental, there are some townhomes as well, which are quite new to the market.  Most all multi-family 
is in the towns of Luray, Stanley, and Shenandoah.  Key developments include:

Table 3: Existing multi-family product in Page County. 
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Most multi-family in Page County was built three decades ago, or older.  The only 
exceptions are Luray Village (20 years) and Luray Meadows (3 years).  The county’s 
only townhome development, Luray Landing, is currently under construction.   
There are no new apartments being developed.   In addition, virtually all of the 
products above are fully leased. There has been little demand in the past for multi-
family, but as the county continues to age, there will be a need to create more 
down-sizing opportunities for residents, whether in conventional apartments or 
townhomes.

Future Housing - Pipeline
There are very few multi-family units existing in Page County representing just 
5% of the overall housing stock.  This includes a few apartment complexes, with 
the occasional duplex and multiplex.   While owner-occupied units versus rental, 
there are some townhomes as well, which are quite new to the market.  Most all 
multi-family is in the towns of Luray, Stanley, and Shenandoah.  Key developments 
include:

Table 4: Vacant Subdivision Lots by Max Sales Price (Source: Page County)
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Housing Affordability

Housing is considered affordable when a household spends no more than 30% 
of their annual income to live there. In Page County, approximately 26% of 
homeowners spend 30% or more of their household income on housing costs, with 
12% spending more than 50% of their income on housing cost. As housing values 
rise, housing affordability will become a greater concern for residents in the County.

Affordability for renters is of even greater concern. In Page County, where the 
median rent is $879 per month, at least 32% of renters spend 30% or more of their 
incomes on rent. It is important to note that this percentage is likely understated, as 
Census data for 19% of renter households in the County is “not computed.”

Figure 31: Gross Rent as a Percentage of Household Income in Page County (Source: ACS 
5-Year Estimates, 2020-2024)

Figure 32: Monthly Owner Costs as a Percentage of Household Income in Page County 
(Source: ACS 5-Year Estimates, 2020-2024)
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Short-Term Rental Market

Short-Term Rental Overview
This section examines short-term rental data for the region to better understand 
how short-term rentals impact the housing market in Page County. This section 
will explore data from AirDNA, a leading analytics platform that examines market 
data from AirBnB and VRBO. Data will include factors such as the supply of short-
term rentals, occupancy rates, rental rates, seasonal demand, and RevPAR. The data 
provided below comes from the AirDNA Luray Submarket, which covers Page 
County.

Figure 33: Map of Short-Term Rental Listings in Page County (Source: AirDNA, February 
2026)
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Total Listings

AirDNA shows a total of 741 short-term rentals in Page County, as listed on VRBO 
and AirBNB. The supply of short-term rentals grew by 3.5% over the past year. The 
listings vary by size, with approximately 21% one-bedrooms, 31% two-bedrooms, 
30% three-bedrooms, 11% four-bedrooms, and 8% five or more bedrooms. 

Occupancy Rate and Booking Demand

The average occupancy rate of short-term rentals in Page County is 50%. Occupancy 
rates are higher in the summer and fall months compared to the winter and spring 
months.

Historical data from the past three years shows that demand has been steadily 
increasing. Booking demand is highest in the month of October and lowest in 
January and February.

Figure 35: Supply of Short-Term Rentals in Page County (Source: AirDNA, February 2026)

Figure 34: Booking Demand for Short-Term Rentals in Page County from February 2023 to 
January 2026 (Source: AirDNA, February 2026)
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Average Daily Rate

The average daily rate across all short-term rentals in Page County is $283.11. 
Rates vary by rental size (number of bedrooms) and seasonality, with higher rates 
corresponding to months with higher demand.

Revenue

The average revenue per year for short-term rentals in Page County is $48,300. 
Revenue per available rental (RevPAR) is higher on the weekends than on the 
weekdays, and higher in the summer and fall months than in the winter months.

Top Rentals

The top-performing short-term rental in the County had a 96% occupancy rate 
and an annual revenue of $244,300. Approximately 30 short-term rentals in the 
County brought in over $100,000 in revenue each over the past year.

Figure 36: Supply of Short-Term Rentals in Page County (Source: AirDNA, February 2026)

Figure 37: Listing Revenue by Month for Short-Term Rentals in Page County (Source 
AirDNA, February 2026)
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Population and Housing Unit Projections

Population and Household Projections
The University of Virginia’s Weldon Cooper Center provides statewide and 
county-level population projections. These projections suggest that Page County’s 
population will decline slightly over the next two decades, reaching a population 
of 22,637 in 2050. The table below provides the population projections by age, 
demonstrating that the number of people age 80 years or older in Page County is 
expected to increase.

Claritas estimates the 2026 population in Page County to be 23,548. Therefore, 
Page County is projected to lose 911 residents between 2026 and 2050. With an 
average household size of 2.36, this translates into approximately 386 households.

CHAPTER 2: MARKET STUDY

Table 5: Population Projections for Page County by Age, 2030-2050 (Source: University 
of Virginia Weldon Cooper Center)

Housing Market Area

Housing in Page County will continue to serve not only full-time county residents, 
but also seasonal county residents and tourists. The market area for second homes 
and investment properties is largely composed of residents in nearby metropolitan 
areas including Richmond and Washington DC.  The more localized market for 
working-age residents and families likely comprises a thirty-minute drive time that 
includes Harrisonburg, Charlottesville and surrounding areas. 

Each of these metropolitan areas are located one to three hours from Page County, 
an easy drive for a weekend or seasonal home. These metropolitan areas are also 
gaining population, indicating an expanding market base for seasonal housing in 
Page County.

Figure 38: 
Page County 
Housing 
Market Area

Table 6: Key Demographic Indicators of Page 
County Housing Market Area, 2026 (Source: 
Claritas)



37PAGE COUNTY HOUSING PLAN

CHAPTER 2: MARKET STUDY

Economic Climate and Trends

The Page County housing market is closely tied to the structure of the local economy 
including demographic and housing indicators, employment and workforce, as 
well as desirability of owning second homes in the county.  The market research 
for this study lays the foundation for housing need and informs the conceptual 
master plan.  The research also detailed the lack of housing diversity, overall housing 
affordability as well as the impact of the short-term rental (STR) market.  County-
wide employment and wages are also assessed, particularly as they impact the overall 
housing market.

Key housing and demographic trends include:

•	 Page County’s population has remained relatively stable over the past few 
decades but is projected to show a slight decline through 2050. 

•	 At the same time, the population of the County is aging, with a median age 
of 46.3 and nearly 40% of residents aged 55 or older.  Market segmentation 
shows a predominance of older households with below average to lower-
midscale incomes.

•	 Smaller households predominate the market, with nearly two-thirds of 
households consisting of one- or two-person households.  As the population 
continues to age, this suggests an increasing demand for smaller, lower-
maintenance housing types.

•	 Without population growth, there has been limited new housing product 
being constructed since 2010.   There is also limited housing diversity with 
the majority of the housing stock being single-family detached (82%) with 
very limited multifamily options (5%).

•	 Mirroring national trends, Page County has seen housing prices rising 
sharply over the past five years with a 46% increase in values since 2021.  
Median sales value peaked at $355,000 in 2024 and still remains high.  For-
sale values are still increasing, albeit at a much lower rate.

Housing Findings

ns
•	 This increase in value coupled with limited new product being developed has 

begun to create an affordability challenge in the County.  26% of homeowners 
are considered to be cost-burdened.  Median rent is approximately $879 
per month, yet at least 32% of renters are cost-burdened, with 20% being 
severely cost-burdened.  These residents spend more than 50% of their 
income on housing costs.

•	 One factor impacting housing affordability is the proliferation of short-
term rentals affecting overall availability of housing.  Known as the “Cabin 
Capital of Virginia”, Page County has become a major vacation destination.  
Its access to Shenandoah National Park, Skyline Drive, Luray Caverns and 
other attractions have seen the non-hotel lodging market continue to grow.  
At the time of this report’s writing (2026), there were 741 short-term rental 
(STR) listings in the County.  These listings collectively have an average 
annual revenue of $48,300 per unit, according to AirDNA. In the case of 
Page County, STRs show great investment potential while also filling the 
demand for alternative lodging within the area.  By the same token, this 
financial attractiveness likely reduces the availability of long-term housing 
for residents and contributes to rising home values overall.

•	 During stakeholder engagements, it was mentioned that key needs include 
rental units for younger singles (1-bedroom apartments), as well as single-
family detached with 2 to 3 bedrooms.  For-sale project from $200,000 
to $250,000 was mentioned as needed. Some residents said that residents 
in Page County are opposed to apartments overall, so new units may need 
to be alternate types such as cottage homes, single-family attached, and 
adaptive reuse.
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Housing Findings

Employment and wage trends impacting housing include:

•	 Page County has a relatively small employment base of 5,310 jobs (2023).  
The jobs are primarily service and production oriented characterized 
by moderate wages.  While the County may appear relatively affordable 
compared to neighboring counties, it may still be difficult to afford for local 
workers.

•	 The County is a net exporter of jobs with 71.4% of its labor force (8,030 
local workers) commuting outside of the county for work each day.

•	 The average weekly wage of Page County jobs was $872 in 2025, equivalent 
to $45,344 per year.  This is higher than the median per capita income for 
the County ($32,435) but lower than Virginia and the United States.

•	 At these incomes, housing affordability becomes a challenge, and 32% of 
renters and 26% of homeowners are cost burdened as mentioned above.  
A person making the median wage in Page County can afford a monthly 
housing cost of just $1,125.

•	 It is estimated that 7.1% of all families live below poverty, which is on par 
with the state and slightly lower than the US.

•	 Home values in Page County have risen much faster than incomes of its 
locally employed households. The median value of occupied homes in the 
County is $313,000.  A household would generally need and annual income 
between $80,000 and $97,000 to remain below the 30% income threshold.  
Page County’s median household income is $65,980.

•	 The County has also become increasingly popular for retirees and short-
term rental investors.  This and other factors have resulted in housing costs 
continuing to rise at a fast pace, all while the total number of building 
permits have decreased over the past three years.

Housing Findings

•	 The age group with the largest projected increase in population is 80+.  
Without an influx of new residents, this means the County will continue 
to rely on outside workers who commute in each day.  There is very limited 
opportunity for for-rent market-rate or workforce wage housing in the 
county currently.

•	 Key opportunities for housing growth may rely on the recruitment of 
both higher paying jobs, but also developers willing to invest in attainable 
housing product. 

•	 As the county sees population decline as projected along with an aging 
population, there may be less demand for conventional family-oriented 
housing but more smaller lot single family, townhomes, and apartments to 
support younger workers who need more attainable living.
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Future Housing Needs

Although Page County’s total population is projected to decrease over the next 
twenty years, that does not mean that there is not a need for housing in the county. 
Major factors that will influence the need for housing in Page County include:

•	 Shifting Demographics: The population in Page County in aging and there 
will be a need to provide housing that meets the needs of this demographic, 
including smaller housing units that require lower maintenance and may 
include wraparound services.

•	 Aging Housing Stock: 18% of Page County’s housing was built prior to 
1940 and 40% was built prior to 1970. As the housing stock ages, there 
will be a greater need for maintenance, repair, remodeling, and even new 
construction.

•	 Growing Seasonal Home and Short-Term Rental Market: Because of its 
scenic location and proximity to Shenandoah National Park, Page County 
has a significant number of seasonal homes and short-term rentals. This 
market appears to be growing, with the number of short-term rentals 
increasing by 3.5% over the past year. 

•	 Need for Continued Affordability: As the demand for seasonal homes and 
short-term rentals increases, and as the population ages, there will be a need 
to ensure access to affordable housing in the county. Affordability will be a 
particular concern for renters.
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Housing Findings

Case Studies
Based on the data illustrating potential demand for housing, the case studies below 
provide a description of creative housing types that have found success in other 
communities.  These non-conventional housing projects may show opportunity in 
Page County.  Each of the examples included a willing developer, creative thinking, 
and public-private partnerships.

Serenbe – Chattahoochee Hills, Georgia

Serenbe is a nationally recognized master-planned “agrihood” about 30 miles 
southwest of Atlanta. Conceived in the 1990s, Serenbe’s first home was built in 
2004 with a vision to become a model for sustainable, nature-integrated living.  The 
plan is based on the principles of New Urbanism that emphasize walkability, mixed-
use development, and environmental conservation.  Roughly 70% of the land in 
Serenbe is permanently preserved as greenspace.

Serenbe offers a diverse mix of housing in a series of distinct and themed hamlets 
centered around arts, agriculture, and wellness.   Each village style hamlet 
incorporates single-family detached homes fronting shared greens, townhomes, 
lofts and condominiums.  Newer phases incorporate senior living allowing residents 
to age in place.  This high-end community currently has close to 1,500 residents in 
approximately 800 homes, with total build-out expected to reach 1,700 units by 
2035.   Currently, homes sell for between $400,000 to over $1,000,000.  

The community has unique amenities that include a 25-acre working farm geared 
toward farm-to-table dining and organic architecture. Other amenities are health 
and wellness facilities such as spas and fitness centers, as well as arts and cultural 
programming such as galleries and performance spaces. The preserved greenspace 
includes an extensive trail system and even equestrian facilities. Educational and 
community programming is provided for Serenbe residents, and each hamlet has 
retail and restaurants in small-scaled walkable commercial areas.

The community continues to develop, and public-private efforts have seen tax 
incentives and bond inducements from the Development Authority of Fulton 
County.  The neighborhood is a model for mixed-use development that integrates 
housing, commerce, agriculture, wellness and art in a cohesive environment. 

Figure 29: Serenbe, GA.  (Source: www.serenbe.com and www.serenberealestate.com.)
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Overview of Housing Study

The Cottages of Idlewild – Raleigh, North Carolina

The Cottages of Idlewild is an innovative affordable housing neighborhood developed 
by the Raleigh Area Land Trust in partnership with the city, Wake County, and other 
partners.  The small neighborhood will include 18 mixed-income units arranged 
in a cottage court configuration.  It is being developed on property in Raleigh’s 
Idlewild neighborhood, one of the city’s earliest African American communities.

The units are designed around a central shared greenspace with four being rental 
apartments, and the remaining 14 being permanent owner-occupied houses.  
Designed intentionally to foster social interaction, the neighborhood incorporates 
shared courtyards, common landscaping, porches, and public art.  The project 
targets household earning between 30% to 80% of Area Median Income (AMI).  
Owner-occupied units are expected to be priced at $145,000 and rental units as low 
as $519 per month.  The Land Trust will retain ownership of the underlying land, 
while homeowners will purchase their homes through renewable 99-year ground 
leases.  This will significantly lower acquisition costs and keep the homes affordable 
for future generations through resale restrictions and shared-equity provisions.

In addition to the Land Trust, public participation included the City of Raleigh 
donating public land worth $1.2 million, while investing another $1.2 million 
directly into the project for gap financing.  Other funding came through 
philanthropic loans, nonprofits, and private sector investment.

Figure 30: The Cottages of Idlewild.  Source: Haven Design Build. www.havendesignbuild.
org.



42 PAGE COUNTY HOUSING PLAN

CHAPTER 2: MARKET STUDY

Overview of Housing Study

Farmers Cove - Taylors, South Carolina

This neighborhood is a creative “tiny home” community located in Greenville, South 
Carolina’s rapidly growing market.  The development combines compact detached 
homes with a neighborhood-oriented site design aimed to provide an attainable 
and lower maintenance housing alternative.  Located on Lake Robinson, the 
development offers unique amenities including lake access, a dog park, community 
gathering space, shared garden, and on-site coffee shop.  Fully developed, the 
neighborhood will include 75 detached units geared towards young professionals, 
downsizing retirees, and workers seeking alternatives to traditional apartments. 

Homes start out with a base price of $150,000 with five different models and 
endless customization options.  Homes are from 400 to 800 square feet in various 
one and two-bedroom configurations. Residents own their homes and the land is 
leased from the developer.  A monthly fee covers utilities, maintenance of common 
areas, and access to all amenities.

Figure 31: Farmers Cove Taylors, SC.  Source: www.farmerscovetinyhomes.com
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Overview of Housing Study

Bedford Lofts – Bedford, Virginia

Bedford Lofts is a notable example of adaptive reuse and downtown revitalization.   
Located adjacent to Bedford’s historic downtown, the project transformed 
the former Clark & Company Plug Tobacco warehouse into modern, loft-style 
apartments that preserved the building’s historic industrial character.  

Developed by Waukeshaw Development Inc. of Petersburg, the project leverages this 
historic asset to create new housing options, increasing downtown density with an 
attainable price point.   It was designed to appeal to a mix of young families, singles, 
and downsizing retirees with rental rates currently between $955 to $1,125 per 
month. It contains 32 residential lofts with units ranging from studio, 1-bedroom 
and 2-bedroom lofts. Amenities include provided utilities, on-site parking, modern 
appliances, energy efficiency, secure 24-hour access, and a recreation room.  Most 
importantly, the project is located in a walkable downtown environment with a 
historic setting.

Development and renovation utilized a variety of funding tools including developer 
equity, private lending, and Federal and Virginia Historic Rehabilitation tax credits. 
These credts are widely used on adaptive reuse projects across Virginia, and are 
often critical to make development costs work where renovation expense may 
exceed achievable market rents.

Figure 32: Bedford Lofts in Bedford, VA.  Source: www.bedfordlofts.com. Richmond Loft 
Company.
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Housing Findings

Strategies
In addition to informing the overall housing concepts envisioned in this plan, the 
market findings above provide a foundation for general strategies that can create 
a broader mix of housing products and price points within the Page County 
community.  They look to encourage smaller, lower maintenance housing product 
and attainable ownership opportunities.

•	 Encourage Cottage Court and smaller home neighborhoods. With 
Page County’s aging population and predominance of one- and two-
person households, there is demand for smaller detached housing. Options 
for housing units of 1,000 square feet or less should be encouraged and 
incentivized.  Local zoning and development codes should be reviewed and 
potentially amended to ensure that these desired residential neighborhoods 
would be allowed.

•	 Identify opportunities for adaptive reuse in Page County’s town 
centers. Luray, Shenandoah, and Stanley may offer opportunities for 
reuse of historic commercial and industrial buildings. Redevelopment of 
these sites could provide lower-cost and low-maintenance housing units in 
walkable downtown environments.  The County should work with its local 
government partners to identify potential sites, approach property owners 
to create a vision, and ultimately seek out private developers who have had 
success with similar projects.

•	 Promote “Missing Middle” housing types. With limited housing diversity 
and only 5% multifamily housing stock, the County should examine zoning 
and development regulations to ensure that types such as duplexes, triplexes, 
town homes, cottage clusters, etc. are allowed by right in addition to single-
family homes.  These products can provide density and affordability without 
more conventional apartment complexes.

Housing Findings

Case Studies
•	 Consider enhanced requirements for managing short-term rentals. As 

mentioned in the market assessment, STRs are useful for filing a lodging 
need while also providing investment opportunities for property owners.  
By the same token, in other destination communities, they can also limit 
supply of housing while impacting housing value overall.  Page County 
already utilizes tools such as zoning compliance, transient occupancy tax, 
and business licensing to help manage STRs, but still within a regulatory 
environment that permits these uses. Without being too strict, Page County 
could create enhanced zoning requirements that mitigate STR impact to the 
long-term rental market and housing availability.  This could be STR caps in 
certain areas or permitting STRs in certain zones.

•	 Incentivize long-term rentals over short-term rentals. Similarly, certain 
policies outside of zoning could help to prioritize long-term rental properties 
and home ownership.  This could include public-private partnerships, cash 
incentives, reduced permitting fees and tax incentives, etc.

•	 Create opportunities for public-private partnerships. Rising home values 
and construction costs also impact pricing that may be mitigated through 
public-private partnerships.  Multiple tools could be used to reduce overall 
costs and in turn the price of housing through infrastructure assistance, 
land donations, reduced parking requirements, fast-track permitting, etc.   
Historic Tax Credits and Brownfields grants often are used to incentivize 
desired development types.   Similarly, community land trusts and economic 
development authorities often have the ability to acquire property and work 
with the private sector to build housing product that may not be feasible 
without public participation.

In summary, Page County should look to encourage smaller-scale neighborhoods, 
mixed-use or adaptive reuse projects, missing-middle housing product, 
while also finding creative solutions to incentivize housing development.
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Description of Site

The EDA site on Goodrich Road is a relatively flat, approximately 60-acre site made 
up of five parcels between Goodrich Road and the Norfolk Southern Railway tracks. 
It is located about a quarter mile north of the Town of Stanley and is within the Page 
County Comprehensive Plan’s Secondary CSA growth tier. Most of the site is currently 
utilized as farmland, and there are two large structures currently on the property 
being used to support agricultural activity. The Goodrich Site is zoned Industrial (I-
1) and will require rezoning to Residential (R) to allow residential housing to be built. 

Most of the Goodrich Site is between 980 and 1,000 feet in elevation. The 
lowest point on the site is roughly in the middle of the property along Mill 
Creek, where it dips to 962 feet; the highest point is in the southeastern 
corner next to the railroad tracks, where it reaches 1,012 feet in elevation. 

This site was chosen out of other candidate sites because of its relatively flat 
topography, the town’s ability to expand utility service over time, and its location 
in the Secondary CSA growth tier – which allows for more development (an 
average of 1.5 dwelling units per acre) than in other unincorporated areas of the 
County. The site has beautiful mountain and agricultural views in all directions, 
which make it very attractive for homebuyers. It is also relatively centrally located 
in the County and has reasonable access to major regional transportation corridors. 

Available utilities: 

•	 Water well near center of site; pumps 380 gallons/minute

•	 Sewer force main at western end of site 

•	 Water line coming in from town located near sewer force main

CHAPTER 3: SITE STUDY
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Site map showing contours and utilities at the EDA site off Goodrich Road near Stanley. 
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Zoning - Page County
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R (Residential) R (Residential)

C-1 (Commercial) C-1 (Commercial)

I-1 (Industrial) I-1 (Industrial)

P-R (Park-Recreation) P-R (Park-Recreation)

Zoning - Town of Stanley
MDR (Medium Density
Residential)

MDR
(Med

HDR (High Density Residential) HDR

1" = 674'

Map from the Page County GIS showing current zoning conditions at the site and neighboring parcels. Source: Page County GIS Viewer
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Map showing context of study area between the towns of Stanley and Luray, 
highlighting access to regional corridors.

Map showing context of study area near the Town of Stanley, highlighting proximity to 
existing amenities. 
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Stanley
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EDA Goodrich Property

Primary Community Service Area Tier

Secondary Community Service Area Tier

Town
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Map showing Town of Stanley and Primary/Secondary Urban Service Area Tiers. Site boundaries are approximated in blue. Source: Page County 
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Map showing wetlands associated with Mill Creek on the Goodrich site. Site boundaries are approximated in yellow. Source: US Fish and Wildlife Service Wetlands Mapper.
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Photos showing scenic views from the Goodrich site. Development on this site should preserve its high scenic quality. 
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Project Program

Design Goals
1.	 Provide a diverse range of housing options to respond to local housing needs 

2.	 Retain and enhance the rural character of Page County by providing a 
developed buffer between urbanized and rural areas of the County, while 
providing amenities that enhance the rural character

3.	 Prioritize economic feasibility, local attainability, and aesthetic quality in 
construction

4.	 Create a versatile plan with housing concepts that can be used across Page 
County

5.	 Preserve the natural beauty of the Goodrich site 

6.	 Ensure development does not strain existing infrastructure or require long-
term, major investment from the Town or County

7.	 Consider pedestrian connectivity to the Town of Stanley and the Page 
County Technical Center

Housing Findings

Proposed Designs
Four schemes for development were created over the course of the project cycle. 
Concepts A and B were drawn to test the Goodrich site’s limits, proposing 
development that pushed up against what could be built on the site without 
significant modifications to zoning or upgrades to local utility services. These two 
concepts were determined to be too dense for local conditions and were unrealistic 
for development at this location. Concept C, discussed later in this chapter, was 
developed in response to feedback generated to concepts A and B, and Concept 
D was designed to make Concept C financially feasible. Concept D is the 
recommended development program for the Goodrich Site at this time.
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Concept A

Concept A is a take on typical planned suburban neighborhood development. It 
blends multiple single-family housing concepts together around several parks and 
green spaces and a central live-work business center that helps to create a cohesive, 
somewhat self-sufficient community. Developed lots closer to the road are larger, 
roughly 1.75-acre lots that help buffer the 15,000 square foot lots from travelers on 
Goodrich Road, which serves to preserve the rural character of the unincorporated 
areas of the County. 

This concept was drawn to show the form of a development built up to what the 
limits of the available utilities could support. It would not be feasible to construct 
here under current zoning ordinances. 

Key features from Concept A:

•	 154 total lots

•	 21 large estate lots

•	 73 15,000 SF lots

•	 60 townhouses

•	 Significant access to green spaces throughout, including a trail system

•	 Preservation of Mill Creek as an amenity 

•	 Creation of play areas
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Concept B

Concept B takes a similar overall density to Concept A but creates housing types 
specifically for special groups in Page County. This scheme is designed to mature 
over several decades to help alleviate the burden of developing more utilities and 
other infrastructure by providing lot owners the ability to construct smaller dwelling 
units on their houses over time, as in the Family Compound parcel concept. The 
family compound sites are designed to grow with a family: by purchasing a large lot 
with a large house, families can grow up in one house, then subdivide the lot and 
construct smaller houses as their loved ones grow older. Cottage lots are inspired 
by the bungalow court developments that were popular in the 20th century. They 
are designed to be smaller, more affordable, and more accessible lots with smaller 
houses and smaller lots. They are excellent for both first-time homebuyers and 
seniors who are looking to downsize with age.  

This concept was drawn to show the form of a development built up to what the 
limits of the available utilities could support. It was developed to have components 
test the Agricultural Conservation zoning category, but would have trouble 
competing at the higher density levels. 

It would not be feasible to construct here under current zoning ordinances. 

Concept A

Key features from Concept B:

•	 150 lots (initially)

•	 50 live/work townhouses

•	 90 cottage lots

•	 6 family compounds 

•	 Potential to build 4-7 houses on each lot, for a potential maximum 
of 42 houses

•	 4 hamlet-style parcels

•	 Potential to build 8-12 houses on each lot, for a potential maximum 
of 48 small houses

•	 Prioritizing access to green space and connectivity between streets

•	 Preservation of Mill Creek as an amenity 

•	 Preservation of agricultural conditions, keeping the stable and some 
agricultural use between houses
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Concept C

Concept C was developed to further reduce the infrastructure needs found in 
Concepts A and B by reducing the number of dwelling units by one third and 
adding significantly more green space. It is the least dense development program 
proposed in this housing plan. 

To preserve the local rural character, large lots with large houses are constructed close 
to Goodrich Road, where they would be the most visible to neighbors and travelers. 
A wide boulevard entry is provided to make a grand entrance to the single-family 
homes and have capacity for parking for the denser townhome development. The 
townhomes ring the west side of a large, central green space that is left undeveloped 
for recreation and small-scale agricultural use. Large houses surround the rest of the 
park, helping the park feel larger. 

Because one of the main goals of this study is housing attainability and affordability, 
this concept is not recommended for development. Construction costs stemming 
from utility and other infrastructure installation are as much as 30 percent higher 
than what is proposed in Concept D and push this development out of reach for 
its intended audience. 

Concept A

Key features from Concept C:

•	 106 houses

•	 20 Estate Lots

•	 26 15,000 SF lots

•	 60 townhouses

•	 2 community corner stores

•	 Amenity-rich development

•	 11 acres of open spaces and parks

•	 3600 linear feet of trails connecting homes to parks

•	 Preserves and enhances local rural character with large open spaces and 
access to community horse stables and trails

•	 Prioritizing access to green spaces
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Concept D

Concept D is the recommended development program for the Goodrich Site. 
The western half of the Goodrich Site follows a similar development program to 
Concept C but preserves the eastern half in a conservation easement. 

The conservation easement can take advantage of the Virginia Land Preservation 
Tax Credit (LPTC), which significantly offsets the cost of construction on the 
western half of the site and helps build a scenic amenity for neighbors. By limiting 
development to the western half of the property, the infrastructure construction 
costs are significantly reduced, resulting in substantial savings. 

To help meet land per unit requirements, two “cat ear” lots are set aside for park 
and open space development for the townhouses. Easy access is provided to lands 
protected by the conservation easement, where developers could choose to keep the 
horse stable and trail concept.

Concept A

Key features from Concept D:

•	 91 houses

•	 5 Estate Lots

•	 26 15,000 SF lots

•	 60 townhouses

•	 2 community corner stores

•	 Amenity-rich development

•	 25 acre conservation easement 

•	 3600 linear feet of trails connecting homes to parks

•	 Play lot

•	 Preserves and enhances local rural character with large open spaces and 
access to community horse stables and trails

•	 Prioritizing land conservation and preservation of the rural way of life

•	 Conservation easement preserves and protects Mill Creek and 
agricultural potential of the rest of the site
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Opportunities

The recommended development program for the Goodrich site near Stanley 
presents significant opportunities for community development in this area:

•	 Site is amenity-rich, combining high-quality scenic views, recreation, and 
proximity to community assets to create an attractive and robust community.

•	 Site borders the local community center and is about a mile away from 
Sanley Elementary School.

•	 Strong potential to develop a trail/sidewalk network 

•	 Relatively easy slopes

•	 Adequate sewer, water, and electrical utilities

•	 Proximity to the Town of Stanley

•	 Location in Secondary CSA means the 60-acre site can have a higher density 
than in other sites in unincorporated sections of the County

•	 Protection and preservation of the rural culture and environment currently 
found on the site

•	 Consider a conservation easement on eastern half of the site

•	 Opportunities for funding:

•	 See Pro Forma

Constraints

The recommended development program for the Goodrich site near Stanley 
presents significant opportunities for community development in this area:

•	 Widespread no-growth or low-growth attitude that could result in obstacles 
in implementation of this plan

•	 Nearby sources of industrial impacts: railroad, animal shelter, large farm 
(especially nearby chicken farm)

•	 While there is ample infrastructure to handle some development, developing 
to this extent could be a strain on town resources. 

•	 An engineering study would be helpful for this

•	 Stream/wetland through the middle of the site, which can have potential for 
mild localized flooding. 

•	 A stormwater study should be conducted to determine whether 
abatement is needed
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Aerial photo of the Goodrich Road site. Source: Page County, Virginia
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Proposed Housing Concepts

Single-Family Housing
Three-bedroom, two-bath, single-level living design with an open concept kitchen / 
living area.  The wraparound deep porch is a defining feature that extends the living 
space outside. 
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Proposed Housing Concepts

Duplex
This design proposes a three-bedroom, two-bath, single-level design with the 
kitchen integrated near the living/dining room for an open-concept feel.

Overall, it is a highly functional, cost-effective, and space-efficient multi-family 
housing design. 

Proposed Housing Concepts

Single-Family Housing
Three-bedroom, two-bath, single-level living design with an open concept kitchen / 
living area.  The wraparound deep porch is a defining feature that extends the living 
space outside. 
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Recommendations

Key recommendations for this housing plan include:

•	 Developing the EDA’s Goodrich Site using Concept D as a guide

•	 Provide a diverse range of housing options to support local needs

•	 Provide access to community recreation amenities

•	 Protect and preserve the local rural, agricultural character through a 
conservation easement on the eastern half of the site

•	 Ensure any growth that happens is healthy both for the Town of 
Stanley and the rest of Page County

•	 Consider an engineering study to determine any additional 
infrastructural needs

•	 Consider connecting the housing development to the Town of Stanley and 
the Page County Technical Center using a system of trails and sidewalks

•	 Consider enhanced requirements for short-term rentals

•	 Incentivize long-term rental development where it is appropriate 

•	 Encourage small-scale neighborhood development 

In addition to considerations for the housing development proposed in this plan, 
additional work may be needed to further chip away at Page County’s housing 
issues: 

•	 Consider allowing more dense development in the Primary and Secondary 
CSAs 

•	 Write a housing study grant for other sites in the county 

•	 Reduce some fees for developers building appropriate development

•	 Ease restrictions on manufactured housing
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Pro Forma
Hill Studio 21-May-26
HSPC Project 2458   Code 5
Page County Housing
CAPITAL BUDGET - SOURCES, USES, AND  BALANCING

PHASE 1

ITEM/DESCRIPTION UNIT QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST FUNDING STACK / NOTES

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS

EXISTING  PROPERTY

Total Site ac 60 15,812.00 948,720.00 predevelopment value
Phase I Site ac 20 15,812.00 316,240.00 predevelopment value

BUILDING USES

Houses
2 Boulevard Single Houses sf (each) 1200 sale
20 Boulevard Twinhouses sf 800 sale
60 Townhouses sf 1500 sale
16 Cornerstore Lofts sf 800 rental 

PROJECT COSTS

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION BUDGET 28,696,521.44
includes infrastructure costs and housing costs

SELECTED SOFT COSTS

Basic A&E Fees %age 1 0.07 2,008,756.50
Environmental assessment, appraisal, latent defect letter of credit fee allow 1 1000 1,000.00
Soft Costs associated with Conservation Easement Donation allow 1 200000 200,000.00
Points on Financing %age 1 0.05 1,434,826.07
Permits %age 1 143483 143,482.61 Review Refund by Town or EDA
Comprehensive Site Plan Review %age 1 86090 86,089.56 Review Refund by Town or EDA

TOTAL SOFT COSTS $3,874,154.74

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION AND SOFT COSTS $32,570,676.18

INCENTIVES

VH  Grant for Innovation  - Energy Demonstration Cottages allow 1 400,000                  400,000.00
DHCD Rediness Planning Grant allow 1 100,000                  100,000.00
CDBG Grant - Sewer and Water allow 1 1,400,000               1,400,000.00
Recreational Access Program - Roads allow 1 250,000                  250,000.00
TAP Program - Trails allow 1 500,000                  500,000.00
Refunds of reviews and hook-up fees allow 1 229,572                  229,572.17
Value of 25 Acre Conservation Easement Donation allow 1 9,721,296               9,721,296.43

Federal Tax Credit based on 60% Valuation 5,832,777.86
Transfer Virginia Credit based on 40% of gift @ 85 % value 2,333,111.14          0.85                         1,983,144.47

Total Tax Credits return to project 7,815,922.33

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS FINANCED (not grant funded) DURING CONSTRUCTION $21,745,609.51

OPERATING EXPENSES

VHDA Blended Rate DEBT SERVICE per YEAR (20 YEARS, 4.1%) $21,745,609.51 0.0733515 1,595,073.08$        

SERVICES

Real Estate Sales Commissions % 0.03 25,960,000.00$      778,800.00$           
Building Management Fee % 0.08 529,761.60$           42,380.93$             
Insurance ( .1 / $100) yr 1 28,696.52$             28,696.52$             
Real Estate Taxes yr 0.0125 948,720.00 11,859.00$             (Based on pre-development value for 10 years) 
Other Soft costs @4% Rents yr 0.04 529,761.60$           21,190.46$             

882,926.91$           

INCOME

POST CONSTRUCTION INCOME

Sales -  Single Family Boulevard House ea 2 280,000.00 560,000.00$           
Sales -  Single Family TwinHouse ea 20 250,000.00 5,000,000.00$        
Sales -  Townhouse ea 60 340,000.00 20,400,000.00$      
Sales - Estate Houses ea 0 390,000.00 -$                        

Rents - Country Store First Floors net sf 6000 15 90,000.00$             
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 80% AMI (62,720) $1,568 4 12 75,264.00$             
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 150% AMI (117,600) $2,940 12 12 423,360.00$           
Less vacancy 10% (58,862.40)$            
GROSS RENTAL INCOME 529,761.60$           

CASH FLOW

POST CONSTRUCTION RENTAL COMPONENT pre-tax CASH FLOW (1,948,238.39)$       
Earnings before Taxes and Interest (EBITA) 

Distribute Lots and  Commercial Parcel sales over 4 years 25,960,000.00$          4 6,490,000.00$        6,490,000.00$        
Combined Estimated Annual Gross Income 7,019,761.60$        
Combined Operating Expenses 882,926.91$           
Net Income 6,136,834.69$        

Debt Service 1,595,073.08$        
Combined Cash Flow 4,541,761.61$        

Debt Coverage Ratio 3.85 First 4 years

Retire Remaining Debt continuously during 4 years $21,745,609.51
Intererst paid 1,595,073.08$            2 3,190,146.15$        3,190,146.15$        

Gross Income 1,024,244.34$        

Best interest calculator:
https://www.calculator.net/payment-calculator.html?ctype=fixterm&cloanamount=618250&cloanterm=5&cmonthlypay=1000&cinterestrate=2.5&printit=0&x=81&y=13
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Hill Studio 21-May-26
HSPC Project 2458   Code 5
Page County Housing
CAPITAL BUDGET - SOURCES, USES, AND  BALANCING

PHASE 1

ITEM/DESCRIPTION UNIT QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST FUNDING STACK / NOTES

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS

EXISTING  PROPERTY

Total Site ac 60 15,812.00 948,720.00 predevelopment value
Phase I Site ac 20 15,812.00 316,240.00 predevelopment value

BUILDING USES

Houses
2 Boulevard Single Houses sf (each) 1200 sale
20 Boulevard Twinhouses sf 800 sale
60 Townhouses sf 1500 sale
16 Cornerstore Lofts sf 800 rental 

PROJECT COSTS

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION BUDGET 28,696,521.44
includes infrastructure costs and housing costs

SELECTED SOFT COSTS

Basic A&E Fees %age 1 0.07 2,008,756.50
Environmental assessment, appraisal, latent defect letter of credit fee allow 1 1000 1,000.00
Soft Costs associated with Conservation Easement Donation allow 1 200000 200,000.00
Points on Financing %age 1 0.05 1,434,826.07
Permits %age 1 143483 143,482.61 Review Refund by Town or EDA
Comprehensive Site Plan Review %age 1 86090 86,089.56 Review Refund by Town or EDA

TOTAL SOFT COSTS $3,874,154.74

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION AND SOFT COSTS $32,570,676.18

INCENTIVES

VH  Grant for Innovation  - Energy Demonstration Cottages allow 1 400,000                  400,000.00
DHCD Rediness Planning Grant allow 1 100,000                  100,000.00
CDBG Grant - Sewer and Water allow 1 1,400,000               1,400,000.00
Recreational Access Program - Roads allow 1 250,000                  250,000.00
TAP Program - Trails allow 1 500,000                  500,000.00
Refunds of reviews and hook-up fees allow 1 229,572                  229,572.17
Value of 25 Acre Conservation Easement Donation allow 1 9,721,296               9,721,296.43

Federal Tax Credit based on 60% Valuation 5,832,777.86
Transfer Virginia Credit based on 40% of gift @ 85 % value 2,333,111.14          0.85                         1,983,144.47

Total Tax Credits return to project 7,815,922.33

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS FINANCED (not grant funded) DURING CONSTRUCTION $21,745,609.51

OPERATING EXPENSES

VHDA Blended Rate DEBT SERVICE per YEAR (20 YEARS, 4.1%) $21,745,609.51 0.0733515 1,595,073.08$        

SERVICES

Real Estate Sales Commissions % 0.03 25,960,000.00$      778,800.00$           
Building Management Fee % 0.08 529,761.60$           42,380.93$             
Insurance ( .1 / $100) yr 1 28,696.52$             28,696.52$             
Real Estate Taxes yr 0.0125 948,720.00 11,859.00$             (Based on pre-development value for 10 years) 
Other Soft costs @4% Rents yr 0.04 529,761.60$           21,190.46$             

882,926.91$           

INCOME

POST CONSTRUCTION INCOME

Sales -  Single Family Boulevard House ea 2 280,000.00 560,000.00$           
Sales -  Single Family TwinHouse ea 20 250,000.00 5,000,000.00$        
Sales -  Townhouse ea 60 340,000.00 20,400,000.00$      
Sales - Estate Houses ea 0 390,000.00 -$                        

Rents - Country Store First Floors net sf 6000 15 90,000.00$             
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 80% AMI (62,720) $1,568 4 12 75,264.00$             
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 150% AMI (117,600) $2,940 12 12 423,360.00$           
Less vacancy 10% (58,862.40)$            
GROSS RENTAL INCOME 529,761.60$           

CASH FLOW

POST CONSTRUCTION RENTAL COMPONENT pre-tax CASH FLOW (1,948,238.39)$       
Earnings before Taxes and Interest (EBITA) 

Distribute Lots and  Commercial Parcel sales over 4 years 25,960,000.00$          4 6,490,000.00$        6,490,000.00$        
Combined Estimated Annual Gross Income 7,019,761.60$        
Combined Operating Expenses 882,926.91$           
Net Income 6,136,834.69$        

Debt Service 1,595,073.08$        
Combined Cash Flow 4,541,761.61$        

Debt Coverage Ratio 3.85 First 4 years

Retire Remaining Debt continuously during 4 years $21,745,609.51
Intererst paid 1,595,073.08$            2 3,190,146.15$        3,190,146.15$        

Gross Income 1,024,244.34$        

Best interest calculator:
https://www.calculator.net/payment-calculator.html?ctype=fixterm&cloanamount=618250&cloanterm=5&cmonthlypay=1000&cinterestrate=2.5&printit=0&x=81&y=13
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Hill Studio 21-May-26
HSPC Project 2458   Code 5
Page County Housing
CAPITAL BUDGET - SOURCES, USES, AND  BALANCING

PHASE 1

ITEM/DESCRIPTION UNIT QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST FUNDING STACK / NOTES

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS

EXISTING  PROPERTY

Total Site ac 60 15,812.00 948,720.00 predevelopment value
Phase I Site ac 20 15,812.00 316,240.00 predevelopment value

BUILDING USES

Houses
2 Boulevard Single Houses sf (each) 1200 sale
20 Boulevard Twinhouses sf 800 sale
60 Townhouses sf 1500 sale
16 Cornerstore Lofts sf 800 rental 

PROJECT COSTS

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION BUDGET 28,696,521.44
includes infrastructure costs and housing costs

SELECTED SOFT COSTS

Basic A&E Fees %age 1 0.07 2,008,756.50
Environmental assessment, appraisal, latent defect letter of credit fee allow 1 1000 1,000.00
Soft Costs associated with Conservation Easement Donation allow 1 200000 200,000.00
Points on Financing %age 1 0.05 1,434,826.07
Permits %age 1 143483 143,482.61 Review Refund by Town or EDA
Comprehensive Site Plan Review %age 1 86090 86,089.56 Review Refund by Town or EDA

TOTAL SOFT COSTS $3,874,154.74

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION AND SOFT COSTS $32,570,676.18

INCENTIVES

VH  Grant for Innovation  - Energy Demonstration Cottages allow 1 400,000                  400,000.00
DHCD Rediness Planning Grant allow 1 100,000                  100,000.00
CDBG Grant - Sewer and Water allow 1 1,400,000               1,400,000.00
Recreational Access Program - Roads allow 1 250,000                  250,000.00
TAP Program - Trails allow 1 500,000                  500,000.00
Refunds of reviews and hook-up fees allow 1 229,572                  229,572.17
Value of 25 Acre Conservation Easement Donation allow 1 9,721,296               9,721,296.43

Federal Tax Credit based on 60% Valuation 5,832,777.86
Transfer Virginia Credit based on 40% of gift @ 85 % value 2,333,111.14          0.85                         1,983,144.47

Total Tax Credits return to project 7,815,922.33

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS FINANCED (not grant funded) DURING CONSTRUCTION $21,745,609.51

OPERATING EXPENSES

VHDA Blended Rate DEBT SERVICE per YEAR (20 YEARS, 4.1%) $21,745,609.51 0.0733515 1,595,073.08$        

SERVICES

Real Estate Sales Commissions % 0.03 25,960,000.00$      778,800.00$           
Building Management Fee % 0.08 529,761.60$           42,380.93$             
Insurance ( .1 / $100) yr 1 28,696.52$             28,696.52$             
Real Estate Taxes yr 0.0125 948,720.00 11,859.00$             (Based on pre-development value for 10 years) 
Other Soft costs @4% Rents yr 0.04 529,761.60$           21,190.46$             

882,926.91$           

INCOME

POST CONSTRUCTION INCOME

Sales -  Single Family Boulevard House ea 2 280,000.00 560,000.00$           
Sales -  Single Family TwinHouse ea 20 250,000.00 5,000,000.00$        
Sales -  Townhouse ea 60 340,000.00 20,400,000.00$      
Sales - Estate Houses ea 0 390,000.00 -$                        

Rents - Country Store First Floors net sf 6000 15 90,000.00$             
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 80% AMI (62,720) $1,568 4 12 75,264.00$             
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 150% AMI (117,600) $2,940 12 12 423,360.00$           
Less vacancy 10% (58,862.40)$            
GROSS RENTAL INCOME 529,761.60$           

CASH FLOW

POST CONSTRUCTION RENTAL COMPONENT pre-tax CASH FLOW (1,948,238.39)$       
Earnings before Taxes and Interest (EBITA) 

Distribute Lots and  Commercial Parcel sales over 4 years 25,960,000.00$          4 6,490,000.00$        6,490,000.00$        
Combined Estimated Annual Gross Income 7,019,761.60$        
Combined Operating Expenses 882,926.91$           
Net Income 6,136,834.69$        

Debt Service 1,595,073.08$        
Combined Cash Flow 4,541,761.61$        

Debt Coverage Ratio 3.85 First 4 years

Retire Remaining Debt continuously during 4 years $21,745,609.51
Intererst paid 1,595,073.08$            2 3,190,146.15$        3,190,146.15$        

Gross Income 1,024,244.34$        

Best interest calculator:
https://www.calculator.net/payment-calculator.html?ctype=fixterm&cloanamount=618250&cloanterm=5&cmonthlypay=1000&cinterestrate=2.5&printit=0&x=81&y=13
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Hill Studio 21-May-26
HSPC Project 2458   Code 5
Page County Housing
CAPITAL BUDGET - SOURCES, USES, AND  BALANCING

PHASE 1

ITEM/DESCRIPTION UNIT QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST FUNDING STACK / NOTES

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS

EXISTING  PROPERTY

Total Site ac 60 15,812.00 948,720.00 predevelopment value
Phase I Site ac 20 15,812.00 316,240.00 predevelopment value

BUILDING USES

Houses
2 Boulevard Single Houses sf (each) 1200 sale
20 Boulevard Twinhouses sf 800 sale
60 Townhouses sf 1500 sale
16 Cornerstore Lofts sf 800 rental 

PROJECT COSTS

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION BUDGET 28,696,521.44
includes infrastructure costs and housing costs

SELECTED SOFT COSTS

Basic A&E Fees %age 1 0.07 2,008,756.50
Environmental assessment, appraisal, latent defect letter of credit fee allow 1 1000 1,000.00
Soft Costs associated with Conservation Easement Donation allow 1 200000 200,000.00
Points on Financing %age 1 0.05 1,434,826.07
Permits %age 1 143483 143,482.61 Review Refund by Town or EDA
Comprehensive Site Plan Review %age 1 86090 86,089.56 Review Refund by Town or EDA

TOTAL SOFT COSTS $3,874,154.74

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION AND SOFT COSTS $32,570,676.18

INCENTIVES

VH  Grant for Innovation  - Energy Demonstration Cottages allow 1 400,000                  400,000.00
DHCD Rediness Planning Grant allow 1 100,000                  100,000.00
CDBG Grant - Sewer and Water allow 1 1,400,000               1,400,000.00
Recreational Access Program - Roads allow 1 250,000                  250,000.00
TAP Program - Trails allow 1 500,000                  500,000.00
Refunds of reviews and hook-up fees allow 1 229,572                  229,572.17
Value of 25 Acre Conservation Easement Donation allow 1 9,721,296               9,721,296.43

Federal Tax Credit based on 60% Valuation 5,832,777.86
Transfer Virginia Credit based on 40% of gift @ 85 % value 2,333,111.14          0.85                         1,983,144.47

Total Tax Credits return to project 7,815,922.33

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS FINANCED (not grant funded) DURING CONSTRUCTION $21,745,609.51

OPERATING EXPENSES

VHDA Blended Rate DEBT SERVICE per YEAR (20 YEARS, 4.1%) $21,745,609.51 0.0733515 1,595,073.08$        

SERVICES

Real Estate Sales Commissions % 0.03 25,960,000.00$      778,800.00$           
Building Management Fee % 0.08 529,761.60$           42,380.93$             
Insurance ( .1 / $100) yr 1 28,696.52$             28,696.52$             
Real Estate Taxes yr 0.0125 948,720.00 11,859.00$             (Based on pre-development value for 10 years) 
Other Soft costs @4% Rents yr 0.04 529,761.60$           21,190.46$             

882,926.91$           

INCOME

POST CONSTRUCTION INCOME

Sales -  Single Family Boulevard House ea 2 280,000.00 560,000.00$           
Sales -  Single Family TwinHouse ea 20 250,000.00 5,000,000.00$        
Sales -  Townhouse ea 60 340,000.00 20,400,000.00$      
Sales - Estate Houses ea 0 390,000.00 -$                        

Rents - Country Store First Floors net sf 6000 15 90,000.00$             
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 80% AMI (62,720) $1,568 4 12 75,264.00$             
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 150% AMI (117,600) $2,940 12 12 423,360.00$           
Less vacancy 10% (58,862.40)$            
GROSS RENTAL INCOME 529,761.60$           

CASH FLOW

POST CONSTRUCTION RENTAL COMPONENT pre-tax CASH FLOW (1,948,238.39)$       
Earnings before Taxes and Interest (EBITA) 

Distribute Lots and  Commercial Parcel sales over 4 years 25,960,000.00$          4 6,490,000.00$        6,490,000.00$        
Combined Estimated Annual Gross Income 7,019,761.60$        
Combined Operating Expenses 882,926.91$           
Net Income 6,136,834.69$        

Debt Service 1,595,073.08$        
Combined Cash Flow 4,541,761.61$        

Debt Coverage Ratio 3.85 First 4 years

Retire Remaining Debt continuously during 4 years $21,745,609.51
Intererst paid 1,595,073.08$            2 3,190,146.15$        3,190,146.15$        

Gross Income 1,024,244.34$        

Best interest calculator:
https://www.calculator.net/payment-calculator.html?ctype=fixterm&cloanamount=618250&cloanterm=5&cmonthlypay=1000&cinterestrate=2.5&printit=0&x=81&y=13



78 PAGE COUNTY HOUSING PLAN

APPENDIX

Pro Forma

Hill Studio 21-May-26
HSPC Project 2458   Code 5
Page County Housing
CAPITAL BUDGET - SOURCES, USES, AND  BALANCING

PHASE 1

ITEM/DESCRIPTION UNIT QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST FUNDING STACK / NOTES

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS

EXISTING  PROPERTY

Total Site ac 60 15,812.00 948,720.00 predevelopment value
Phase I Site ac 20 15,812.00 316,240.00 predevelopment value

BUILDING USES

Houses
2 Boulevard Single Houses sf (each) 1200 sale
20 Boulevard Twinhouses sf 800 sale
60 Townhouses sf 1500 sale
16 Cornerstore Lofts sf 800 rental 

PROJECT COSTS

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION BUDGET 28,696,521.44
includes infrastructure costs and housing costs

SELECTED SOFT COSTS

Basic A&E Fees %age 1 0.07 2,008,756.50
Environmental assessment, appraisal, latent defect letter of credit fee allow 1 1000 1,000.00
Soft Costs associated with Conservation Easement Donation allow 1 200000 200,000.00
Points on Financing %age 1 0.05 1,434,826.07
Permits %age 1 143483 143,482.61 Review Refund by Town or EDA
Comprehensive Site Plan Review %age 1 86090 86,089.56 Review Refund by Town or EDA

TOTAL SOFT COSTS $3,874,154.74

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION AND SOFT COSTS $32,570,676.18

INCENTIVES

VH  Grant for Innovation  - Energy Demonstration Cottages allow 1 400,000                  400,000.00
DHCD Rediness Planning Grant allow 1 100,000                  100,000.00
CDBG Grant - Sewer and Water allow 1 1,400,000               1,400,000.00
Recreational Access Program - Roads allow 1 250,000                  250,000.00
TAP Program - Trails allow 1 500,000                  500,000.00
Refunds of reviews and hook-up fees allow 1 229,572                  229,572.17
Value of 25 Acre Conservation Easement Donation allow 1 9,721,296               9,721,296.43

Federal Tax Credit based on 60% Valuation 5,832,777.86
Transfer Virginia Credit based on 40% of gift @ 85 % value 2,333,111.14          0.85                         1,983,144.47

Total Tax Credits return to project 7,815,922.33

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS FINANCED (not grant funded) DURING CONSTRUCTION $21,745,609.51

OPERATING EXPENSES

VHDA Blended Rate DEBT SERVICE per YEAR (20 YEARS, 4.1%) $21,745,609.51 0.0733515 1,595,073.08$        

SERVICES

Real Estate Sales Commissions % 0.03 25,960,000.00$      778,800.00$           
Building Management Fee % 0.08 529,761.60$           42,380.93$             
Insurance ( .1 / $100) yr 1 28,696.52$             28,696.52$             
Real Estate Taxes yr 0.0125 948,720.00 11,859.00$             (Based on pre-development value for 10 years) 
Other Soft costs @4% Rents yr 0.04 529,761.60$           21,190.46$             

882,926.91$           

INCOME

POST CONSTRUCTION INCOME

Sales -  Single Family Boulevard House ea 2 280,000.00 560,000.00$           
Sales -  Single Family TwinHouse ea 20 250,000.00 5,000,000.00$        
Sales -  Townhouse ea 60 340,000.00 20,400,000.00$      
Sales - Estate Houses ea 0 390,000.00 -$                        

Rents - Country Store First Floors net sf 6000 15 90,000.00$             
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 80% AMI (62,720) $1,568 4 12 75,264.00$             
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 150% AMI (117,600) $2,940 12 12 423,360.00$           
Less vacancy 10% (58,862.40)$            
GROSS RENTAL INCOME 529,761.60$           

CASH FLOW

POST CONSTRUCTION RENTAL COMPONENT pre-tax CASH FLOW (1,948,238.39)$       
Earnings before Taxes and Interest (EBITA) 

Distribute Lots and  Commercial Parcel sales over 4 years 25,960,000.00$          4 6,490,000.00$        6,490,000.00$        
Combined Estimated Annual Gross Income 7,019,761.60$        
Combined Operating Expenses 882,926.91$           
Net Income 6,136,834.69$        

Debt Service 1,595,073.08$        
Combined Cash Flow 4,541,761.61$        

Debt Coverage Ratio 3.85 First 4 years

Retire Remaining Debt continuously during 4 years $21,745,609.51
Intererst paid 1,595,073.08$            2 3,190,146.15$        3,190,146.15$        

Gross Income 1,024,244.34$        

Best interest calculator:
https://www.calculator.net/payment-calculator.html?ctype=fixterm&cloanamount=618250&cloanterm=5&cmonthlypay=1000&cinterestrate=2.5&printit=0&x=81&y=13
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APPENDIX

Hill Studio 21-May-26
HSPC Project 2458   Code 5
Page County Housing
CAPITAL BUDGET - SOURCES, USES, AND  BALANCING

PHASE 1

ITEM/DESCRIPTION UNIT QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST FUNDING STACK / NOTES

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS

EXISTING  PROPERTY

Total Site ac 60 15,812.00 948,720.00 predevelopment value
Phase I Site ac 20 15,812.00 316,240.00 predevelopment value

BUILDING USES

Houses
2 Boulevard Single Houses sf (each) 1200 sale
20 Boulevard Twinhouses sf 800 sale
60 Townhouses sf 1500 sale
16 Cornerstore Lofts sf 800 rental 

PROJECT COSTS

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION BUDGET 28,696,521.44
includes infrastructure costs and housing costs

SELECTED SOFT COSTS

Basic A&E Fees %age 1 0.07 2,008,756.50
Environmental assessment, appraisal, latent defect letter of credit fee allow 1 1000 1,000.00
Soft Costs associated with Conservation Easement Donation allow 1 200000 200,000.00
Points on Financing %age 1 0.05 1,434,826.07
Permits %age 1 143483 143,482.61 Review Refund by Town or EDA
Comprehensive Site Plan Review %age 1 86090 86,089.56 Review Refund by Town or EDA

TOTAL SOFT COSTS $3,874,154.74

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION AND SOFT COSTS $32,570,676.18

INCENTIVES

VH  Grant for Innovation  - Energy Demonstration Cottages allow 1 400,000                  400,000.00
DHCD Rediness Planning Grant allow 1 100,000                  100,000.00
CDBG Grant - Sewer and Water allow 1 1,400,000               1,400,000.00
Recreational Access Program - Roads allow 1 250,000                  250,000.00
TAP Program - Trails allow 1 500,000                  500,000.00
Refunds of reviews and hook-up fees allow 1 229,572                  229,572.17
Value of 25 Acre Conservation Easement Donation allow 1 9,721,296               9,721,296.43

Federal Tax Credit based on 60% Valuation 5,832,777.86
Transfer Virginia Credit based on 40% of gift @ 85 % value 2,333,111.14          0.85                         1,983,144.47

Total Tax Credits return to project 7,815,922.33

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS FINANCED (not grant funded) DURING CONSTRUCTION $21,745,609.51

OPERATING EXPENSES

VHDA Blended Rate DEBT SERVICE per YEAR (20 YEARS, 4.1%) $21,745,609.51 0.0733515 1,595,073.08$        

SERVICES

Real Estate Sales Commissions % 0.03 25,960,000.00$      778,800.00$           
Building Management Fee % 0.08 529,761.60$           42,380.93$             
Insurance ( .1 / $100) yr 1 28,696.52$             28,696.52$             
Real Estate Taxes yr 0.0125 948,720.00 11,859.00$             (Based on pre-development value for 10 years) 
Other Soft costs @4% Rents yr 0.04 529,761.60$           21,190.46$             

882,926.91$           

INCOME

POST CONSTRUCTION INCOME

Sales -  Single Family Boulevard House ea 2 280,000.00 560,000.00$           
Sales -  Single Family TwinHouse ea 20 250,000.00 5,000,000.00$        
Sales -  Townhouse ea 60 340,000.00 20,400,000.00$      
Sales - Estate Houses ea 0 390,000.00 -$                        

Rents - Country Store First Floors net sf 6000 15 90,000.00$             
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 80% AMI (62,720) $1,568 4 12 75,264.00$             
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 150% AMI (117,600) $2,940 12 12 423,360.00$           
Less vacancy 10% (58,862.40)$            
GROSS RENTAL INCOME 529,761.60$           

CASH FLOW

POST CONSTRUCTION RENTAL COMPONENT pre-tax CASH FLOW (1,948,238.39)$       
Earnings before Taxes and Interest (EBITA) 

Distribute Lots and  Commercial Parcel sales over 4 years 25,960,000.00$          4 6,490,000.00$        6,490,000.00$        
Combined Estimated Annual Gross Income 7,019,761.60$        
Combined Operating Expenses 882,926.91$           
Net Income 6,136,834.69$        

Debt Service 1,595,073.08$        
Combined Cash Flow 4,541,761.61$        

Debt Coverage Ratio 3.85 First 4 years

Retire Remaining Debt continuously during 4 years $21,745,609.51
Intererst paid 1,595,073.08$            2 3,190,146.15$        3,190,146.15$        

Gross Income 1,024,244.34$        

Best interest calculator:
https://www.calculator.net/payment-calculator.html?ctype=fixterm&cloanamount=618250&cloanterm=5&cmonthlypay=1000&cinterestrate=2.5&printit=0&x=81&y=13
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APPENDIX

Pro Forma

Hill Studio 21-May-26
HSPC Project 2458   Code 5
Page County Housing
CAPITAL BUDGET - SOURCES, USES, AND  BALANCING

PHASE 1

ITEM/DESCRIPTION UNIT QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST FUNDING STACK / NOTES

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS

EXISTING  PROPERTY

Total Site ac 60 15,812.00 948,720.00 predevelopment value
Phase I Site ac 20 15,812.00 316,240.00 predevelopment value

BUILDING USES

Houses
2 Boulevard Single Houses sf (each) 1200 sale
20 Boulevard Twinhouses sf 800 sale
60 Townhouses sf 1500 sale
16 Cornerstore Lofts sf 800 rental 

PROJECT COSTS

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION BUDGET 28,696,521.44
includes infrastructure costs and housing costs

SELECTED SOFT COSTS

Basic A&E Fees %age 1 0.07 2,008,756.50
Environmental assessment, appraisal, latent defect letter of credit fee allow 1 1000 1,000.00
Soft Costs associated with Conservation Easement Donation allow 1 200000 200,000.00
Points on Financing %age 1 0.05 1,434,826.07
Permits %age 1 143483 143,482.61 Review Refund by Town or EDA
Comprehensive Site Plan Review %age 1 86090 86,089.56 Review Refund by Town or EDA

TOTAL SOFT COSTS $3,874,154.74

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION AND SOFT COSTS $32,570,676.18

INCENTIVES

VH  Grant for Innovation  - Energy Demonstration Cottages allow 1 400,000                  400,000.00
DHCD Rediness Planning Grant allow 1 100,000                  100,000.00
CDBG Grant - Sewer and Water allow 1 1,400,000               1,400,000.00
Recreational Access Program - Roads allow 1 250,000                  250,000.00
TAP Program - Trails allow 1 500,000                  500,000.00
Refunds of reviews and hook-up fees allow 1 229,572                  229,572.17
Value of 25 Acre Conservation Easement Donation allow 1 9,721,296               9,721,296.43

Federal Tax Credit based on 60% Valuation 5,832,777.86
Transfer Virginia Credit based on 40% of gift @ 85 % value 2,333,111.14          0.85                         1,983,144.47

Total Tax Credits return to project 7,815,922.33

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS FINANCED (not grant funded) DURING CONSTRUCTION $21,745,609.51

OPERATING EXPENSES

VHDA Blended Rate DEBT SERVICE per YEAR (20 YEARS, 4.1%) $21,745,609.51 0.0733515 1,595,073.08$        

SERVICES

Real Estate Sales Commissions % 0.03 25,960,000.00$      778,800.00$           
Building Management Fee % 0.08 529,761.60$           42,380.93$             
Insurance ( .1 / $100) yr 1 28,696.52$             28,696.52$             
Real Estate Taxes yr 0.0125 948,720.00 11,859.00$             (Based on pre-development value for 10 years) 
Other Soft costs @4% Rents yr 0.04 529,761.60$           21,190.46$             

882,926.91$           

INCOME

POST CONSTRUCTION INCOME

Sales -  Single Family Boulevard House ea 2 280,000.00 560,000.00$           
Sales -  Single Family TwinHouse ea 20 250,000.00 5,000,000.00$        
Sales -  Townhouse ea 60 340,000.00 20,400,000.00$      
Sales - Estate Houses ea 0 390,000.00 -$                        

Rents - Country Store First Floors net sf 6000 15 90,000.00$             
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 80% AMI (62,720) $1,568 4 12 75,264.00$             
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 150% AMI (117,600) $2,940 12 12 423,360.00$           
Less vacancy 10% (58,862.40)$            
GROSS RENTAL INCOME 529,761.60$           

CASH FLOW

POST CONSTRUCTION RENTAL COMPONENT pre-tax CASH FLOW (1,948,238.39)$       
Earnings before Taxes and Interest (EBITA) 

Distribute Lots and  Commercial Parcel sales over 4 years 25,960,000.00$          4 6,490,000.00$        6,490,000.00$        
Combined Estimated Annual Gross Income 7,019,761.60$        
Combined Operating Expenses 882,926.91$           
Net Income 6,136,834.69$        

Debt Service 1,595,073.08$        
Combined Cash Flow 4,541,761.61$        

Debt Coverage Ratio 3.85 First 4 years

Retire Remaining Debt continuously during 4 years $21,745,609.51
Intererst paid 1,595,073.08$            2 3,190,146.15$        3,190,146.15$        

Gross Income 1,024,244.34$        

Best interest calculator:
https://www.calculator.net/payment-calculator.html?ctype=fixterm&cloanamount=618250&cloanterm=5&cmonthlypay=1000&cinterestrate=2.5&printit=0&x=81&y=13
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APPENDIX

Hill Studio 21-May-26
HSPC Project 2458   Code 5
Page County Housing
CAPITAL BUDGET - SOURCES, USES, AND  BALANCING

PHASE 1

ITEM/DESCRIPTION UNIT QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST FUNDING STACK / NOTES

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS

EXISTING  PROPERTY

Total Site ac 60 15,812.00 948,720.00 predevelopment value
Phase I Site ac 20 15,812.00 316,240.00 predevelopment value

BUILDING USES

Houses
2 Boulevard Single Houses sf (each) 1200 sale
20 Boulevard Twinhouses sf 800 sale
60 Townhouses sf 1500 sale
16 Cornerstore Lofts sf 800 rental 

PROJECT COSTS

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION BUDGET 28,696,521.44
includes infrastructure costs and housing costs

SELECTED SOFT COSTS

Basic A&E Fees %age 1 0.07 2,008,756.50
Environmental assessment, appraisal, latent defect letter of credit fee allow 1 1000 1,000.00
Soft Costs associated with Conservation Easement Donation allow 1 200000 200,000.00
Points on Financing %age 1 0.05 1,434,826.07
Permits %age 1 143483 143,482.61 Review Refund by Town or EDA
Comprehensive Site Plan Review %age 1 86090 86,089.56 Review Refund by Town or EDA

TOTAL SOFT COSTS $3,874,154.74

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION AND SOFT COSTS $32,570,676.18

INCENTIVES

VH  Grant for Innovation  - Energy Demonstration Cottages allow 1 400,000                  400,000.00
DHCD Rediness Planning Grant allow 1 100,000                  100,000.00
CDBG Grant - Sewer and Water allow 1 1,400,000               1,400,000.00
Recreational Access Program - Roads allow 1 250,000                  250,000.00
TAP Program - Trails allow 1 500,000                  500,000.00
Refunds of reviews and hook-up fees allow 1 229,572                  229,572.17
Value of 25 Acre Conservation Easement Donation allow 1 9,721,296               9,721,296.43

Federal Tax Credit based on 60% Valuation 5,832,777.86
Transfer Virginia Credit based on 40% of gift @ 85 % value 2,333,111.14          0.85                         1,983,144.47

Total Tax Credits return to project 7,815,922.33

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS FINANCED (not grant funded) DURING CONSTRUCTION $21,745,609.51

OPERATING EXPENSES

VHDA Blended Rate DEBT SERVICE per YEAR (20 YEARS, 4.1%) $21,745,609.51 0.0733515 1,595,073.08$        

SERVICES

Real Estate Sales Commissions % 0.03 25,960,000.00$      778,800.00$           
Building Management Fee % 0.08 529,761.60$           42,380.93$             
Insurance ( .1 / $100) yr 1 28,696.52$             28,696.52$             
Real Estate Taxes yr 0.0125 948,720.00 11,859.00$             (Based on pre-development value for 10 years) 
Other Soft costs @4% Rents yr 0.04 529,761.60$           21,190.46$             

882,926.91$           

INCOME

POST CONSTRUCTION INCOME

Sales -  Single Family Boulevard House ea 2 280,000.00 560,000.00$           
Sales -  Single Family TwinHouse ea 20 250,000.00 5,000,000.00$        
Sales -  Townhouse ea 60 340,000.00 20,400,000.00$      
Sales - Estate Houses ea 0 390,000.00 -$                        

Rents - Country Store First Floors net sf 6000 15 90,000.00$             
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 80% AMI (62,720) $1,568 4 12 75,264.00$             
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 150% AMI (117,600) $2,940 12 12 423,360.00$           
Less vacancy 10% (58,862.40)$            
GROSS RENTAL INCOME 529,761.60$           

CASH FLOW

POST CONSTRUCTION RENTAL COMPONENT pre-tax CASH FLOW (1,948,238.39)$       
Earnings before Taxes and Interest (EBITA) 

Distribute Lots and  Commercial Parcel sales over 4 years 25,960,000.00$          4 6,490,000.00$        6,490,000.00$        
Combined Estimated Annual Gross Income 7,019,761.60$        
Combined Operating Expenses 882,926.91$           
Net Income 6,136,834.69$        

Debt Service 1,595,073.08$        
Combined Cash Flow 4,541,761.61$        

Debt Coverage Ratio 3.85 First 4 years

Retire Remaining Debt continuously during 4 years $21,745,609.51
Intererst paid 1,595,073.08$            2 3,190,146.15$        3,190,146.15$        

Gross Income 1,024,244.34$        

Best interest calculator:
https://www.calculator.net/payment-calculator.html?ctype=fixterm&cloanamount=618250&cloanterm=5&cmonthlypay=1000&cinterestrate=2.5&printit=0&x=81&y=13
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APPENDIX

Pro Forma

Hill Studio 21-May-26
HSPC Project 2458   Code 5
Page County Housing
CAPITAL BUDGET - SOURCES, USES, AND  BALANCING

PHASE 2

ITEM/DESCRIPTION UNIT QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST FUNDING STACK / NOTES

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS

EXISTING  PROPERTY

Total Site ac 60 15,812.00 948,720.00 predevelopment value
Phase I Site ac 15 15,812.00 237,180.00 predevelopment value

BUILDING USES

Houses
7 Single Houses sf (each) 1000 sale
14 Eyebrow Twinhouses sf 7000 sale
5 Estate houses sf 1500 sale

PROJECT COSTS

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION BUDGET 6,273,690.00

SELECTED SOFT COSTS

Basic A&E Fees %age 1 0.07 439,158.30
Environmental assessment, appraisal, latent defect letter of credit fee allow 1 1000 1,000.00
Points on Financing %age 1 0.05 313,684.50
Permits %age 1 31368 31,368.45 Review Refund by Town or EDA
Comprehensive Site Plan Review %age 1 18821 18,821.07 Review Refund by Town or EDA

TOTAL SOFT COSTS $804,032.32

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION AND SOFT COSTS $7,077,722.32

INCENTIVES

VH  Grant for Innovation  -  Microwind Demonstration Cottages allow 1 400,000                 400,000.00
CDBG Grant - Sewer and Water allow 1 1,000,000              1,000,000.00
Recreational Access Program - Roads allow 0 250,000                 0.00
TAP Program - Trails allow 0 500,000                 0.00

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS FINANCED (not grant funded) DURING CONSTRUCTION $5,627,532.80

OPERATING EXPENSES

VHDA Blended Rate DEBT SERVICE per YEAR (20 YEARS, 4.1%) $5,627,532.80 0.0733515 412,787.97$          

SERVICES

Real Estate Sales Commissions % 0.03 7,810,000.00$       234,300.00$          
Building Management Fee % 0.08 -$                       -$                       
Insurance ( .1 / $100) yr 1 6,273.69$              6,273.69$              
Real Estate Taxes yr 0.0125 948,720.00 11,859.00$            (Based on pre-development value for 10 years) 
Other Soft costs @4% Rents yr 0.04 -$                       -$                       

252,432.69$          

INCOME

POST CONSTRUCTION INCOME

Sales -  Single Family House ea 7 300,000.00 2,100,000.00$       
Sales -  Single Family TwinHouse ea 14 265,000.00 3,710,000.00$       
Sales -  Estate House ea 5 400,000.00 2,000,000.00$       

Rents - Country Store First Floors net sf 0 0 -$                       
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 80% AMI (62,720) $1,568 0 0 -$                       
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 150% AMI (117,600) $2,940 0 0 -$                       
Less vacancy 10% -$                       
GROSS RENTAL INCOME -$                       

CASH FLOW

POST CONSTRUCTION RENTAL COMPONENT pre-tax CASH FLOW (665,220.66)$         
Earnings before Taxes and Interest (EBITA) 

Distribute Lots and  Commercial Parcel sales over 4 years 7,810,000.00$           4 1,952,500.00$       1,952,500.00$       
Combined Estimated Annual Gross Income 1,952,500.00$       
Combined Operating Expenses 252,432.69$          
Net Income 1,700,067.31$       

Debt Service 412,787.97$          
Combined Cash Flow 1,287,279.34$       

Debt Coverage Ratio 4.12 First 4 years

Retire  Debt continuously during 4 years $5,627,532.80
Intererst paid 412,787.97$              2 825,575.94$          825,575.94$          

Gross Income 1,356,891.26$       

Best interest calculator:
https://www.calculator.net/payment-calculator.html?ctype=fixterm&cloanamount=618250&cloanterm=5&cmonthlypay=1000&cinterestrate=2.5&printit=0&x=81&y=13
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APPENDIX

Hill Studio 21-May-26
HSPC Project 2458   Code 5
Page County Housing
CAPITAL BUDGET - SOURCES, USES, AND  BALANCING

PHASE 2

ITEM/DESCRIPTION UNIT QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST FUNDING STACK / NOTES

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS

EXISTING  PROPERTY

Total Site ac 60 15,812.00 948,720.00 predevelopment value
Phase I Site ac 15 15,812.00 237,180.00 predevelopment value

BUILDING USES

Houses
7 Single Houses sf (each) 1000 sale
14 Eyebrow Twinhouses sf 7000 sale
5 Estate houses sf 1500 sale

PROJECT COSTS

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION BUDGET 6,273,690.00

SELECTED SOFT COSTS

Basic A&E Fees %age 1 0.07 439,158.30
Environmental assessment, appraisal, latent defect letter of credit fee allow 1 1000 1,000.00
Points on Financing %age 1 0.05 313,684.50
Permits %age 1 31368 31,368.45 Review Refund by Town or EDA
Comprehensive Site Plan Review %age 1 18821 18,821.07 Review Refund by Town or EDA

TOTAL SOFT COSTS $804,032.32

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION AND SOFT COSTS $7,077,722.32

INCENTIVES

VH  Grant for Innovation  -  Microwind Demonstration Cottages allow 1 400,000                 400,000.00
CDBG Grant - Sewer and Water allow 1 1,000,000              1,000,000.00
Recreational Access Program - Roads allow 0 250,000                 0.00
TAP Program - Trails allow 0 500,000                 0.00

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS FINANCED (not grant funded) DURING CONSTRUCTION $5,627,532.80

OPERATING EXPENSES

VHDA Blended Rate DEBT SERVICE per YEAR (20 YEARS, 4.1%) $5,627,532.80 0.0733515 412,787.97$          

SERVICES

Real Estate Sales Commissions % 0.03 7,810,000.00$       234,300.00$          
Building Management Fee % 0.08 -$                       -$                       
Insurance ( .1 / $100) yr 1 6,273.69$              6,273.69$              
Real Estate Taxes yr 0.0125 948,720.00 11,859.00$            (Based on pre-development value for 10 years) 
Other Soft costs @4% Rents yr 0.04 -$                       -$                       

252,432.69$          

INCOME

POST CONSTRUCTION INCOME

Sales -  Single Family House ea 7 300,000.00 2,100,000.00$       
Sales -  Single Family TwinHouse ea 14 265,000.00 3,710,000.00$       
Sales -  Estate House ea 5 400,000.00 2,000,000.00$       

Rents - Country Store First Floors net sf 0 0 -$                       
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 80% AMI (62,720) $1,568 0 0 -$                       
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 150% AMI (117,600) $2,940 0 0 -$                       
Less vacancy 10% -$                       
GROSS RENTAL INCOME -$                       

CASH FLOW

POST CONSTRUCTION RENTAL COMPONENT pre-tax CASH FLOW (665,220.66)$         
Earnings before Taxes and Interest (EBITA) 

Distribute Lots and  Commercial Parcel sales over 4 years 7,810,000.00$           4 1,952,500.00$       1,952,500.00$       
Combined Estimated Annual Gross Income 1,952,500.00$       
Combined Operating Expenses 252,432.69$          
Net Income 1,700,067.31$       

Debt Service 412,787.97$          
Combined Cash Flow 1,287,279.34$       

Debt Coverage Ratio 4.12 First 4 years

Retire  Debt continuously during 4 years $5,627,532.80
Intererst paid 412,787.97$              2 825,575.94$          825,575.94$          

Gross Income 1,356,891.26$       

Best interest calculator:
https://www.calculator.net/payment-calculator.html?ctype=fixterm&cloanamount=618250&cloanterm=5&cmonthlypay=1000&cinterestrate=2.5&printit=0&x=81&y=13
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Pro Forma

Hill Studio 21-May-26
HSPC Project 2458   Code 5
Page County Housing
CAPITAL BUDGET - SOURCES, USES, AND  BALANCING

PHASE 2

ITEM/DESCRIPTION UNIT QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST FUNDING STACK / NOTES

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS

EXISTING  PROPERTY

Total Site ac 60 15,812.00 948,720.00 predevelopment value
Phase I Site ac 15 15,812.00 237,180.00 predevelopment value

BUILDING USES

Houses
7 Single Houses sf (each) 1000 sale
14 Eyebrow Twinhouses sf 7000 sale
5 Estate houses sf 1500 sale

PROJECT COSTS

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION BUDGET 6,273,690.00

SELECTED SOFT COSTS

Basic A&E Fees %age 1 0.07 439,158.30
Environmental assessment, appraisal, latent defect letter of credit fee allow 1 1000 1,000.00
Points on Financing %age 1 0.05 313,684.50
Permits %age 1 31368 31,368.45 Review Refund by Town or EDA
Comprehensive Site Plan Review %age 1 18821 18,821.07 Review Refund by Town or EDA

TOTAL SOFT COSTS $804,032.32

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION AND SOFT COSTS $7,077,722.32

INCENTIVES

VH  Grant for Innovation  -  Microwind Demonstration Cottages allow 1 400,000                 400,000.00
CDBG Grant - Sewer and Water allow 1 1,000,000              1,000,000.00
Recreational Access Program - Roads allow 0 250,000                 0.00
TAP Program - Trails allow 0 500,000                 0.00

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS FINANCED (not grant funded) DURING CONSTRUCTION $5,627,532.80

OPERATING EXPENSES

VHDA Blended Rate DEBT SERVICE per YEAR (20 YEARS, 4.1%) $5,627,532.80 0.0733515 412,787.97$          

SERVICES

Real Estate Sales Commissions % 0.03 7,810,000.00$       234,300.00$          
Building Management Fee % 0.08 -$                       -$                       
Insurance ( .1 / $100) yr 1 6,273.69$              6,273.69$              
Real Estate Taxes yr 0.0125 948,720.00 11,859.00$            (Based on pre-development value for 10 years) 
Other Soft costs @4% Rents yr 0.04 -$                       -$                       

252,432.69$          

INCOME

POST CONSTRUCTION INCOME

Sales -  Single Family House ea 7 300,000.00 2,100,000.00$       
Sales -  Single Family TwinHouse ea 14 265,000.00 3,710,000.00$       
Sales -  Estate House ea 5 400,000.00 2,000,000.00$       

Rents - Country Store First Floors net sf 0 0 -$                       
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 80% AMI (62,720) $1,568 0 0 -$                       
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 150% AMI (117,600) $2,940 0 0 -$                       
Less vacancy 10% -$                       
GROSS RENTAL INCOME -$                       

CASH FLOW

POST CONSTRUCTION RENTAL COMPONENT pre-tax CASH FLOW (665,220.66)$         
Earnings before Taxes and Interest (EBITA) 

Distribute Lots and  Commercial Parcel sales over 4 years 7,810,000.00$           4 1,952,500.00$       1,952,500.00$       
Combined Estimated Annual Gross Income 1,952,500.00$       
Combined Operating Expenses 252,432.69$          
Net Income 1,700,067.31$       

Debt Service 412,787.97$          
Combined Cash Flow 1,287,279.34$       

Debt Coverage Ratio 4.12 First 4 years

Retire  Debt continuously during 4 years $5,627,532.80
Intererst paid 412,787.97$              2 825,575.94$          825,575.94$          

Gross Income 1,356,891.26$       

Best interest calculator:
https://www.calculator.net/payment-calculator.html?ctype=fixterm&cloanamount=618250&cloanterm=5&cmonthlypay=1000&cinterestrate=2.5&printit=0&x=81&y=13
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APPENDIX

Hill Studio 21-May-26
HSPC Project 2458   Code 5
Page County Housing
CAPITAL BUDGET - SOURCES, USES, AND  BALANCING

PHASE 2

ITEM/DESCRIPTION UNIT QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST FUNDING STACK / NOTES

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS

EXISTING  PROPERTY

Total Site ac 60 15,812.00 948,720.00 predevelopment value
Phase I Site ac 15 15,812.00 237,180.00 predevelopment value

BUILDING USES

Houses
7 Single Houses sf (each) 1000 sale
14 Eyebrow Twinhouses sf 7000 sale
5 Estate houses sf 1500 sale

PROJECT COSTS

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION BUDGET 6,273,690.00

SELECTED SOFT COSTS

Basic A&E Fees %age 1 0.07 439,158.30
Environmental assessment, appraisal, latent defect letter of credit fee allow 1 1000 1,000.00
Points on Financing %age 1 0.05 313,684.50
Permits %age 1 31368 31,368.45 Review Refund by Town or EDA
Comprehensive Site Plan Review %age 1 18821 18,821.07 Review Refund by Town or EDA

TOTAL SOFT COSTS $804,032.32

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION AND SOFT COSTS $7,077,722.32

INCENTIVES

VH  Grant for Innovation  -  Microwind Demonstration Cottages allow 1 400,000                 400,000.00
CDBG Grant - Sewer and Water allow 1 1,000,000              1,000,000.00
Recreational Access Program - Roads allow 0 250,000                 0.00
TAP Program - Trails allow 0 500,000                 0.00

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS FINANCED (not grant funded) DURING CONSTRUCTION $5,627,532.80

OPERATING EXPENSES

VHDA Blended Rate DEBT SERVICE per YEAR (20 YEARS, 4.1%) $5,627,532.80 0.0733515 412,787.97$          

SERVICES

Real Estate Sales Commissions % 0.03 7,810,000.00$       234,300.00$          
Building Management Fee % 0.08 -$                       -$                       
Insurance ( .1 / $100) yr 1 6,273.69$              6,273.69$              
Real Estate Taxes yr 0.0125 948,720.00 11,859.00$            (Based on pre-development value for 10 years) 
Other Soft costs @4% Rents yr 0.04 -$                       -$                       

252,432.69$          

INCOME

POST CONSTRUCTION INCOME

Sales -  Single Family House ea 7 300,000.00 2,100,000.00$       
Sales -  Single Family TwinHouse ea 14 265,000.00 3,710,000.00$       
Sales -  Estate House ea 5 400,000.00 2,000,000.00$       

Rents - Country Store First Floors net sf 0 0 -$                       
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 80% AMI (62,720) $1,568 0 0 -$                       
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 150% AMI (117,600) $2,940 0 0 -$                       
Less vacancy 10% -$                       
GROSS RENTAL INCOME -$                       

CASH FLOW

POST CONSTRUCTION RENTAL COMPONENT pre-tax CASH FLOW (665,220.66)$         
Earnings before Taxes and Interest (EBITA) 

Distribute Lots and  Commercial Parcel sales over 4 years 7,810,000.00$           4 1,952,500.00$       1,952,500.00$       
Combined Estimated Annual Gross Income 1,952,500.00$       
Combined Operating Expenses 252,432.69$          
Net Income 1,700,067.31$       

Debt Service 412,787.97$          
Combined Cash Flow 1,287,279.34$       

Debt Coverage Ratio 4.12 First 4 years

Retire  Debt continuously during 4 years $5,627,532.80
Intererst paid 412,787.97$              2 825,575.94$          825,575.94$          

Gross Income 1,356,891.26$       

Best interest calculator:
https://www.calculator.net/payment-calculator.html?ctype=fixterm&cloanamount=618250&cloanterm=5&cmonthlypay=1000&cinterestrate=2.5&printit=0&x=81&y=13
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APPENDIX

Pro Forma

Hill Studio 21-May-26
HSPC Project 2458   Code 5
Page County Housing
CAPITAL BUDGET - SOURCES, USES, AND  BALANCING

PHASE 2

ITEM/DESCRIPTION UNIT QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST FUNDING STACK / NOTES

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS

EXISTING  PROPERTY

Total Site ac 60 15,812.00 948,720.00 predevelopment value
Phase I Site ac 15 15,812.00 237,180.00 predevelopment value

BUILDING USES

Houses
7 Single Houses sf (each) 1000 sale
14 Eyebrow Twinhouses sf 7000 sale
5 Estate houses sf 1500 sale

PROJECT COSTS

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION BUDGET 6,273,690.00

SELECTED SOFT COSTS

Basic A&E Fees %age 1 0.07 439,158.30
Environmental assessment, appraisal, latent defect letter of credit fee allow 1 1000 1,000.00
Points on Financing %age 1 0.05 313,684.50
Permits %age 1 31368 31,368.45 Review Refund by Town or EDA
Comprehensive Site Plan Review %age 1 18821 18,821.07 Review Refund by Town or EDA

TOTAL SOFT COSTS $804,032.32

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION AND SOFT COSTS $7,077,722.32

INCENTIVES

VH  Grant for Innovation  -  Microwind Demonstration Cottages allow 1 400,000                 400,000.00
CDBG Grant - Sewer and Water allow 1 1,000,000              1,000,000.00
Recreational Access Program - Roads allow 0 250,000                 0.00
TAP Program - Trails allow 0 500,000                 0.00

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS FINANCED (not grant funded) DURING CONSTRUCTION $5,627,532.80

OPERATING EXPENSES

VHDA Blended Rate DEBT SERVICE per YEAR (20 YEARS, 4.1%) $5,627,532.80 0.0733515 412,787.97$          

SERVICES

Real Estate Sales Commissions % 0.03 7,810,000.00$       234,300.00$          
Building Management Fee % 0.08 -$                       -$                       
Insurance ( .1 / $100) yr 1 6,273.69$              6,273.69$              
Real Estate Taxes yr 0.0125 948,720.00 11,859.00$            (Based on pre-development value for 10 years) 
Other Soft costs @4% Rents yr 0.04 -$                       -$                       

252,432.69$          

INCOME

POST CONSTRUCTION INCOME

Sales -  Single Family House ea 7 300,000.00 2,100,000.00$       
Sales -  Single Family TwinHouse ea 14 265,000.00 3,710,000.00$       
Sales -  Estate House ea 5 400,000.00 2,000,000.00$       

Rents - Country Store First Floors net sf 0 0 -$                       
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 80% AMI (62,720) $1,568 0 0 -$                       
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 150% AMI (117,600) $2,940 0 0 -$                       
Less vacancy 10% -$                       
GROSS RENTAL INCOME -$                       

CASH FLOW

POST CONSTRUCTION RENTAL COMPONENT pre-tax CASH FLOW (665,220.66)$         
Earnings before Taxes and Interest (EBITA) 

Distribute Lots and  Commercial Parcel sales over 4 years 7,810,000.00$           4 1,952,500.00$       1,952,500.00$       
Combined Estimated Annual Gross Income 1,952,500.00$       
Combined Operating Expenses 252,432.69$          
Net Income 1,700,067.31$       

Debt Service 412,787.97$          
Combined Cash Flow 1,287,279.34$       

Debt Coverage Ratio 4.12 First 4 years

Retire  Debt continuously during 4 years $5,627,532.80
Intererst paid 412,787.97$              2 825,575.94$          825,575.94$          

Gross Income 1,356,891.26$       

Best interest calculator:
https://www.calculator.net/payment-calculator.html?ctype=fixterm&cloanamount=618250&cloanterm=5&cmonthlypay=1000&cinterestrate=2.5&printit=0&x=81&y=13
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APPENDIX

Hill Studio 21-May-26
HSPC Project 2458   Code 5
Page County Housing
CAPITAL BUDGET - SOURCES, USES, AND  BALANCING

PHASE 2

ITEM/DESCRIPTION UNIT QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST FUNDING STACK / NOTES

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS

EXISTING  PROPERTY

Total Site ac 60 15,812.00 948,720.00 predevelopment value
Phase I Site ac 15 15,812.00 237,180.00 predevelopment value

BUILDING USES

Houses
7 Single Houses sf (each) 1000 sale
14 Eyebrow Twinhouses sf 7000 sale
5 Estate houses sf 1500 sale

PROJECT COSTS

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION BUDGET 6,273,690.00

SELECTED SOFT COSTS

Basic A&E Fees %age 1 0.07 439,158.30
Environmental assessment, appraisal, latent defect letter of credit fee allow 1 1000 1,000.00
Points on Financing %age 1 0.05 313,684.50
Permits %age 1 31368 31,368.45 Review Refund by Town or EDA
Comprehensive Site Plan Review %age 1 18821 18,821.07 Review Refund by Town or EDA

TOTAL SOFT COSTS $804,032.32

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION AND SOFT COSTS $7,077,722.32

INCENTIVES

VH  Grant for Innovation  -  Microwind Demonstration Cottages allow 1 400,000                 400,000.00
CDBG Grant - Sewer and Water allow 1 1,000,000              1,000,000.00
Recreational Access Program - Roads allow 0 250,000                 0.00
TAP Program - Trails allow 0 500,000                 0.00

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS FINANCED (not grant funded) DURING CONSTRUCTION $5,627,532.80

OPERATING EXPENSES

VHDA Blended Rate DEBT SERVICE per YEAR (20 YEARS, 4.1%) $5,627,532.80 0.0733515 412,787.97$          

SERVICES

Real Estate Sales Commissions % 0.03 7,810,000.00$       234,300.00$          
Building Management Fee % 0.08 -$                       -$                       
Insurance ( .1 / $100) yr 1 6,273.69$              6,273.69$              
Real Estate Taxes yr 0.0125 948,720.00 11,859.00$            (Based on pre-development value for 10 years) 
Other Soft costs @4% Rents yr 0.04 -$                       -$                       

252,432.69$          

INCOME

POST CONSTRUCTION INCOME

Sales -  Single Family House ea 7 300,000.00 2,100,000.00$       
Sales -  Single Family TwinHouse ea 14 265,000.00 3,710,000.00$       
Sales -  Estate House ea 5 400,000.00 2,000,000.00$       

Rents - Country Store First Floors net sf 0 0 -$                       
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 80% AMI (62,720) $1,568 0 0 -$                       
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 150% AMI (117,600) $2,940 0 0 -$                       
Less vacancy 10% -$                       
GROSS RENTAL INCOME -$                       

CASH FLOW

POST CONSTRUCTION RENTAL COMPONENT pre-tax CASH FLOW (665,220.66)$         
Earnings before Taxes and Interest (EBITA) 

Distribute Lots and  Commercial Parcel sales over 4 years 7,810,000.00$           4 1,952,500.00$       1,952,500.00$       
Combined Estimated Annual Gross Income 1,952,500.00$       
Combined Operating Expenses 252,432.69$          
Net Income 1,700,067.31$       

Debt Service 412,787.97$          
Combined Cash Flow 1,287,279.34$       

Debt Coverage Ratio 4.12 First 4 years

Retire  Debt continuously during 4 years $5,627,532.80
Intererst paid 412,787.97$              2 825,575.94$          825,575.94$          

Gross Income 1,356,891.26$       

Best interest calculator:
https://www.calculator.net/payment-calculator.html?ctype=fixterm&cloanamount=618250&cloanterm=5&cmonthlypay=1000&cinterestrate=2.5&printit=0&x=81&y=13
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APPENDIX

Pro Forma

Hill Studio 21-May-26
HSPC Project 2458   Code 5
Page County Housing
CAPITAL BUDGET - SOURCES, USES, AND  BALANCING

PHASE 2

ITEM/DESCRIPTION UNIT QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST FUNDING STACK / NOTES

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS

EXISTING  PROPERTY

Total Site ac 60 15,812.00 948,720.00 predevelopment value
Phase I Site ac 15 15,812.00 237,180.00 predevelopment value

BUILDING USES

Houses
7 Single Houses sf (each) 1000 sale
14 Eyebrow Twinhouses sf 7000 sale
5 Estate houses sf 1500 sale

PROJECT COSTS

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION BUDGET 6,273,690.00

SELECTED SOFT COSTS

Basic A&E Fees %age 1 0.07 439,158.30
Environmental assessment, appraisal, latent defect letter of credit fee allow 1 1000 1,000.00
Points on Financing %age 1 0.05 313,684.50
Permits %age 1 31368 31,368.45 Review Refund by Town or EDA
Comprehensive Site Plan Review %age 1 18821 18,821.07 Review Refund by Town or EDA

TOTAL SOFT COSTS $804,032.32

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION AND SOFT COSTS $7,077,722.32

INCENTIVES

VH  Grant for Innovation  -  Microwind Demonstration Cottages allow 1 400,000                 400,000.00
CDBG Grant - Sewer and Water allow 1 1,000,000              1,000,000.00
Recreational Access Program - Roads allow 0 250,000                 0.00
TAP Program - Trails allow 0 500,000                 0.00

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS FINANCED (not grant funded) DURING CONSTRUCTION $5,627,532.80

OPERATING EXPENSES

VHDA Blended Rate DEBT SERVICE per YEAR (20 YEARS, 4.1%) $5,627,532.80 0.0733515 412,787.97$          

SERVICES

Real Estate Sales Commissions % 0.03 7,810,000.00$       234,300.00$          
Building Management Fee % 0.08 -$                       -$                       
Insurance ( .1 / $100) yr 1 6,273.69$              6,273.69$              
Real Estate Taxes yr 0.0125 948,720.00 11,859.00$            (Based on pre-development value for 10 years) 
Other Soft costs @4% Rents yr 0.04 -$                       -$                       

252,432.69$          

INCOME

POST CONSTRUCTION INCOME

Sales -  Single Family House ea 7 300,000.00 2,100,000.00$       
Sales -  Single Family TwinHouse ea 14 265,000.00 3,710,000.00$       
Sales -  Estate House ea 5 400,000.00 2,000,000.00$       

Rents - Country Store First Floors net sf 0 0 -$                       
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 80% AMI (62,720) $1,568 0 0 -$                       
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 150% AMI (117,600) $2,940 0 0 -$                       
Less vacancy 10% -$                       
GROSS RENTAL INCOME -$                       

CASH FLOW

POST CONSTRUCTION RENTAL COMPONENT pre-tax CASH FLOW (665,220.66)$         
Earnings before Taxes and Interest (EBITA) 

Distribute Lots and  Commercial Parcel sales over 4 years 7,810,000.00$           4 1,952,500.00$       1,952,500.00$       
Combined Estimated Annual Gross Income 1,952,500.00$       
Combined Operating Expenses 252,432.69$          
Net Income 1,700,067.31$       

Debt Service 412,787.97$          
Combined Cash Flow 1,287,279.34$       

Debt Coverage Ratio 4.12 First 4 years

Retire  Debt continuously during 4 years $5,627,532.80
Intererst paid 412,787.97$              2 825,575.94$          825,575.94$          

Gross Income 1,356,891.26$       

Best interest calculator:
https://www.calculator.net/payment-calculator.html?ctype=fixterm&cloanamount=618250&cloanterm=5&cmonthlypay=1000&cinterestrate=2.5&printit=0&x=81&y=13
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Hill Studio 21-May-26
HSPC Project 2458   Code 5
Page County Housing
CAPITAL BUDGET - SOURCES, USES, AND  BALANCING

PHASE 2

ITEM/DESCRIPTION UNIT QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST FUNDING STACK / NOTES

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS

EXISTING  PROPERTY

Total Site ac 60 15,812.00 948,720.00 predevelopment value
Phase I Site ac 15 15,812.00 237,180.00 predevelopment value

BUILDING USES

Houses
7 Single Houses sf (each) 1000 sale
14 Eyebrow Twinhouses sf 7000 sale
5 Estate houses sf 1500 sale

PROJECT COSTS

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION BUDGET 6,273,690.00

SELECTED SOFT COSTS

Basic A&E Fees %age 1 0.07 439,158.30
Environmental assessment, appraisal, latent defect letter of credit fee allow 1 1000 1,000.00
Points on Financing %age 1 0.05 313,684.50
Permits %age 1 31368 31,368.45 Review Refund by Town or EDA
Comprehensive Site Plan Review %age 1 18821 18,821.07 Review Refund by Town or EDA

TOTAL SOFT COSTS $804,032.32

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION AND SOFT COSTS $7,077,722.32

INCENTIVES

VH  Grant for Innovation  -  Microwind Demonstration Cottages allow 1 400,000                 400,000.00
CDBG Grant - Sewer and Water allow 1 1,000,000              1,000,000.00
Recreational Access Program - Roads allow 0 250,000                 0.00
TAP Program - Trails allow 0 500,000                 0.00

TOTAL PROJECT COSTS FINANCED (not grant funded) DURING CONSTRUCTION $5,627,532.80

OPERATING EXPENSES

VHDA Blended Rate DEBT SERVICE per YEAR (20 YEARS, 4.1%) $5,627,532.80 0.0733515 412,787.97$          

SERVICES

Real Estate Sales Commissions % 0.03 7,810,000.00$       234,300.00$          
Building Management Fee % 0.08 -$                       -$                       
Insurance ( .1 / $100) yr 1 6,273.69$              6,273.69$              
Real Estate Taxes yr 0.0125 948,720.00 11,859.00$            (Based on pre-development value for 10 years) 
Other Soft costs @4% Rents yr 0.04 -$                       -$                       

252,432.69$          

INCOME

POST CONSTRUCTION INCOME

Sales -  Single Family House ea 7 300,000.00 2,100,000.00$       
Sales -  Single Family TwinHouse ea 14 265,000.00 3,710,000.00$       
Sales -  Estate House ea 5 400,000.00 2,000,000.00$       

Rents - Country Store First Floors net sf 0 0 -$                       
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 80% AMI (62,720) $1,568 0 0 -$                       
Rents - Cornerstore Lofts - 150% AMI (117,600) $2,940 0 0 -$                       
Less vacancy 10% -$                       
GROSS RENTAL INCOME -$                       

CASH FLOW

POST CONSTRUCTION RENTAL COMPONENT pre-tax CASH FLOW (665,220.66)$         
Earnings before Taxes and Interest (EBITA) 

Distribute Lots and  Commercial Parcel sales over 4 years 7,810,000.00$           4 1,952,500.00$       1,952,500.00$       
Combined Estimated Annual Gross Income 1,952,500.00$       
Combined Operating Expenses 252,432.69$          
Net Income 1,700,067.31$       

Debt Service 412,787.97$          
Combined Cash Flow 1,287,279.34$       

Debt Coverage Ratio 4.12 First 4 years

Retire  Debt continuously during 4 years $5,627,532.80
Intererst paid 412,787.97$              2 825,575.94$          825,575.94$          

Gross Income 1,356,891.26$       

Best interest calculator:
https://www.calculator.net/payment-calculator.html?ctype=fixterm&cloanamount=618250&cloanterm=5&cmonthlypay=1000&cinterestrate=2.5&printit=0&x=81&y=13
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Pro Forma
May 21,2026

Page County Housing Study

         PHASE COST SUMMARY

Phase One Phase Two
Type of Road System LF ROW Entry Ridge

New Parkway 100 640 0
Parkway w/  Parking 140 280 0
Residential Street 50 1,800 1,450
Alley 20 550 400
Trail NA 3,600 0

Cost of Road System LF LF COST Entry Ridge
New Parkway $1,474.73 $943,828.48 $0.00
Parkway w/ Parking $1,812.13 $507,396.96 $0.00
Residential Street $881.64 $1,586,952.00 $1,278,378.00
Alley $213.28 $117,304.00 $85,312.00
Trail $141.40 $509,040.00 $0.00

Special / Amenities Entry Ridge
Pump Station $400,000.00
Parking Spaces - each $3000 $342,000.00
Park Amenities $50,000.00 $50,000.00
Culvert / Stream $0.00 $0.00

Total Phase Cost $4,456,521.44 $1,413,690.00

Grand Total Infrastructure Systems Cost 5,870,211.44$              54,353.81$    

Housing Cost/unit Entry Ridge
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5/21/2026

Page County Housing Study

PARKWAY w/  PARKING

CODE PARAMETER UNIT TOTAL 
NO. PARKWAY w/ ANGLED PARKING UOM QUANTITY COST AMOUNT COMMENTS

Clearing and Grubbing SF 0 $0.50 $0.00
Rough & Finish Grading Allowance SF 48 $1.50 $72.00
Domestic Water UG Distribution Piping LF 1 $380.00 $380.00
Gravity Flow  Flow Sewer line LF 1 $60.00 $60.00
Allow for Erosion Control and SWM LF 1 $50.00 $50.00
HD Vehicular Asphalt Paving Allowance SF 48 $9.00 $432.00
Concrete Sidewalk Allowance SF 15 $15.00 $225.00
Granite Curbing Allowance LF 2 $21.00 $42.00
Ornamental Precast Light Fixture LF 0.07 $140.00 $9.38
Tree Planting Allowance LF 0.20 $60.00 $12.00
Signage Allowance EA 1.00 $1.00 $12.00

TOTAL LF $1,294.38

General Conditions 8% $103.55

Contingency 10% $129.44

Overhead & Profit 22% $284.76

Total Cost / SF $1,812.13
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Pro Forma
5/21/2026

Page County Housing Study

PARKWAY

CODE PARAMETER UNIT TOTAL 
NO. PARKWAY w/ ANGLED PARKING UOM QUANTITY COST AMOUNT COMMENTS

Clearing and Grubbing SF 0 $0.50 $0.00
Rough & Finish Grading Allowance SF 48 $1.50 $72.00
Domestic Water UG Distribution Piping LF 1 $380.00 $380.00
Gravity Flow  Flow Sewer line LF 1 $60.00 $60.00
Allow for Erosion Control and SWM LF 1 $25.00 $25.00
HD Vehicular Asphalt Paving Allowance SF 24 $9.00 $216.00
Concrete Sidewalk Allowance SF 15 $15.00 $225.00
Granite Curbing Allowance LF 2 $21.00 $42.00
Ornamental Precast Light Fixture LF 0.07 $140.00 $9.38
Tree Planting Allowance LF 0.20 $60.00 $12.00
Signage Allowance EA 1.00 $1.00 $12.00

TOTAL LF $1,053.38

General Conditions 8% $84.27

Contingency 10% $105.34

Overhead & Profit 22% $231.74

Total Cost / sf $1,474.73
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5/21/2026

Page County Housing Study

RESIDENTIAL STREET

CODE PARAMETER UNIT TOTAL 
NO. PARKWAY w/ ANGLED PARKING UOM QUANTITY COST AMOUNT COMMENTS

Clearing and Grubbing SF 0 $0.50 $0.00
Rough & Finish Grading Allowance SF 48 $1.50 $72.00
Domestic Water UG Distribution Piping LF 1 $380.00 $380.00
Gravity Flow  Flow Sewer line LF 1 $60.00 $60.00
Allow for Erosion Control and SWM LF 1 $25.00 $25.00
HD Vehicular Asphalt Paving Allowance SF 18 $9.00 $162.00
Concrete Sidewalk Allowance SF 0 $15.00 $0.00
Granite Curbing Allowance LF 0 $19.00 $0.00
Ornamental Precast Light Fixture LF 0.00 $140.00 $0.00
Tree Planting Allowance LF 0.20 $60.00 $12.00
Signage Allowance EA 1.00 $0.00 $0.00

TOTAL LF $711.00

General Conditions 8% $56.88

Contingency 10% $56.88

Overhead & Profit 22% $56.88

Total cost / lf $881.64
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Page County Housing Study

ALLEY

CODE PARAMETER UNIT TOTAL 
NO. PARKWAY w/ ANGLED PARKING UOM QUANTITY COST AMOUNT COMMENTS

Clearing and Grubbing SF 0 $0.50 $0.00
Rough & Finish Grading Allowance SF 48 $1.50 $72.00
Domestic Water UG Distribution Piping LF 0 $380.00 $0.00
Gravity Flow  Flow Sewer line LF 0 $60.00 $0.00
Allow for Erosion Control and SWM LF 1 $10.00 $10.00
HD Vehicular Asphalt Paving Allowance SF 10 $9.00 $90.00
Concrete Sidewalk Allowance SF 0 $15.00 $0.00
Granite Curbing Allowance LF 0 $19.00 $0.00
Ornamental Precast Light Fixture LF 0.00 $140.00 $0.00
Tree Planting Allowance LF 0.00 $60.00 $0.00
Signage Allowance EA 0.00 $0.00 $0.00

TOTAL PARKWAY w/ ANGLED PARKING LF COST LF $172.00

General Conditions 8% $13.76

Contingency 10% $13.76

Overhead & Profit 22% $13.76

Total cost / lf $213.28
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5/21/2026

Page County Housing Study

TRAIL

CODE PARAMETER UNIT TOTAL 
NO. PARKWAY w/ ANGLED PARKING UOM QUANTITY COST AMOUNT COMMENTS

Clearing and Grubbing SF 20 $0.50 $10.00

Rough & Finish Grading Allowance SF 24 $1.50 $36.00

Domestic Water UG Distribution Piping LF 0 $380.00 $0.00

Gravity Flow  Flow Sewer line LF 0 $60.00 $0.00

Allow for Erosion Control and SWM LF 1 $10.00 $10.00

HD Vehicular Asphalt Paving Allowance SF 5 $9.00 $45.00

Concrete Sidewalk Allowance SF 0 $15.00 $0.00

Granite Curbing Allowance LF 0 $19.00 $0.00

Ornamental Precast Light Fixture LF 0.00 $140.00 $0.00

Tree Planting Allowance LF 0.00 $60.00 $0.00

Signage Allowance EA 0.00 $0.00 $0.00

TOTAL LF $101.00

General Conditions 8% $8.08

Contingency 10% $10.10

Overhead & Profit 22% $22.22

Total Cost / lf $141.40
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Housing Unit SF Units Total SF Cost / sf Total/ea cost / unit

Boulevard Twinhouse 800 2 1600 200.00 320,000$                   160,000$         
Boulevard Single 1200 1 1200 200.00 240,000$                   240,000$         
Townhouse 1500 1 1500 200.00 300,000$                   300,000$         
Cornerstore House - Stacked Flat 800 16 12800 200.00 2,560,000$               160,000$         
Estate Lot House 1500 1 1500 200.00 300,000$                   300,000$         
Eyebrow Twinhouse 700 2 1400 200.00 280,000$                   140,000$         
Single 1000 1 1000 200.00 200,000$                   200,000$         

Conservation Easement Value

Undeveloped value per acre 15,812.00

Development Added Value:
Infrastructure cost 5,870,211.44$             
Infrastructure cost per Acre 97,836.86$                    
Housing construction 29,100,000.00$          
20% Profit + Value on housing 5,820,000.00$             
Profit  per developed acre 291,015.00$                 
Total Value Added per acre 388,851.86$                 

Acres proposed in easement 25
Total added value 9,721,296.43$             

Federal Share (60% 5,832,777.86$             
State Share (40%) 3,888,518.57$             
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SUBJECT: Consent Agenda 

 
SUMMARY: 
The Consent Agenda is a part of the Board’s regular meeting agenda, which includes the financial reports, 
accounts payable and payroll, the meeting minutes for the prior month, and any other items which would 
not require discussion. 

 
BACKGROUND: 
The purpose of the Consent Agenda is to provide a method for the expeditious handling of items which 
will not require discussion by the Board.  The Code of Virginia requires the Board of Supervisors to 
approve accounts payable and payroll checks as well as payroll related electronic fund transfers.  
According to the Board’s Rules of Procedure, all warrants must be presented to the Board of Supervisors 
for action as a consent agenda item at their regular meeting.   

 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The accounts payable checks, payroll checks, payroll direct deposit, and payroll tax electronic fund 
transfers for the County and Social Services totaling $3,751,191.34 for the month of August 2026.   
 
MOTION: 
I move to approve the Consent Agenda as follows: 

 
 Financial reports for the period of August 1-31, 2026; 
 Accounts payable checks, payroll checks, payroll direct deposits, and payroll tax related 

electronic fund transfers totaling $3,751,191.34 for the month of August 2026; 
 Minutes of August 3, 2026 and August 17, 2026. 

 
 

Page County 
Board of Supervisors 
Agenda Item 
Meeting Date: September 21, 2026 
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Minutes 
Board of Supervisors 

Work Session 
August 3, 2026 

 
 
Members Present:  Clifton Thomas, Chairman At-Large 
 Jeremy Baldwin, District 1 
 Allen Louderback, District 2, first Vice Chair 
 Ryan Cubbage, District 3, second Vice Chair 
 Susan Kile, District 4     
  
Members Absent: Jeff Vaughan, District 5 
 
Staff Present: Regina Harner, Assistant County Administrator 
 Danielle Rhinehart, ECC Director  

Tracy Clatterbuck, Zoning Administrator I  
          Rebecca Armstrong, Communications & Marketing Coordinator 

Kimberly Donohoe, Executive Assistant 
Michael Helm, County Attorney 

 
 
Call to Order: 
Chairman Clifton Thomas called to order the work session of the Page County Board of 
Supervisors on August 3, 2026, at 7:01 p.m., in the Board of Supervisors Room located 
in the Page County Government Center, 103 South Court Street, Luray, VA 22835. The 
Call to Order was followed by Chairman Thomas leading a Moment of Silence and the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
Presentation of Years of Service Award: 
Ms. Danielle Rhinehart, ECC Director, presented Brittney Hinegardner with a Years of 
Service Award for serving five years with the Page County Emergency Communications 
Center.  
 
Sheriff’s Department Update: 
Page County Sheriff Chad W. Cubbage and his administrative team reviewed FY 2026 
accomplishments and shared the Sheriff’s Department’s FY 2027 strategic priorities with 
the Board.  
 
After discussion, the Sheriff will request a full-time school resource officer (SRO) position 
at Page Middle School.  
 
Chairman Thomas asked about the Page County Technical Center performing routine 
maintenance on the Sheriff’s vehicles.   
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Board & Commission Appointment: 
Mrs. Regina Harner, Assistant County Administrator, reviewed the Board and Commission 
appointments as follows:  
 
Social Services Board: 
The term of Beth Ancell (District 1) expired June 30th. She is eligible to serve another four-
year term and would like to be reappointed. The new term would expire June 30, 2030. 

Motion: Supervisor Baldwin moved that the Page County Board of Supervisors reappoint 
Beth Ancell, as the District 1 representative, to the Social Services Board for a term to 
begin immediately and expire on June 30, 2030. Supervisor Cubbage seconded and the 
motion carried by a vote of 5-0. Aye: Thomas, Baldwin, Louderback, Cubbage, Kile. Nay: 
None. Absent: Vaughan.  
 
Introduction of the Proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendment – Short Term Rentals: 
Ms. Tracy Clatterbuck, Zoning Administrator I, introduced to the Board the proposed 
zoning ordinance amendments relating to short-term rentals. Ms. Clatterbuck noted that 
on June 17, 2025, the Board of Supervisors held a retreat to discuss a number of topics, 
one of which was short-term tourist rentals (STR’s). On September 2, 2025, a joint 
meeting was held between the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors to discuss 
a number of topics, again, one specifically being STR’s. As a result of that joint meeting, 
the Board of Supervisors established a steering committee to focus on issues related to 
STR’s. The steering committee met over the course of a few months. On March 2, 2026, 
Supervisor Cubbage presented findings of the steering committee to the Board of 
Supervisors. As a result of that discussion, it was the consensus of the Board of 
Supervisors to send the steering committee’s findings and proposed recommendations to 
the Planning Commission for further consideration. 
 
The Planning Commission held a public hearing on July 14, 2026, where they referred 
the proposed zoning ordinance amendments relating to short-term rentals without 
recommendation to the Board. Ms. Clatterbuck requested the Board hold a public hearing 
on the proposed short-term rental zoning ordinance amendments at the September 21, 
2026, regular meeting, and direct staff to provide adequate notice of such hearing in 
accordance with Section 15.2-2204 of the Code of Virginia. 

Supervisor Cubbage noted that the steering committee was formed to examine the STR 
question from a data-driven perspective. Supervisor Cubbage recommended that the 
Board postpone voting on the item at the September 21, 2026, public hearing, citing the 
need for possible revisions to the proposed amendments.  

The Board was in consensus to remove the two-year ownership requirement from the 
proposed amendments. Supervisor Louderback also recommended that staff eliminate 
impractical enforcement provisions and any duplicate or unnecessary requirements 
already addressed in the Code of Page County from the proposed amendments.   
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Motion: Supervisor Cubbage moved that the Page County Board of Supervisors hold a 
public hearing on the proposed zoning ordinance amendments relating to short-term 
rentals at the September 21, 2026, regular meeting, and direct staff to provide adequate 
notice of such hearing in accordance with the Code of Virginia §15.2-2204. Supervisor  
Louderback amended the motion to include removing the two-year ownership 
requirement, removing impractical enforcement provisions, and removing any duplicate 
or unnecessary requirements already addressed in the Code of Page County. Kile 
seconded and the motion carried by a vote of 5-0. Aye: Baldwin, Louderback, Cubbage, 
Kile, Thomas. Nay: None. Absent: Vaughan.  

Motion: Supervisor Cubbage moved that the Page County Board of Supervisors hold the 
September 21, 2026, regular meeting at a location to be announced. Supervisor Kile 
seconded and the motion carried by a vote of 5-0. Aye: Louderback, Cubbage, Kile, 
Thomas, Baldwin. Nay: None. Absent: Vaughan.  
 
Adjourn: 8:41 p.m. 
With no further business to discuss, Chairman Thomas adjourned the meeting.  
 
 
 
 
______________________________  ________________________________ 
Clifton Thomas, Chairman At-Large  Amity Moler, County Administrator 
 



Minutes 
Board of Supervisors 

Regular Meeting 
August 17, 2026 

 
 
 
Members Present:  Clifton Thomas, Chairman At-Large 
 Jeremy Baldwin, District 1 
 Allen Louderback, District 2, first Vice Chair 
 Ryan Cubbage, District 3, second Vice Chair 
 Susan Kile, District 4     
 Jeff Vaughan, District 5 
 
Staff Present: Amity Moler, County Administrator 
 Regina Harner, Assistant County Administrator 
 Tyler Olsen, Finance Director   

Tracy Clatterbuck, Zoning Administrator I  
Josh Hahn, Planning Director 

          Rebecca Armstrong, Communications & Marketing Coordinator 
Kimberly Donohoe, Executive Assistant 
Michael Helm, County Attorney 

  
 
 
Call to Order: 
Chairman Thomas called to order the regular meeting of the Page County Board of 
Supervisors on Monday, August 17, 2026, at 7:00 p.m., in the Board of Supervisors Room 
located in the Page County Government Center, 103 South Court Street, Luray, VA 
22835. The Call to Order was followed by Supervisor Baldwin leading a Moment of 
Silence and the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
Adoption of Agenda: 
Motion: Supervisor Cubbage moved to adopt the agenda, as presented. Supervisor 
Baldwin seconded and the motion carried by a vote of 6-0. Aye: Thomas, Baldwin, 
Louderback, Cubbage, Kile, Vaughan. Nay: None.  
 
Public Hearings: 
Ordinance Amendment to County Code Chapter 105 (Taxation)        Exhibit A 
(Emergency Services Volunteer Motor Vehicle Tax Rebate): 
The public hearing on the proposed ordinance amendment was advertised as follows: 
 

******  
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
COUNTY OF PAGE, VIRGINIA 
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AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND CHAPTER 105 (TAXATION),  
ARTICLE XXIV (EMERGENCY SERVICES VOLUNTEER  

MOTOR VEHICLE TAX REBATE)  
TO THE PAGE COUNTY CODE 

 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE: That the Board of Supervisors of the County of Page, Virginia 
shall hold a public hearing on August 17, 2026, at 7:00 p.m. in the Board Room of the 
County Government Center, 103 South Court Street, 2nd Floor, Luray, Virginia 22835, for 
the purpose of a public hearing on the proposed ordinance to amend Chapter 105 
(Taxation), Article XXIV (Emergency Services Volunteer Motor Vehicle Tax Rebate) to 
the Page County Code.  The proposed amendment is to consider a tax rebate to active 
volunteer members of a qualifying emergency services agency, as defined, for one owned 
or leased motor vehicle per tax year. 
 
The full text of the proposed amendment to the Ordinance may be reviewed and inspected 
at the office of the County Administrator, 103 South Court Street, Suite F, Luray, Virginia 
22835. 
 
The public is invited to attend this public hearing to express their views thereon. 
 
The Notice is given pursuant to § 15.2-1427 of the Code of Virginia (1950), as amended. 
 

******  
Chairman Thomas opened the public hearing on the proposed ordinance amendment at 
7:02 p.m. 
 
Mrs. Amity Moler, County Administrator, informed the Board of the proposed ordinance 
amendment and explained that it established, for county taxation purposes, a separate 
class of tangible personal property entitled “motor vehicle owned or leased by volunteer 
fire department and rescue squad member.” This means a volunteer firefighter or rescue 
squad member who serves at least 50 hours, certified by their Chief, will qualify for an 
annual $400 rebate on one motor vehicle.  
 
Mrs. Moler noted that volunteer firefighters must maintain at least an EVOC (Emergency 
Vehicle Operator Course) certification and either Firefighter I or Emergency Medical 
Technician (EMT) certification to qualify.  
 
Public Comments on the Public Hearing: 
Jason Pettit, Fire Chief of the Stanley Volunteer Fire Department, noted that volunteers 
are hard to recruit and that we need to be proactive. He thanked the Board for their 
support of the volunteer fire departments.  
 
Chairman Thomas closed the public hearing at 7:08 p.m. 
 
Motion: Supervisor Cubbage moved that the Page County Board of Supervisors approve 
the proposed ordinance amendment to Chapter 105 (Taxation), Article XXIV (Emergency 
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Services Volunteer Motor Vehicle Tax Rebate) to the Page County Code. Supervisor Kile 
seconded and the motion carried by a vote of 6-0. Aye: Baldwin, Louderback, Cubbage, 
Kile, Vaughan, Thomas. Nay: None.  
 
Special Use Permit Request – Flourish Real Estate/Jon Copper: 
The public hearing on the special use permit was advertised as follows: 
 

******  
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

PAGE COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
SPECIAL USE PERMIT REQUEST 

 
NOTICE is hereby given pursuant to Section 15.2-2204 of the Code of Virginia, as 
amended, that the PAGE COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS shall hold a public 
hearing at 7:00 p.m. on Monday, August 17, 2026, in the Board of Supervisors Meeting 
Room, located in the Page County Government Center, 103 South Court Street, 2nd Floor, 
Luray, VA, to receive public comments and to consider the following request: 
 
Flourish Real Estate, LLC/Jon Copper has filed an application for a special use permit to 
operate a banquet/event facility located at 3434 Tanners Ridge Road, Stanley, VA, and 
further identified by tax map number 100-(A)-6. The parcel contains 1.00 acres and is 
zoned as Woodland-Conservation (W-C). The parcel is improved with two existing single-
family detached dwellings and a former stone church. The applicant is proposing to do a 
renovation to a 50-person occupancy chapel to conduct smaller scale events such as, 
elopements and micro-weddings. 
 
The special use permit application further includes parcel identified by tax map number 
100-(A)-5 containing 1.501 acres and zoned as W-C, which is currently vacant. Staff 
further notes that Glenda Sue Housden Holmes is the current owner of this parcel. The 
transference of ownership is pending. Flourish Real Estate LLC/Jon Copper is acting as 
the lessee/occupant for this parcel. Pursuant to § 125-10 D. (16) of the Page County 
Zoning Ordinance, prior to the aforementioned amendments, banquet facilities and event 
facilities require an SUP.   
 
Copies of the request, the Page County Zoning Ordinance, and the Page County 
Comprehensive Plan may be reviewed in the Planning & Community Development Office, 
103 South Court Street, Suite B, Luray, VA, 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday through Friday. 
They may also be reviewed on the County’s website at www.pagecounty.virginia.gov. 
NOTE: Hearing impaired individuals who need an interpreter must notify the Zoning Office 
at least seven (7) days prior to the hearing. 
 

******  
 
Chairman Thomas opened the public hearing on the SUP at 7:10 p.m. 
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Ms. Tracy Clatterbuck, Zoning Administrator I, informed the Board that this SUP 
application was initially received on May 29, 2025. Effective July 21, 2025, the zoning 
ordinance was amended relating to banquet/event facilities, beginning with striking those 
terms and adding the new terms “event venue” and “event” along with other relating terms 
and supplemental regulations associated with this use. This application is “grandfathered” 
under the old rules relating to terms, use district, and supplemental regulations because 
the application was received prior to the adoption of the amendments. 
 
Flourish Real Estate, LLC/Jon Copper have filed an application for a SUP to operate a 
banquet/event facility located at 3434 Tanners Ridge Road, Stanley, VA, and further 
identified by tax map number 100-(A)-6. 
 
The Planning Commission held a public hearing on June 9, 2026, where they 
recommended approval of the application to the Board (5-0).  
 
Jon Copper, applicant, presented the plan to operate an event and banquet facility and 
informed the Board of the site’s history. He noted that the application is for a capacity of 
50 people and that the SUP does not allow expansion in the future.  
 
Public Comments on the Public Hearing: 
Jon Cayer spoke against the SUP application. He noted that a commercial wedding venue 
conflicts with the original intent of Woodland-Conservation (W-C) zoning. He emphasized 
the community’s appreciation for dark skies, a peaceful forest, and abundant wildlife. 
They live in a community that represents quiet and solitude, which a commercial wedding 
venue would disrupt. He raised concerns about potential disruptions from the venue and 
questioned the enforcement of noise ordinances. He questioned the intent of expanding 
the enterprise.  
 
Sue Holmes lives in the area and approves of the SUP application.  
 
Stephen Holmes approves of the SUP application. He thinks it is a good place for city and 
country folks to meet, and it is an ideal place for weddings and gatherings.  
 
Nathan Kuhn is a former owner and is very happy with Mr. Copper’s plans.  
 
Stephanie Baker spoke against the SUP application. She noted that the Board has a duty 
to keep the county’s culture and beauty intact. The venue will take away from the beauty 
and away from the ridge. She expressed concerns about protecting the graveyard on the 
property. She expressed concern about the increased traffic and the risk to wildlife and 
people.  
 
Brian Baker spoke against the SUP application. He expressed concern about honoring 
the people buried in the graveyard. He noted that the culverts are not cleaned out and 
heavy rain affects the road, and he is concerned about evacuating people during winter 
storms.  
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Michael Lee approves of the SUP application. He noted that another wedding venue in 
the area does not have the anticipated drunk driving and noise. He explained that they 
are able to enjoy nature. He noted that he spoke with Mr. Copper, the applicant, and he 
answered all of his questions.  
 
Susan Trobough spoke against the SUP application. She explained to the Board how the 
elders built the church. She is concerned about the potential noise’s effect on wildlife. She 
noted how bad weather comes fast on the mountain.  
 
Matt Armstrong spoke against the SUP application. He raised concerns about noise from 
the venue, lack of enforcement, and the drainfield. He noted that the venue is not 
financially viable.  
 
Daniel Kuhn is a former owner and is happy that Mr. Copper plans to preserve and restore 
the property.  
 
Steve Green, Vice President of the Skyline Lakes Property Owners Association, stated 
that the board authorized him to share two points. First, Jon Copper has been open and 
proactive in collaborating with the Board to address residents’ concerns regarding the 
development. Second, when a recent issue arose with the septic grids, Jon worked with 
the Board to ensure the development remains self-contained and does not encroach on 
Skyline Lakes property. He noted that as an STR owner, he supports the development, 
emphasized the importance of managed tourism, and expressed confidence in Jon 
Copper’s ability to manage the venue. 
 
Chairman Thomas closed the public hearing at 7:56 p.m. 
 
Supervisor Cubbage asked what emergency plans are in place. 
 
Jon Copper, applicant, explained that approximately 4200 STR vehicles use Tanners 
Ridge Road each year. He said he has requested signage for Tanners Ridge Road from 
the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT). He noted that if the venue does an 
average of 23 weddings annually, traffic will increase by 6.5 to 7 percent. He explained 
that customers would be warned to watch for deer and wildlife, and there is the possibility 
of a shuttle service if issues arise.  
 
Supervisor Kile asked how the graveyard will be preserved. 
 
Jon, Copper, applicant, noted that they plan to add a fence and move the entrance to the 
church property. 
 
Ms. Clatterbuck submitted an amendment to the SUP to the Board adding that any well, 
septic system, drainfield, or other component of the water supply or onsite sewage 
disposal system serving the use authorized by this special use permit shall be located 
entirely within the boundaries of tax map parcels 100-A-6 and 100-A-5 and shall not be 
located on, extend onto, or otherwise utilize any adjoining parcel, including any parcel 
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under common ownership. The Board was in consensus to add the update to the SUP 
conditions. 
 
Motion: Supervisor Cubbage moved that the Page County Board of Supervisors approve 
the special use permit application for tax map number 100-(A)-6 to operate a 
banquet/event facility, with the attached conditions. Supervisor Baldwin seconded and 
the motion carried by a vote of 6-0. Aye: Louderback, Cubbage, Kile, Vaughan, Thomas, 
Baldwin. Nay: None.  
 
 

******  
SPECIAL USE PERMIT 

 
Owners/Applicants: Flourish Real Estate LLC/Jon Copper 

Tax Map #: 100-(A)-6 
Owners/Applicants: Glenda Sue Housden Holmes/Flourish Real Estate LLC/Jon Copper 

Tax Map #: 100-(A)-5 
Purpose: Banquet/Event Facility 

 
APPROVED __________ DENIED __________ 

By the Page County Board of Supervisors on _____________ 
 

1. This special use permit is transferable; it will meet the requirements in and have 
privileges provided for in the Page County Zoning Ordinance, and any ordinance 
amendments for the period set forth within the parameters in this special use 
permit. The special use permit shall remain with the property for a period of forty 
(40) years.  

2. Glenda Sue Housden Holmes/Flourish Real Estate LLC/Jon Copper, or his/her 
successor(s) and/or assigns (Lessors), shall be in compliance with all county 
ordinances, the Uniform Statewide Building Code, and all state agency regulations. 

3. The business operator and/or owner shall apply for and maintain a valid Page 
County business license.  

4. The banquet/event facility shall be limited to a maximum occupant load of 50 
persons.  

5. The existing structures to be used as the banquet/event facility shall maintain their 
essential form and historic character. 

6. No parking for the banquet/event facility is permitted along Tanners Ridge Road. 
All parking shall be located within the designated areas as shown on the concept 
plan dated May 9, 2026.  

7. Any short-term tourist rental(s) on the properties shall not be rented out to any 
party other than the party also renting the banquet/event facility for the duration of 
a particular event.  

8. Any outdoor fires on the property shall be enclosed by a fire ring. All fire rings shall 
be enclosed by a non-flammable material at least 8” in height.  

9. Any lighting that is provided on the property will be directed downwards so as not 
to produce a glare onto adjoining properties or roads or rights-of-way.  
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10. All entrance requirements required by the Virginia Department of Transportation 
(VDOT) shall be completed prior to the operation of the banquet/event facility. This 
condition is subject to modification in writing from VDOT.   

11. All building code requirements required by the Uniform Statewide Building Code 
and/or the Page County Building Official shall be completed prior to the operation 
of the banquet/event facility. This condition is subject to modification in writing from 
the Page County Building Official.  

12. All health requirements related to water and sewage required by the Virginia 
Department of Health shall be completed prior to the operation of the 
banquet/event facility. This condition is subject to modification in writing from the 
Virginia Department of Health.  

13. The proposed project must be in substantial compliance with the concept plan 
dated May 9, 2026.  

14. Any change of use or expansion of services not included in this special use permit 
will require an additional, new, or modified special use permit, as required by the 
Page County Zoning Ordinance, at that time. This special use permit approval shall 
be limited to the land area presently comprising of tax map parcels 100-A-6 
(consisting of 1.00 acres) and 100-A-5 (consisting of 1.501 acres) as they exist on 
the date of approval. No portion of land from adjoining parcels, including parcels 
under common ownership, may be incorporated into, combined with, or otherwise 
made part of the approved special use permit area through boundary line 
adjustment, resubdivision, subdivision, or other plat action unless an amendment 
to this special use permit is first approved by the governing body. Any well, septic 
system, drainfield, or other component of the water supply or onsite sewage 
disposal system serving the use authorized by this special use permit shall be 
located entirely within the boundaries of tax map parcels 100-A-6 and 100-A-5 and 
shall not be located on, extend onto, or otherwise utilize any adjoining parcel, 
including any parcel under common ownership. 

15. The Zoning Administrator or their designated representative may visit the site at 
any time to ensure compliance with the special use permit.  

16. Violations: This special use permit may be revoked upon material noncompliance 
with the terms of the permit, or upon violation of any other relevant terms of the 
Zoning Ordinance or any other ordinances of the County of Page, Virginia. 
However, prior to the commencement of any action to revoke this permit, the 
county shall notify the permit holder in writing of the material in noncompliance or 
violation, and the permit holder shall have thirty (30) days thereafter to cure the 
material non-compliance or violation. The notice shall be deemed given when hand 
delivered to the permit holder or when mailed by certified mail, return receipt 
requested, to the permit holder.  
 
I (we) the undersigned owner(s)/occupant(s) understand and agree to the 
foregoing conditions of this special use permit. I further understand that this special 
use permit may be reviewed on a yearly basis or at any time, the county determines 
necessary to ensure the compliance with and enforcement of all applicable 
conditions, codes, and regulations. 

******  
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Public Comments on Agenda Items: 
Stephanie Baker expressed disappointment with the Board’s decision to approve the 
Flourish Real Estate LLC/Jon Copper SUP. She expressed concern about the cemetery.  
 
Chris Anderson noted that FirstEnergy proposes replacing approximately 14 miles of 
transmission lines and approximately 300 wooden structures between Luray and 
Sperryville. She noted that we do not know the final heights of the structures, we do not 
have a full visual simulation from key public viewpoints, we do not have the engineering 
studies supporting the design or analysis on if additional or shorter structures would 
reduce the visual impacts, we do not have the long-term plans for additional transmission 
capacity, construction schedules, cost, or the impact on rate-payers bills. She asked for 
open collaboration on ways to minimize the impact of the project and transparency in the 
process.  
 
Teresa Brumback expressed concern with the replacement of the transmission lines by 
FirstEnergy and the stress on the environment.  
 
Action Matters: 
Budget Changes: 
Mr. Tyler Olsen, Finance Director, notified the Board that during the development of the 
FY 2027 budget, the state was expected to provide school staff with a two percent cost-
of-living adjustment (COLA). Based on the information available at the time, the School 
Board approved a two percent COLA and a step increase, which is equivalent, on 
average, to an additional one percent raise. To help compensate for the step increase for 
all staff, administrators and School Board office leadership only received the step 
increase and not the COLA. The state has since adopted a four percent COLA for school 
staff, and the School Board is requesting $115,200 from the General Fund Balance to 
provide staff, excluding administrators and School Board office leadership, with an 
additional one percent raise, resulting in an average total pay increase of four percent. 
The state is expected to provide approximately $170,000 in additional funding; however, 
it was discovered that this revenue was already included in the prior calculation tool and 
subsequently included in the adopted budget. 
 
The state’s adopted budget reflected a reduction in revenue compared to earlier 
estimates used in the County’s budget. As a result, the School Board has a $1 million 
shortfall in state supplemental support funds. Of this amount, $408,661 will be offset by 
$205,000 in Title I funds, $143,770 in Title I funds for school improvement, $2,775 in Title 
IV funds, $36,100 in Title II funds, and $21,066 in rebates and refunds. Since these 
funding sources have different restrictions, expenditure budgets must be adjusted 
accordingly. The resulting net categorical changes are a $25,233 increase in Instruction, 
$25,525 increase in Administration, Attendance, and Health, $351,642 increase in 
Transportation, a $295,200 decrease in Operations and Maintenance, and a $107,200 
decrease in Technology. Approximately $620,000 of the remaining shortfall is expected 
to be addressed through delaying the filling of vacant positions and eliminating positions. 
 
At the end of FY 2026, $6,977 of the funds budgeted for the reassessment and Board of 
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Equalization remained. It is requested that these funds are carried over from the General 
Fund Balance to pay for the Board members’ meeting stipends and mileage 
reimbursements. 
 
Additionally, at the end of last fiscal year, $27 of the K-9 donations were not budgeted; 
therefore, it is requested that these funds are carried over from the General Fund Balance 
for K-9 supplies. 
 
In FY 2026, the Board approved installing a generator at Stanley Plaza. The project is still 
ongoing, and the unspent funds of $217,000 have since closed to the CIP Fund Balance. 
It is requested that this money is carried over to FY 2027 for the generator installation. 
 
Motion: Supervisor Cubbage moved that the Page County Board of Supervisors approve 
the revenue of $122,204 from the General Fund, $217,000 from the CIP Fund Balance, 
and expenditures of $7004 to the General Fund Budget and $217,000 to the CIP Fund 
Budget, and an increase of $115,200 to the School Operating Fund’s local match, and 
the requested transfers within the School Operating Fund. Supervisor Baldwin seconded 
and the motion carried by a vote of 6-0. Aye: Cubbage, Kile, Vaughan, Thomas, Baldwin, 
Louderback. Nay: None.  
 
Supplemental Appropriations Requests Approved: 

Dept. Description Revenue Source Expenditure Requested 
Amount 

PCSB Additional 1% raise General Fund 
Balance Salaries $115,200 

Board of 
Equalization Carryover General Fund 

Balance 
Wages, 
Mileage $6,977 

Sheriff’s Office K-9 Donations 
Carryover 

General Fund 
Balance 

K-9 
Expenses $27 

CIP Stanley Plaza 
Generator Carryover 

CIP Fund 
Balance Generator $217,000 

Total Requests    $339,204 
 
Budget Transfer Requests Approved: 

Dept. Description Revenue Source Expenditure Requested 
Amount 

PCSB 
State Revenue 
Shortfall Additional 
Federal Revenue 

Operations & 
Maintenance Instruction $25,233 

PCSB 
State Revenue 
Shortfall Additional 
Federal Revenue 

Operations & 
Maintenance 

Admin, 
Attendance, 
Health 

$25,525 

PCSB 
State Revenue 
Shortfall Additional 
Federal Revenue 

Operations & 
Maintenance Transportation $244,442 
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PCSB 
State Revenue 
Shortfall Additional 
Federal Revenue 

Technology Transportation $107,200 

Total 
Request 

   $402,400 

 
Board & Commission Appointments: 
Mrs. Regina Harner, Assistant County Administrator, reviewed the Board and 
Commission appointments as follows: 
 
Northern Shenandoah Valley Regional Commission: 
There is currently a vacancy on the Commission for a citizen member.  Kim Glisson has 
submitted an application to be considered for the appointment.  After speaking with her, 
she is recommended for appointment. 
 
Motion: Supervisor Cubbage moved that the Page County Board of Supervisors appoint 
Kim Glisson to the Northern Shenandoah Valley Regional Commission, as Page County’s 
citizen member, for a term that will expire on December 31, 2029. Supervisor Vaughan 
seconded and the motion carried by a vote of 6-0. Aye: Kile, Vaughan, Thomas, Baldwin, 
Louderback, Cubbage. Nay: None. 
 
Tourism Council: 
A vacancy exists on the Tourism Council for the District 5 seat. Jessica Karnes has 
submitted an application to be considered for the appointment. Supervisor Vaughan 
would like to appoint her. Her term would expire on June 30, 2027. 
 
Motion: Supervisor Vaughan moved that the Page County Board of Supervisors appoint 
Jessica Karnes to the Tourism Council, as the District 5 representative, for a term that will 
expire on June 30, 2027. Supervisor Baldwin seconded and the motion carried by a vote 
of 6-0. Aye: Vaughan, Thomas, Baldwin, Louderback, Cubbage, Kile. Nay: None. 
 
Consent Agenda: 
Motion: Supervisor Cubbage moved to approve the Consent Agenda as follows: 
 Financial reports for the period of July 1-31, 2026; 
 Accounts payable checks, payroll checks, payroll direct deposits, and payroll tax 

related electronic fund transfers totaling $7,385,911.45 for the month of July 
2026; 

 Minutes of July 6, 2026 and July 20, 2026. 
Supervisor Vaughan seconded and the motion carried by a vote of 6-0. Aye: Thomas, 
Baldwin, Louderback, Cubbage, Kile, Vaughan. Nay: None. 

 
New Business: 
Discussion of FirstEnergy Page-Sperryville Transmission Line Rebuild Project: 
Supervisor Kile informed the Board that the FirstEnergy project to rebuild the transmission 
line from Luray to Sperryville started in October 2024. FirstEnergy will attend the October 
5, 2026, work session to answer questions. She noted that the capacity is increasing and 
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the current wood poles are being replaced with steel. Supervisor Kile asked the Board to 
consider the following questions for FirstEnergy: why is capacity increasing if this project 
is only to replace aging infrastructure; what impact will the steel monopoles have on the 
viewshed; and what is the cost to the ratepayers of Shenandoah Valley Electric 
Cooperative (SVEC).  
 
Chairman Thomas asked that the following be included: who does this transmission line 
serve and ask FirstEnergy to provide a risk assessment of the outcomes if no action is 
taken. 
 
Open Public Comments: 
Stella Smith asked when the School Board would make its final decision on closing 
Springfield Elementary. She expressed concern about building schools when the school 
board operates at a deficit.  
 
Randy Wilson opposes building new schools. He asked that the process be slowed down 
and that we do not wholly trust the studies.  
 
Teresa Brumback expressed concern about the Sheriff’s Office working with U.S. 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE).  
 
Administrator’s Report: 
Mrs. Moler informed the Board that the DMV Select is due to open in September. Mrs. 
Moler noted that the Recreation Program Coordinator resigned and the position is being 
advertised.  
 
Supervisor Time: 
The Supervisors thanked everyone for attending the meeting. 
 
Recess: 9:13 p.m. 
 
Closed Session: 
Motion: Supervisor Cubbage moved that the Page County Board of Supervisors convene 
in a closed meeting under the Virginia Freedom of Information Act to consult with legal 
counsel for legal advice, pursuant to the legal matters exemption at Section 2.2-
3711(A)(8) of the Code of Virginia. The subject matter is to consult and obtain legal advice 
concerning the terms, liability, and notice requirements of a lease. Supervisor Vaughan 
seconded and the motion carried by a vote of 6-0. Aye: Baldwin, Louderback, Cubbage, 
Kile, Vaughan, Thomas. Nay: None.  
 
Exit Closed Session/Certification of Closed Session: 
Motion: Supervisor Cubbage moved that the closed meeting be adjourned and the Page 
County Board of Supervisors reconvene in open session. Supervisor Vaughan seconded 
and the motion carried by a vote of 6-0. Aye: Louderback, Cubbage, Kile, Vaughan, 
Thomas, Baldwin. Nay: None.  
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Certification of Closed Meeting: 
To the best of my knowledge (i) only public business matters lawfully exempted from open 
meeting requirements under Section 2.2-3711 (A) of the Code of Virginia, 1950, as 
amended, and (ii) only such public business matters as were identified in the motion by 
which the closed meeting was convened were heard, discussed or considered in the 
meeting. 
 
Recorded Roll Call Vote: 

 AYE NAY ABSENT ABSTAIN 
Jeremy Baldwin X    
Allen Louderback X    
Ryan Cubbage X    
Susan Kile X    
Jeff Vaughan X    
Bucky Thomas X    

 
 
Adjourn: 9:47 p.m. 
With no further business to discuss, Chairman Thomas adjourned the meeting. 
 
 
 
 
______________________________  ________________________________ 
Clifton Thomas, Chairman At-Large  Amity Moler, County Administrator 
 



 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

BUDGET AMENDMENT 
PAGE COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

 
 
On September 21, 2026, at 7:00 p.m., the Page County Board of Supervisors will conduct 
a public hearing at Luray High School, 243 Bulldog Drive, Luray, VA 22835, for the 
purpose of considering an amendment to the fiscal year 2027 budget. The aggregate 
amount of the amendments exceed one percent of the fiscal year 2027 budget and the 
public hearing is required by Section 15.2-2507 of the Code of Virginia. 
 
 
REVENUE:  General Fund Balance    $      16,077 
   Tourism Fund Balance         106,163 
   Local Funds               8,435 

State Funds             59,500 
Federal Funds           501,486 

 
 
EXPENDITURE: General Fund     $    570,204 
   Tourism Fund           106,163 
   CIP Fund               7,294 
   Recreation Enterprise Fund             8,000 
 
 
Amity Moler 
County Administrator 
   
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

TO: FROM: 

Chairman Thomas and Board of Supervisors Tyler Olsen, Finance Director 

SUBJECT: DATE: 

Budget Changes September 21, 2026 

 
 
Requests 
The GIS Department’s ten year-old plotter printer has stopped working. A new 36-inch plotter costs 

$7,294, and this year’s portion of the five-year service agreement costs $450. It is requested that this 

is funded with the General Fund Balance. 

 The Recreation Department received an $8,000 donation for this year’s portion of the lease 

agreement for the robotic field painter. It is requested that these local funds are appropriated for this 

lease. 

 As of the end of FY 2026, the Animal Shelter had $435 of its SpayVA Grant remaining. It is 

requested that these local funds are appropriated for spaying and neutering. 

 The Economic Development and Tourism Department is requesting $6,500 from the Tourism 

Fund Balance for advertising. If approved, these funds will be used to purchase Page Valley branded 

hats, pens, bags, umbrellas, and other promotional materials. These items will be given through 

giveaway programs and at events and conferences. 

 The Economic Development and Tourism Department also requests carryovers from the 

Tourism Fund Balance for projects that were approved and started in FY 2026. If approved, $33,663 

will be used for Stanley’s promotional videos, and $66,000 will be used for Shenandoah’s pump track. 

 The Sheriff’s Office has received three new grants. The first is an SRO grant for the new full-

time SRO position at Page County Middle School. This grant will provide $56,000, and the local match 

requirement is $31,637. A locally-funded part-time SRO is retiring, and the remaining of these 

budgeted funds will be used for the local match; therefore, no new local funds are needed for this 

grant in FY 2027. It is requested that these state funds are appropriated for the new full-time position. 

 The second, a TRIAD grant, will provide $2,500 for expenses related to community outreach 

activities and attending a TRIAD conference. It is requested that these state funds are appropriated 

for these expenses. 
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Requests (Continued) 
 The third new grant is from ICE, which will provide $107,500 for equipment. The majority of 

these funds will be used to purchase vehicles. It is requested that these federal funds are appropriated 

for equipment and vehicles, as allowed by the grant.  

 The Sheriff’s Office is also requesting appropriations for the seven ongoing grants listed below. 

These grants were not included in the initial FY 2027 budget because the remaining balances from 

the prior fiscal year needed to be confirmed before determining the amounts to be appropriated. The 

Law Enforcement (LE) Equipment Grant has a local match requirement of $8,333. 

Grant Revenue Source Expenditure Amount 

HEAT State Flock Safety Camera Subscription 2,500 

COPS CIT Federal Training 245,851 

De-Escalation Federal Training 128,910 

DMV Federal Patrol Wages, Supplies 8,093 

LOLE Block Federal Mobile Data Terminals 1,283 

LE Equipment 
Federal 

Equipment, Training 
9,849 

General Fund Balance 8,333 

 

Issues 

Historically, the Board of Supervisors has been against accepting grants that will later require the 

County to fund personnel expenses; however, the Sheriff’s Office has had trouble replacing the retiring 

part-time SRO. The new SRO grant will help fund a full-time position for up to four years, and the County 

will eventually be responsible for the salary. 

 

Recommendation  

Staff recommends appropriation of all requests. 
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Fiscal Impact 
The appropriation requests are funded with $16,077 from the General Fund Balance, $106,163 from 

the Tourism Fund Balance, $8,435 in local funds, $59,500 in state funds, and $501,486 in federal 

funds. These requests will increase the General Fund budget by $570,204, Tourism Fund budget by 

$106,163, CIP Fund budget by $7,294, and Recreation Enterprise Fund budget by $8,000. 

 

Motion 
I move to approve revenue of: 

- $16,077 from the General Fund Balance, 

- $106,163 from the Tourism Fund Balance, 

- $8,435 in local funds, 

- $59,500 in state funds, and 

- $501,486 in federal funds; and 

Expenditures of: 

- $570,204 to the General Fund budget, 

- $106,163 to the Tourism Fund budget, 

- $7,294 to the CIP Fund budget, and 

- $8,000 to the Recreation Enterprise Fund budget. 



SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS REQUESTS:
Item # Department Description/Reason Revenue Source Expenditure Requested Amt.

A GIS Plotter Printer Purchase General Fund Balance Plotter 7,294$                  General FB
101-0000-341-04-07 301-9420-541-80-55

B GIS Plotter Printer Service General Fund Balance Contractual Services 450                       General FB
Agreement 101-0000-341-04-07 101-8111-481-30-40

C Recreation Donation for Robotic Field Local Donations Short-Term Lease 8,000                    Local
Painter 590-0000-318-02-38 590-7110-461-54-11

B Animal Shelter SpayVA Grant Carryover SpayVA Grant Spaying, Neutering 435                       Local
101-0000-318-02-37 101-3510-435-59-01

C Sheriff's Office Page Co. Middle School SRO DCJS SRO Grant Salaries, Taxes, Benefits 56,000                  State
101-0000-324-04-45 101-3130-431-59-57

B Sheriff's Office TRIAD Grant TRIAD Grant TRIAD Conf., Activities 2,500                    State
101-0000-324-04-33 101-3130-431-59-02

C Investigations Flock Safety Camera System HEAT Grant Camera Subscription 1,000                    State
101-0000-324-04-54 101-3120-431-59-27

B Sheriff's Office DOJ COPS CIT Grant DOJ COPS CIT Grant Training 245,851                Federal
101-0000-333-01-36 101-3120-431-59-22

B Sheriff's Office DOJ De-escalation Grant DOJ De-escalation Grant Training 128,910                Federal
101-0000-333-01-18 101-3120-431-59-03

C Sheriff's Office ICE Grant ICE Grant Equipment 107,500                Federal
101-0000-333-01-82 101-3120-431-59-67

B Sheriff's Office Patrol Wages, Supplies DMV Grant Patrol Wages, Supplies 8,093                    Federal
101-0000-333-09-08 101-3120-431-59-24

C Sheriff's Office Mobile Data Terminals JAG LOLE Block Grant Mobile Data Terminals 1,283                    Federal
Carryover 101-0000-333-09-15 101-3120-431-59-04

B Sheriff's Office Equipment and Training BJA LE Equip. Grant Equipment and Training 9,849                    Federal
Carryover 101-0000-333-01-37 101-3120-431-59-09

C Sheriff's Office Equipment and Training General Fund Balance Equipment and Training 8,333                    General FB
Local Match Carryover 101-0000-341-04-07 101-3120-431-59-09

B Economic Development Promotional Materials Tourism Fund Balance Advertising 6,500                    Tourism FB
and Tourism 210-0000-341-04-07 210-8150-481-30-30

C Economic Development Stanley Promotional Videos Tourism Fund Balance Stanley Promotions 33,663                  Tourism FB
and Tourism Carryover 210-0000-341-04-07 210-8150-481-58-04

D Economic Development Shenandoah Pump Track Tourism Fund Balance Shenandoah Pump Track 66,000                  Tourism FB
and Tourism Carryover 210-0000-341-04-07 210-8150-481-58-03
TOTAL REQUESTS: 691,661$              

BUDGET TRANSFER REQUESTS:
Item # Department Description/Reason Transfer From Transfer to Requested Amt.

TOTAL REQUESTS: -$                     



COUNTY OF PAGE 
103 South Court Street, Suite F 

Luray, Virginia 22835 
(540) 743-4142 

Fax: (540) 743-4533 

Board of Supervisors: 
Clifton “Bucky” Thomas - Chairman -At- 
Large 
Jeremy Baldwin -District I 
Allen Louderback - District 2 
Ryan Cubbage -District 3 
S u s a n  K i l e  -District 4 
Jeff Vaughan -District 5 

 
County Administrator: 
Amity Moler 

   
 

    TO:  Page County Board of Supervisors 
 

    FROM:  Tracy Clatterbuck, Zoning Administrator I 
 

SUBJECT: Proposed Zoning Ordinance amendments relating to short-term tourist rentals (Public Hearing) 
 
      DATE:  September 15, 2026 
  
 

SUMMARY: 
Multiple zoning ordinance amendments relating to short-term tourist rentals. 

  
 

BACKGROUND: 
On June 17, 2025, the Board of Supervisors held a retreat to discuss a number of topics, one of which was short-
term tourist rentals (STR’s). On September 2, 2025 a joint meeting was held between the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors to discuss a number of topics, again, one specifically being STR’s. As a result of that 
joint meeting, the Board of Supervisors established a steering committee to focus on issues related to STR’s. The 
steering committee met over the course of a few months. On March 2, 2026, Supervisor Cubbage presented findings 
of the steering committee to the Board of Supervisors. As a result of that discussion, it was the consensus of the 
Board of Supervisors to send the steering committee’s findings and proposed recommendations to the Planning 
Commission for further consideration.  
 
The draft that came out of the Planning Commission was presented to the Board back on August 3, 2026. In the 
staff memo dated July 15, 2026 that was introduced to the Board, staff provided a number of recommendations of 
language to be amended and/or removed due to enforcement concerns. During the introduction meeting, the Board 
agreed to amend/and or remove the language as staff suggested. The attached draft dated 8/4/26 and the brief 
description below reflect those changes.  

 
BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS: 

 The following is a brief overview of the changes as currently drafted: 
• In Article II (Word Usage and Definitions), amend Section 125-4 (Definitions) as follows: 

o Add a new definition for “short-term tourist rental, owner-occupied.” 
Summary: Adding a new definition for owner-occupied STR’s since there is protection in the state 
code for owner-occupied rentals.   

• In Article IV (District Regulations), Section 125-9 (Woodland-Conservation), amend Section 125-9.B(7) 
relating to Bed and Breakfast Establishments and short-term tourist rentals permitted by-right.  
Summary: In the W-C zoning district, striking STR’s in this line item and creating a separate use 
since Bed and Breakfast Establishments and STR’s are not the same use.  

• In Article IV (District Regulations), Section 125-9 (Woodland-Conservation), add Section 125-9.B(8) 
relating to short-term tourist rentals permitted by-right and adjust numbering.  
Summary: Adding in the W-C zoning district, the STR use by right if rental contains no more than 
three bedrooms (subject to the supplemental regulations) and requiring that the rental either have 
frontage on a public road or the parcel on which the dwelling is located is accessed by a private 
lane or driveway that serves the rental and no more than two additional dwellings.  

• In Article IV (District Regulations), Section 125-9 (Woodland-Conservation), add Section 125-9.B(9) 
relating to “owner-occupied short-term tourist rentals, subject to the provisions of Section 125-30.21 (if 



applicable)” and adjust numbering. 
Summary: Adding in the W-C zoning district, the owner-occupied STR use and section number 
adjustment.  

• In Article IV (District Regulations), Section 125-9 (Woodland-Conservation) add Section 125-9.D(21) 
relating to short-term tourist rentals permitted by special use permit.  
Summary: Adding in the W-C zoning district, the STR use by special use permit if any one or more 
of the following apply: The rental contains four or more bedrooms and/or the rental is accessed 
from a private lane or driveway that serves the rental and more than two additional dwellings.  

• In Article IV (District Regulations), Section 125-10 (Agriculture), amend Section 125-10.B(8) relating to 
Bed and Breakfast Establishments and short-term tourist rentals permitted by-right.  
Summary: Striking STR’s in this line item and creating a separate use since Bed and Breakfast 
Establishments and STR’s are not the same use. 

• In Article IV (District Regulations), Section 125-10 (Agriculture), amend Section 125-10.B(9) relating to 
short-term tourist rentals permitted by-right.  
Summary: Adding in the A-1 zoning district, the STR use by right if rental contains no more than 
three bedrooms (subject to the supplemental regulations) and requiring that the rental either have 
frontage on a public road or the parcel on which the dwelling is located is accessed by a private 
lane or driveway that serves the rental and no more than two additional dwellings. 

• In Article IV (District Regulations), Section 125-10 (Agriculture), add Section 125-10.B(10) relating to 
“owner-occupied short-term tourist rentals, subject to the provisions of Section 125-30.21 (if applicable)” 
and adjust numbering. 
Summary: Adding in the A-1 zoning district, the owner-occupied STR use and section number 
adjustment. 

• In Article IV (District Regulations), Section 125-10 (Agriculture) add Section 125-10.D(28) relating to 
short-term tourist rentals permitted by special use permit.  
Summary: Adding in the A-1 zoning district, the STR use by special use permit if any one or more 
of the following apply: The rental contains four or more bedrooms and/or the rental is accessed 
from a private lane or driveway that serves the rental and more than two additional dwellings. 

• In Article IV (District Regulations), Section 125-11 (Residential), amend Section 125-11.B(12) to read 
“owner-occupied short-term tourist rentals, subject to the provisions of Section 125-30.21 (if 
applicable)”. 
Summary: Adding in the R zoning district the owner-occupied STR use. 

• In Article IV (District Regulations), Section 125-11 (Residential) add Section 125-11.D(9) relating to 
short-term tourist rentals permitted by special use permit.  
Summary: Adding in the R zoning district, the STR use by special use permit only.  

• In Article IV (District Regulations), Section 125-12 (Commercial), amend Section 125-12.B(9) by adding 
“owner-occupied short-term tourist rentals, subject to the provisions of Section 125-30.21 (if 
applicable).” 
Summary: Adding in the C-1 zoning district the owner-occupied STR use. 

• In Article IV (District Regulations), Section 125-12 (Commercial), amend Section 125-12.B(13) by 
adding language to reflect only one single-family detached dwelling is permitted.  
Summary: Striking existing language in the C-1 zoning district to limit only one single-family 
detached dwelling be permitted on any lot, tract or parcel of land.  

• In Article V (Supplementary Regulations), Section 125-30.21 (Short-term tourist rentals), multiple 
amendments through entire section relating to short-term tourist rentals. 
Summary: Multiple amendments to the supplemental regulations regarding STR’s.  

 
Staff would also note that the proposed draft has been reviewed by the County Attorney. 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION(S): 
Staff created a draft based on direction from the Board of Supervisors and presented it to the Planning Commission 
on May 26, 2026. The proposed amendments were discussed at length amongst the Planning Commission over the 
course of several months. Staff would also like to point out that as far back as 2023, the Planning Commission has 
discussed the short-term tourist rental (STR) use. Their efforts on this debatable topic over the years, should be 
recognized. In general, the goal has always been to mitigate adjacent land uses and impacts of the use. 
 
On July 14, 2026, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on the draft amendments dated June 24, 2026. 
There were six speakers from the public that spoke during the public hearing that were opposed to various parts of 



the proposed draft. There were also four additional speakers during the citizen comments on agenda items period 
that were opposed. The comments varied from concerns of overregulating STR’s in a way that discourages them, 
the suggestion for commission and board members to visit some existing STR operations, the positive tax benefits 
to the county that rentals generate, concerns over the two year ownership requirements affecting the property values 
along with the lack of understanding how that particular requirement would advance public health, safety, and 
welfare, the linkage between STR’s and why school population is declining as many can’t find long-term housing 
and jobs, the support of reasonable rental regulations such as, life safety inspection, occupancy limits, property 
management plan, etc., concerns related to the local employment opportunities rentals create and overregulating 
them could hurt those employment opportunities, and the desire for the STR owners to be more involved with the 
amendment process related to rentals. Staff has also received a number of written comments since the Planning 
Commission public hearing notice was published. A copy of those comments have been included in the packet. 
Staff would like to point out that over the course of being involved in the steering committee work, there have been 
a number of written comments received from the public about STR’s prior to the notice of public hearing with the 
Planning Commission. I think it is important to acknowledge all of the written comments that have been received 
regarding this topic. It is nice to see people get involved and speak up regarding land use matters.  
 
Once the Planning Commission’s public hearing was closed, the commissioners commented as follows:  

• Ms. Catherine Grech explained that the commission had been discussing STR’s for the last two-three years. 
There was a steering committee that was established as well to discuss this topic. She noted they [Planning 
Commissioners] don’t all agree amongst themselves, and they don’t all agree with the Board. Her position 
for several years has been and remains that STR’s should be by special use permit in the Residential, 
Agriculture, and Woodland-Conservation zoning districts. She noted that the comprehensive plan tells us 
to protect Agriculture and Woodland-Conservation. In her opinion, the draft ordinance only protects to the 
highest degree of protection residentially zoned parcels. So she finds it difficult to support the draft. She 
also noted that that didn’t mean that she didn’t agree with parts of the proposed draft though. 

• Chairman Burner stated he could not support the two year ownership requirement. He also noted there are 
components of the draft he liked, but there are components of the draft that in his opinion just don’t fit the 
need or solve the problems they are trying to solve.  

• Ms. Sandy Davis noted that the two year ownership requirement was not something they pulled from thin 
air. Other localities are putting time limits on them because it slows down the growth of the rentals. A lot 
of owners that have been doing this since 2011 and earlier, are experiencing real problems getting their 
homes rented out because so many new investment type of rentals have been built are new builds. The 
newer cabins offer a lot of amenities that are very different from original cabin owners that started the 
business here. The regulations are meant to slow the growth of STR housing in Page County.  

• Mr. Ken Johnson explained that based on surveys that have been conducted, the residents have said they 
want the rural and agricultural character of Page County protected. In his opinion, STR regulations could 
address these goals. It could be done by requiring a minimum parcel size that reflects the commercial 
intensity or transient use rather than residential standards set for permanent neighbors. It could manage the 
financial incentives to subdivide Agriculture and Woodland-Conservation land into the smallest legally 
permissible parcels by making newly divided parcels ineligible for STR use for a defined period. In doing 
so, it would require those who profit from Page County's rural character to contribute to its preservation. 
For these reasons, he can't support the ordinance as it's drafted because it does none of these things. It 
regulates how STR’s operate once they exist. It does not address whether, where, and at what density they 
proliferate. He stated he was voting no to the draft, not because he opposes STR regulation. He supports 
recent regulations, including many in the draft. He is concerned, however, that managing Page County's 
growth consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and protecting its rural character are not accomplished by 
the proposed ordinance. 

• Mr. William Turner noted that the Planning Commission had been working on STR regulations for many 
years. He stated it was time to send it to the Board and let them take care of the business that needs to be 
taken care of.  

Once the discussion amongst the Planning Commission was over a motion was made, and seconded, to recommend 
approval of the draft to the Board. The motion failed with a 3-3 vote. A second motion was made, and seconded, 
to recommend denial of the draft to the Board. That motion also failed with a 3-3 vote. With that being said, the 
amendments come to the Board as a referral without recommendation from the Planning Commission.  

 
PAGE COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: 

Per Josh Hahn, Planning Director: 
 



It would be impossible to include every item from the Comprehensive Plan that might be conceivably relevant to 
short-term tourist rentals (STRs). Each of the goals below have several potentially relevant policies. 
 

• Goal 5: “Use the Comprehensive Plan and future land use map to guide land use and development 
decisions.” (Volume 1-72). 

• Goal 6: “Encourage and develop a diverse and viable local economy compatible with the County’s rural 
character.” (Volume 1-74). 

• Goal 8: “Support affordable and attainable housing for those who live or work in Page 
County.” (Volume 1-76). 
Goal 10: “Emphasize personal property rights during the planning process and while applying the 
policies of this Plan.” (Volume 1-77). 

The Comprehensive Plan recognizes the balance of tourism, agriculture, and compatible business and residential 
growth that requires proper planning. Chapter 1 states: “Page County’s vision for the future is to promote an 
environment conducive to maintaining a rural quality of life, which enhances tourism and agriculture and protects 
natural and cultural assets while encouraging compatible business and residential growth to provide a higher 
standard of living for its citizens” (Volume 1-4). 
 
In its deliberation over STR regulations, the Planning Commission has primarily focused on mitigating potential 
adverse impacts on neighboring properties. More recently, the discussion has expanded to address the relationship 
between STRs and the long-term housing market—a topic also evaluated by the Board-established steering 
subcommittee in late 2025, which prompted the Commission's current work. Citizens have expressed a strong desire 
for local data and broader engagement to clearly define the intersection of STRs and housing availability in Page 
County. While housing affordability is a highly complex issue driven by macroeconomic factors, the expansion of 
STRs and second homes naturally reduces the inventory available for permanent residents. During the July 14, 
2026 public hearing, some property owners expressed concern that proposed restrictions, such as a two-year 
ownership rule, could negatively impact property values. Because these regulations sit at the intersection of 
community character, housing availability, and private property rights, staff recommends the Board take a 
measured approach. Any proposed amendments should carefully balance the mitigation of neighborhood impacts 
with the protection of property owner interests. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS: 

Access Requirements: As currently drafted, more than three dwellings on a private lane or driveway would require 
a special use permit in the Agriculture and Woodland-Conservation zoning districts. If the Board decides to retain 
this provision, I would encourage the Board to think about the following: 

1) What specific factors will be considered when reviewing the SUP application? For example, will the review 
be limited to access, safety, and the adequacy of the private lane, or will other factors be considered? 

2) Will the county establish requirements for private-road maintenance during the review of the SUP? If so, 
will the SUP require the property owner provide a specific amount of gravel, grading, snow removal, or 
other maintenance toward the upkeep of the private lane? Is there a minimum width, road surface 
requirements, grading and drainage requirements, minimum area for turning areas, sight distance 
requirement, bridges or culverts requirements, etc.?  

3) Will the county impose a fee specifically for private-road maintenance? If a fee is collected, how would 
the fee be calculated, collected, and used, and would the County be responsible for maintaining the road. 
(This is not likely, so how would staff enforce this?) 

4) If the county is not going to regulate or participate in private-road maintenance, what specific public-
interest concern is the SUP intended to address? Is it road safety, emergency access, road capacity, 
maintenance, traffic, drainage, or something else? 

5) Would the same concerns exist regardless of whether it is a short-term rental or a long-term rental? 
 
If the county does not intend to establish and enforce road-maintenance requirements, collect a road-maintenance 
fee, or assume responsibility for maintaining the private road, what is the SUP intended to accomplish that could 
not be addressed through objective access standards? 
 
It is my opinion that road maintenance agreements need to start at the Subdivision of Land Ordinance when lots are 
being divided and private roads and lanes are being created. Not when we are trying to address the short-term rental 
regulations.  

 
  



MOTION(S): 
I move that the Board of Supervisors approve the attached amendments as drafted.  

 
OR 
 
I move that the Board of Supervisors deny the attached amendments as drafted.  

 
 OR 
 

I move an alternative motion.  
 

ATTACHMENT(S): 
• Draft amendments dated 8/4/26 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





















































































From: Joshua Dyke
To: Tracy Clatterbuck
Subject: Re: Inquiry Regarding Potential New Short-Term Rental Regulations and Building Plans in Page County
Date: Friday, July 17, 2026 9:02:27 PM

[NOTICE: DO NOT CLICK on links or open attachments unless you are sure the content is
safe. No email should ever ask you for your username or password.]

Hi Tracy,
 
Thank you for taking the time to answer my questions and for providing information
on the proposed short-term tourist rental ordinance amendments.
I respectfully ask that the following comments be included in the Board of Supervisors
introduction packet and made part of the public record regarding the proposed
amendments.
 
I understand and support the County's goal of addressing legitimate concerns related
to short-term rentals. However, I believe some portions of the proposal could create
unintended consequences for property owners, future residents, and the local
economy.
 
One concern I have is the impact on people who purchase vacant land with the
intention of building a home. For example, someone could buy a parcel in an A-1 or
W-C district today, invest considerable money to build a home, install a well and
septic system, pay permit fees, hire local contractors, and become a member of the
community. After living there for several years, they may decide to move, retire,
relocate for work, or simply use the home as a short-term rental to supplement their
income. Under the proposed rules, that same property owner could find that their
ability to do so depends on whether their property is located on a private lane that
serves more than two other homes, something they often have no control over. To
many residents, that would feel unfair. The access road may have existed long before
the property was purchased. The owner did nothing wrong, followed every rule in
place at the time, invested in the county, and yet could face additional hurdles years
later when trying to make reasonable use of their property.
 
I also worry that the proposal may create winners and losers in the marketplace.
Existing short-term rental owners who are already operating may benefit from having
fewer future competitors, while new property owners face additional costs,
uncertainty, and regulatory obstacles. Healthy competition benefits visitors, property
owners, and the county. When fewer people are able to participate, opportunities
become concentrated among those who were fortunate enough to get established
earlier.
 
For many local families, land is more than just property. It is often their largest
financial asset. The value of a parcel is tied in part to the range of legal uses available

mailto:jojocrownie123@gmail.com
mailto:tclatterbuck@pagecounty.virginia.gov
https://shield.security/hud/D99BF8E4-24AD-4955-AACB-BC1DFBEF9FF7.1.60863447/open


to it. When those potential uses are reduced, property values can be affected. This is
particularly important for residents who may one day need to sell land to pay medical
expenses, help family members, fund retirement, or navigate difficult economic
circumstances.
 
A good example might be a longtime Page County family that owns a few acres on a
private lane. They may not have substantial retirement savings, but they do have
land. The ability to build a home that could someday be used as a short-term rental
may increase both the property's usefulness and market value. Limiting that
possibility reduces options for families who are often relying on the value of their
property as part of their long-term financial security.
 
Tourism has long been an important part of Page County's economy. Visitors who
stay in short-term rentals spend money at local restaurants, stores, gas stations,
outfitters, wineries, and other small businesses throughout the county. I believe the
county can address concerns about safety, traffic, and neighborhood impacts without
unnecessarily restricting responsible property owners.
 
For these reasons, I respectfully ask the Board to consider:

1. Grandfathering protections for current property owners and those who
purchased land before any ordinance changes are adopted.

2. Protection for homes approved and built under current regulations, even if they
become short-term rentals at a future date.

3. Reconsideration of the proposed private-lane limitation where the property
owner has no ability to change the existing access conditions.

4. Policies that focus on addressing documented nuisance or safety issues rather
than broadly limiting reasonable property uses.

 
Page County has always been a place where people value private property, personal
responsibility, and the freedom to make reasonable use of their land. I hope the
Board will carefully consider how these proposed changes may affect future
homeowners, retirees, working families, and small property owners throughout the
county.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
 
Respectfully,
Joshua Dyke
Page County Resident 

On Jul 16, 2026, at 3:34 PM, Tracy Clatterbuck
<tclatterbuck@pagecounty.virginia.gov> wrote:

﻿
Joshua,
 



The Planning Commission held their public hearing on 7/14/26 on the amendments
related to short term rentals. The draft may be found here:
https://www.pagecounty.virginia.gov/288/Planning-Commission-Public-Hearings
 
The proposed draft will now be introduced to the Board of Supervisors in the coming
weeks. I do not know what that date is yet. You can check back with me toward the end
of next week and I should know when it will be introduced to them. In the meantime,
you can register for the Notify Me via our county website. You can register for
notification of upcoming board meeting agendas, minutes, etc.
https://www.pagecounty.virginia.gov/list.aspx
If you are interested in commenting on the proposed draft, I would recommend you
put your comments in writing to me so that they may be included in the Board
introduction packet.
 
At this time, I cannot answer what will be grandfathered and what will not be. That will
be up to the Board of Supervisors.
 
The only way to ensure that you fall under current regulations is to submit for a new
home packet and a community development review. This means you will need to have
all health permits for well and septic. I have attached the application packet.
 
Let me know if you have further questions.
 
Thank you,
 
 
Tracy Clatterbuck, CZA
Zoning Administrator I
 
Page County Planning & Community Development
103 S Court Street, Suite B, Luray, VA 22835
Office Phone: (540) 743-1324
Direct Line: (540) 843-3403
Work Cell Phone: (540) 892-3613
Website: www.pagecounty.virginia.gov
<image001.png>

 

From: Joshua Dyke <jojocrownie123@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2026 10:57 AM
To: Page BNZ <pagebnz@pagecounty.virginia.gov>
Subject: Inquiry Regarding Potential New Short-Term Rental Regulations and Building
Plans in Page County
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Dear Page County Zoning Office,

My name is Joshua Dyke, and I am a resident of Page County. I am writing to
request information and to document my inquiry for future reference.

My partner and I are interested in building one or possibly two properties in Page
County with the intention of operating them as short-term rentals (Airbnb or
similar) in the future. We have heard that the County may be considering new
regulations that could affect this type of investment, specifically a potential
requirement to owner-occupy the property for two years before it can be used as a
short-term rental.

To help us plan accordingly, I would appreciate clarification on the following:

1.  If known, when is the scheduled vote or public hearing for these proposed
new regulations?

2.  Will there be a grandfathering period for properties already in the planning or
permitting process? If so, what steps must be taken to ensure a property
qualifies as grandfathered in?

3.  What information or documentation does the County require from us to begin
the process (e.g., pre-application meeting, site plans, zoning verification,
etc.)?

Thank you in advance for your assistance. We want to ensure full compliance
with all current and upcoming County requirements. Please let me know if you
need any additional information from me.

Best regards,

Joshua Dyke
<New Home Packet 25' (fillable).pdf>
<Community Development Review Application(fillable)!.pdf>



As owners of short-term rental (STR) properties in Page County since 2013, we are deeply 

concerned about the proposed changes to the STR ordinance. 

 

We moved to Page County in 2013 because we were drawn to its natural beauty, welcoming 

community, and business-friendly environment. We immediately began investing in STR 

properties, making them the foundation of our retirement plans and our long-term investment in 

the county. Over the past 13 years, we have developed a strong partnership with local businesses. 

Through our website, in-cabin brochures, and our Stay & Play packages, we actively encourage 

our guests to visit local shops, restaurants, wineries, and attractions. Our guests love Wisteria 

Vineyard, the businesses along Main Street in Luray, local restaurants and coffee shops, as well 

as outdoor recreation providers such as Appalachian Outdoor Adventures, Shenandoah River 

Adventures, zip line operators, and many others. More than 40% of our guests book package 

deals that include these local businesses.  All of this creates a true win-win-win relationship: our 

guests enjoy an exceptional vacation experience, local businesses benefit from the tourism our 

properties generate, and we have earned an approximately 35% return guest rate because visitors 

love what Page County has to offer. 

 

The economic impact extends far beyond our guests. We contract with a local cleaning company 

that exclusively services our cabins and employs six people. We employ a local Maintenance 

Manager, who in turn provides part-time work for others who assist him. We rely on local 

HVAC, plumbing, electrical, pest control, and other service providers to maintain our properties. 

Wedding venues depend on STRs to accommodate their guests, allowing them to host their 

events. Grocery stores, liquor stores, florists, massage therapists, nail salons, and many other 

local businesses all benefit from STR visitor spending. The success of our business supports 

many other businesses and families throughout the county. 

 

Several of the proposed ordinance changes would have devastating consequences for both our 

business and our personal financial future. 

 

New owners must first claim an STR as their primary residence for two years. 

Our cabins were built specifically as vacation rentals. They were never designed to serve as 

primary residences, lacking features such as offices, laundry rooms, coat closets, adequate 

bedroom closets, and, in some cases, dishwashers. Requiring future owners to occupy them as 

primary residences would effectively eliminate their market as STRs. 

Because we cannot personally occupy all our properties as primary residences, this requirement 

would force us to close our business. As we approach retirement, we plan to sell these properties 

as successful, income-producing STRs. Their value is significantly higher because they are 

established vacation rentals, fully furnished, and have a proven income history. Removing that 

status would substantially reduce their value and jeopardize the retirement investment we have 

spent years building. 

 

Restrictions on STRs located on private roads. 

Several of our cabins are located on private lanes and were built and approved by the County as 

STRs. Under the proposed ordinance, they would exceed the new limits and become ineligible 

for STR use, either by us or by future owners. Changing the rules after these investments were 

made would be fundamentally unfair. 



Limiting one STR per parcel. 

Two of our cabins were built on a single parcel with full County approval. If either we or a future 

owner were prohibited from operating both as STRs, the value of that property would effectively 

be cut in half. The financial impact would be devastating. 

 

We fully support responsible growth and responsible management of the STR industry. 

Throughout our years in business, we have operated in full compliance with County regulations 

and have worked hard to be good neighbors. We limit occupancy and the number of vehicles 

allowed, prohibit tents, boats, and RVs, enforce quiet hours from 9:00 p.m. to 9:00 a.m., and 

maintain our properties to a high standard. We hire local residents, volunteer in our community, 

donate complimentary stays to local fundraising efforts, and offer discounted stays to Page 

County residents and their visiting family and friends. 

 

It appears that the county may not have adequately managed the rapid growth of STRs following 

COVID-19. If the County believes future growth should be slowed or limited while the impacts 

of this growth are evaluated, we understand and support that goal. However, those changes 

should not come at the expense of property owners who made substantial investments under the 

existing rules. 

 

We invested in Page County with the reasonable expectation that the regulations governing our 

business would remain stable. Any new restrictions should apply prospectively—not to existing 

licensed STR owners or to future purchasers of those legally established properties—provided 

they continue to operate responsibly and remain in compliance with County requirements. 

It may ultimately be that these concerns are unnecessary, as Virginia Code § 15.2-2307 appears 

to prohibit applying these proposed changes to currently licensed STR properties or their future 

owners. However, given the ongoing discussions and uncertainty surrounding these proposals, 

we felt it was important to express our serious concerns should these changes be applied to 

existing STR license holders or diminish the value and future sale of their properties. 

 

Thank you for your time, your consideration, and your commitment to protecting both the 

citizens and the small businesses that contribute to the success of Page County. 

 

Jim and Lisa Franceschini 

Luray Mountain Cabins 



July 22, 2026 

Page County Board of Supervisors 
103 South Court Street 
Luray, VA 22835 

Dear Members of the Page County Board of Supervisors, 

My name is Laura Castro. My husband, Cristian Gomez, and I are the owners of Canoe River 
Retreat, a home we designed and built last year in Rileyville with our life savings. 

We are a young family with a two-year-old daughter, and we both work full-time in Northern 
Virginia. Like many families in our generation, our careers have taken us to where stable 
employment exists, even though our dream is to one day live and retire in Page County. 

Owning a home in a place as beautiful as Page County is simply not affordable for many young 
families without finding creative ways to make the mortgage work. For us, operating one short-
term rental is not a way to get rich—it is what makes it possible for us to own a home in the 
community we love. 

Managing our rental has become a second full-time job. We take great pride in maintaining our 
property and supporting the local economy. We hire local cleaners, landscapers, handymen, 
contractors, and other small businesses that help us provide a wonderful experience for our 
guests. In turn, our guests visit local restaurants, shops, wineries, parks, and attractions, bringing 
tourism dollars into Page County. 

I do not believe preserving our community and supporting responsible short-term rental owners 
are mutually exclusive goals. In fact, I believe they go hand in hand. 

For that reason, we are deeply concerned about several provisions in the proposed ordinance. 
While we support reasonable regulations that address nuisance properties and irresponsible 
operators, we respectfully believe some of the proposed requirements could have unintended 
consequences for families like ours, local businesses, and the county's tourism economy. 

Two-Year Ownership Requirement 

This is our greatest concern. 

Under the proposed ordinance, a future buyer of our home would have to wait two years before 
becoming eligible to apply for a short-term rental permit. 

That requirement could significantly reduce the number of qualified buyers interested in our 
property and negatively affect its value. 

More importantly, I respectfully ask the Board to consider these questions: 



What problem is the two-year ownership requirement solving that cannot already be 
addressed through enforcement of nuisance properties or existing regulations? 

What evidence demonstrates that someone who has owned a property for 23 months is 
likely to be an irresponsible operator, but after 24 months suddenly becomes a responsible 
one? 

I also worry that this provision may have the opposite effect of what was intended. Families like 
ours often rely on rental income immediately after purchasing a property. Large investors, on the 
other hand, are far more capable of purchasing properties and leaving them vacant for two years 
before operating them. Ironically, this requirement may make it harder for local families to enter 
the market while favoring larger investors with greater financial resources. 

Property Size and Neighborhood Context 

The proposed ordinance applies many of the same standards to properties simply because they 
share the same zoning district, regardless of whether a home sits on a quarter-acre lot or several 
acres with substantial separation from neighboring properties. 

Lot size, setbacks, surrounding density, and the actual impact on neighboring homes deserve 
consideration. A more tailored approach would better reflect the diversity of properties 
throughout Page County. 

Clarification of POA Roads 

We respectfully request clarification regarding whether privately maintained Property Owners' 
Association (POA) roads are considered public roads under the ordinance. 

Many subdivisions contain roads maintained by their associations that function similarly to 
public roads. Without a clear definition, future interpretations may vary from one zoning 
administrator to another, creating uncertainty and inconsistent application of the ordinance. 

County Enforcement of HOA Covenants 

Private HOA or POA covenants are agreements between property owners and their associations. 

If an association believes one of its rules has been violated, it already has mechanisms to enforce 
those rules. We respectfully believe the County should avoid becoming responsible for 
interpreting or enforcing private contractual agreements. Clarifying this section would help 
prevent confusion and reduce the potential for inconsistent enforcement. 

Distinguishing Small Owners from Large Commercial Investors 

If the Board's concern is large-scale speculative investment, we respectfully encourage the 
ordinance to address that issue directly. 



The current draft treats a family that owns one short-term rental much the same as someone 
operating dozens of investment properties. 

Those are fundamentally different situations. 

A more targeted approach could focus additional regulations on large commercial operators 
while allowing responsible homeowners to continue contributing to the local economy. Such an 
approach would better balance neighborhood preservation with property rights, tourism, and 
economic development. 

In closing, we respectfully ask the Board to continue refining this ordinance before taking final 
action. 

We believe Page County can adopt regulations that protect neighborhoods while also preserving 
opportunities for responsible homeowners, supporting local small businesses, and maintaining 
the vibrant tourism economy that benefits our entire community. 

Thank you for your time, your service, and your thoughtful consideration of our comments. We 
appreciate the opportunity to share our perspective and would be happy to answer any questions. 

Respectfully, 
 

Cristian Gomez & Laura Castro 
Owners, Canoe River Retreat 

  



 
 
22 July 2026 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
We are writing you today to share concerns we have about the new potential restrictions in 
Page County on Short Term Rentals (STRs), to include Special Use Permits and limits on non-
owner-occupied properties.  
 
As background, we own one STR, a 6-person occupancy cabin in Shenandoah Woods (Stanley). 
We came to purchase the property 4 years ago, after renting it ourselves as guests many times 
and having fallen in love with it and the local area. When it went up for sale, we jumped at the 
opportunity to own such a beautiful property immersed in lovely Page County.  
 
We live most of the time in Northern VA, a short  1 ½ hour drive away, and visit our cabin in 
Stanley as often as we can. The rental business associated with it exists only to help us pay the 
expenses on it. It is not a money-maker for us by any means. In fact, when we decide to retire, 
we may choose to stop renting it and stay there a lot more often or even full time.  
 
The narrative we’ve heard from some people who would like to see these new restrictions in 
place paints a picture of nameless, faceless, corporate entities or wealthy “outsiders” who own 
STRs in Page and rent them out purely for profit and without concern for the impacts on the 
local landscape or economy. We are an example of many other STRs who do not fall into that 
category.  
 
We contribute to the local economy via the taxes we pay (property tax, TOT/lodging tax, sales 
tax on goods and services, etc). We also employ local labor for all of our needs (cleaning, 
maintenance, HVAC, pest control, and more).  
 
The visitors who book our cabin come to the area to enjoy its natural beauty, and spend 
money! They plan events and other experiences (weddings, tours, etc), eat in local restaurants, 
shop in local businesses, and pay taxes on all of those things. If we make it less desirable for 
them to rent, all of that tourism-based business and local revenue will feel the impact. 
 
We have heard the concerns of local community members who feel that STRs are causing issues 
with housing availability for local residents, elevated property tax assessments, and isolated 
incidents of STRs in residential neighborhoods whose guests misbehave (loud parties, etc). We 



do not mean to dismiss these valid concerns. However, we feel they do not paint a fair picture 
of the STR landscape.  
 
Our cabin is the perfect example: As it is not located in a typical residential neighborhood, it 
does not take away a potential primary residence from a local resident, nor do we ever have 
trouble with our guests throwing loud parties or taking up all of the available parking. Even if a 
small number of county STRs are having these types of issues, I believe the majority of them are 
not. We believe it should be possible to manage these isolated cases, while allowing all STRs to 
continue to enrich the county’s revenue stream via tourism while providing many local 
employment opportunities. 
 
We thank you in advance for considering our voices when advocating for any upcoming county 
policy changes. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Katie and Joe Mazza 
Page Valley Getaways 
katie@mazzagetaways.com 
240-730-7072 
www.pagevalleygetaways.com 
 



Dear Supervisor Kile, 
 
Thank you for your willingness to serve Page County and for the time and thoughtful 
consideration you give to decisions that will shape its future. I appreciate the 
opportunity to provide comments regarding the proposed revisions to the County's 
short-term rental regulations. 

As a property owner and investor in Page County, I recognize that reasonable 
regulations are an important part of preserving the character of our community while 
balancing the needs of residents, visitors, businesses, and property owners. My concern 
is not with the existence of regulations, but with ensuring they are developed through 
meaningful collaboration with those who have firsthand experience in this industry and 
a long-term commitment to the County's success. 

I also appreciate the County's stated intent to preserve Page County's rural atmosphere, 
scenic beauty, open spaces, natural resources, watersheds, farmland, and the 
Shenandoah River. Those qualities are precisely what drew my family to invest here. 
They are not obstacles to responsible tourism—they are the very reason visitors come to 
Page County and why many of us have chosen to invest in its future. 

Responsible short-term rental owners have every incentive to protect these resources. 
Our guests come because they want to experience the mountains, forests, rivers, farms, 
and quiet beauty that make this region so unique. Preserving these natural assets is not 
only good stewardship—it is essential to the long-term sustainability of tourism and the 
local economy. I believe we share the same objective. The question is not whether these 
resources should be protected, but how we can best accomplish that goal while also 
respecting private property rights, encouraging thoughtful investment, and supporting 
the many local businesses and families whose livelihoods depend upon tourism. 

My family intentionally chose to invest in Page County because we believe deeply in its 
future. We invested here because we saw a county that welcomed responsible 
development, respected private property rights, and recognized tourism as an important 
economic driver. Our investment represents far more than the construction of vacation 
homes. It is a long-term commitment to the local economy and to the people who live 
and work here. 

Every cabin that is built creates work for local excavators, contractors, electricians, 
plumbers, septic installers, landscapers, suppliers, cleaners, maintenance professionals, 
and countless others. Every guest who visits supports local restaurants, wineries, 
outfitters, retail shops, attractions, and small businesses throughout the County. The 
economic impact of short-term rentals extends well beyond the property itself and 
ripples throughout the local economy. 

One of my greatest concerns is that many investors—including my family—made 
significant financial commitments based upon the County's existing ordinances and 
regulatory framework. Land purchases, engineering, financing, permitting, 
infrastructure, and construction decisions are made years in advance and often require 



substantial capital investment. Responsible investors make these commitments in good 
faith, relying upon the rules that exist at the time those decisions are made. 

While I fully recognize the County's responsibility to periodically review and improve its 
regulations, I also believe that stability and predictability are essential to fostering 
responsible investment. When significant changes are proposed, it is important to 
consider not only their intended outcomes, but also their impact on those who have 
already invested based upon the County's established policies, as well as those who may 
be considering investing in Page County in the future. 

Several of the proposed regulations raise concerns. 

Requiring a property to be owned for two years before it may operate as a short-term 
rental creates a significant barrier for those making substantial investments in Page 
County. Such a delay fundamentally changes the financial feasibility of many projects 
and could discourage future investment. 

Likewise, limiting each parcel to a single short-term rental regardless of acreage, 
eliminating existing by-right opportunities for accessory dwelling units, restricting 
additional short-term rentals on private or gravel roads, and imposing new bedroom 
limitations may unintentionally reduce the viability of thoughtfully planned properties 
that are designed to fit within the rural character of Page County while contributing 
meaningful economic activity. 

I respectfully encourage the Board to consider whether these objectives can be achieved 
through balanced alternatives developed in partnership with those who understand this 
industry firsthand. The strongest policies are often those shaped through collaboration 
among property owners, environmental stakeholders, local businesses, and County 
leadership. Together, I believe we can protect the County's treasured landscape while 
providing clear, predictable, and balanced regulations for those who invest responsibly 
in this community. 

Perhaps most importantly, I encourage the County to engage STR owners, Realtors, 
lenders, contractors, property managers, hospitality professionals, environmental 
advocates, and local business owners before adopting changes of this magnitude. These 
stakeholders bring valuable experience and practical insight that can help create 
regulations that protect neighborhoods while preserving property rights, encouraging 
responsible investment, and sustaining the tourism economy that benefits so many 
residents and businesses. 

I believe there is an opportunity to create policies that preserve the unique character of 
Page County while continuing to welcome responsible investment and tourism. These 
goals are not in conflict. They are mutually reinforcing. Responsible stewardship of our 
natural resources, thoughtful development, and a thriving tourism economy can—and 
should—coexist. 



The regulations adopted today will shape not only today's short-term rental market, but 
also the confidence with which future families, entrepreneurs, and businesses choose to 
invest in Page County for years to come. I hope the County will continue to be known as 
a community that welcomes responsible investment, values collaboration, protects its 
extraordinary natural resources, and creates policies that strengthen both its 
neighborhoods and its economy. 

Thank you for your time, your consideration, and your service to Page County. I 
appreciate your willingness to listen to those of us who have invested here because we 
believe in the future of this remarkable community. 

Warm regards, 

Patti Cotton McNeily, Page County (Rileyville) Property Owner  

 



 
July 21, 2026 

Page County Board of Supervisors 
103 South Court Street 
Luray, Virginia 22835 
 
 
Dear Page County Board of Supervisors: 
 
 
I respectfully ask that you not approve the proposed STR ordinance without a 
clear grandfathering provision and a written legal analysis addressing existing 
property rights. 
 
I support strong rules governing noise, occupancy, parking, trash, safety, and 
irresponsible management. Those provisions address legitimate neighborhood 
concerns. The ownership restrictions do not. 
 
Affected owners strongly prefer to work with the County on solutions, but they 
are also consulting legal counsel. I mention this not as a threat, but because owners 
and County taxpayers should not be forced into an expensive legal dispute that careful 
collaboration could prevent. An attorney consulted by owners has preliminarily identified 
potential due-process and property-rights concerns involving existing lawful uses, 
property transfers, the two-year ownership requirement, and the undefined Community 
Development Review process. Owners are also beginning to establish a shared legal 
fund to obtain independent advice and, if necessary, protect their rights. 
 
Existing lawful STRs and investments should be expressly protected. The 
ordinance should clearly address sales, inheritance, entity transfers, pending 
applications, issued permits, and construction already underway. Owners who invested 
in reliance on the County’s existing rules should not have their rights determined later 
through an undefined administrative process. 
 
The two-year ownership prohibition does not address neighborhood impacts. It 
measures neither noise, occupancy, parking, management, safety, nor nuisance history. 
Two identical properties with identical operating plans could receive different treatment 
simply because one deed is 23 months old and the other is 25 months old. 
 
The SUP process already allows the County to evaluate compatibility, hear from 
neighbors, impose conditions, and deny unsuitable applications. If an application 
fails to meet the County’s standards, it can be denied on its merits. A two-year 
prohibition adds nothing useful to that review. 
 
The rule may also favor wealthy investors who can carry a property without 
income for two years while excluding local families and smaller operators who 



cannot. Buyers will account for two years of lost use in their offers, placing downward 
pressure on the prices received by Page County sellers. 
 
The Residential-district change is also significant. The draft appears to eliminate 
the by-right path for every non-owner-occupied STR in a Residential district, regardless 
of its parking, access, occupancy, management, or operating history. Local businesses, 
such as Shenandoah River Outfitters, will surely be severely harmed if nearby 
developments, predominantly operated as STRs today, are forced out of operation. The 
Board should determine how many properties this change affects and why objective 
operating standards would not be sufficient. 
 
The Community Development Review process needs to be defined. The ordinance 
does not clearly state its approval standards, decision deadline, treatment of existing 
operations, required written findings, or appeal procedures. An owner should not risk 
losing the continued use of a property through an undefined internal review. 
 
This draft also seems incompatible with Page County's unusual dependence on 
tourism. Cabins support restaurants, shops, cleaners, contractors, property managers, 
and other local businesses. They should not all be characterized as homes removed 
from the local housing supply.  In fact, I constructed my Page County rentals from the 
ground up precisely because I did not want to take existing housing from local families. I 
added new structures, supported local trades, and expanded the County’s tax and 
lodging base. Many other purpose-built cabins are likewise poor substitutes for 
affordable local housing. 
Finally, the private-lane provision should measure actual impacts rather than 
simply count houses. The lane will be used whether a home is occupied by its owner, 
a long-term tenant, or an STR guest. Lane condition, traffic, parking, maintenance, 
emergency access, and documented problems are more meaningful than dwelling 
count alone. 
I respectfully ask the Board to: 

• Obtain a written legal analysis before voting. 
• Protect existing lawful uses, pending projects, and reasonable transfers. 
• Remove the categorical two-year ownership prohibition. 
• Reconsider the blanket SUP requirement in Residential districts. 
• Define the Community Development Review and appeal process. 
• Base private-lane restrictions on documented impacts. 

Page County can protect neighbors without imposing arbitrary restrictions on 
responsible owners or damaging a tourism economy on which many local 
businesses depend. I respectfully ask you to pause and revise the ordinance before 
taking final action. 
Respectfully, 
 
 
Robert M. Mitchell 



 



Dear Members of the Board of Supervisor: 
 
Thank you for taking the time to represent listen to my concerns regarding the 
proposed short-term rental ordinance. We appreciate your willingness to 
ensure my comments are heard. 
My name is Claudia Munoz, and I am a short-term rental property owner in 
Page County. I am writing to respectfully share my perspective as you 
consider concerns regarding STRs in our community. 
I understand that many residents are concerned about affordability, taxes, and 
the character of our county. These are important issues, and I appreciate the 
opportunity to contribute a balanced, fact-based perspective—while also 
sharing my personal experience as a small, individual owner. 
1. Personal Context and Ownership Reality 
I believe it is important to begin with who I am, as not all STR owners fit the 
same profile. I am not a real estate investor, I do not own multiple properties, 
and I do not live outside of Virginia. I own one single cabin in Page County, 
which is a personal passion project for me and my family. 
This property was purchased with my personal funds—not backed by outside 
investors—and it serves as a retreat for my family. After the loss of my 
husband, a 24-year U.S. Army veteran, spending time in nature has become 
especially meaningful. This cabin is not just a rental—it is a place of personal 
significance that I am working to preserve and share responsibly. 
2. Personal Use and Intent 
I will continue to actively use and enjoy this property with my family even after 
it is rented. This is not a commercial-only asset—it remains a personal retreat 
that I am deeply connected to. 
Renting it out is simply a way to help offset the costs of owning a second 
home, including maintenance, upkeep, and property expenses. It was not the 
primary motivation for purchasing the property. My primary reason was to 
have a place for my family to spend time together in a peaceful, natural 
setting. 
3. Current Status and Commitment to the County 
I have been traveling to the cabin as much as I can—investing time, effort, 
and resources into improving and maintaining the property. 
During this time, I have: 
��Hired local contractors and service providers 
��Purchased materials and supplies from local businesses 



��Invested in upgrades to ensure the property meets high standards 
��Spent consistent time in the community to ensure I am a responsible and 
present owner 
��  
This reflects my commitment not just as a property owner, but as someone 
actively contributing to the local economy and community. 
4. The Two-year ownership requirement 
My primary concern is the proposed two-year ownership requirement. This 
rule creates an unnecessary hardship for buyers and sellers of short-term 
rental properties. It discourages investment, reduces property values, and 
prevents responsible new owners from operating their business for two years 
despite their willingness to comply with all county regulations. This provision 
could make it significantly more difficult for my to sell my property.  
5. Supporting Local Owners While Preventing Over-Concentration by 
Large Investors 
As the county evaluates potential STR regulations, I respectfully encourage 
an approach that prioritizes individual homeowners while thoughtfully 
addressing concerns related to large-scale investment activity. 
Page County could consider policies that allow local residents and small-scale 
property owners to rent out a portion of their home or a single property to help 
supplement their income. These types of locally owned STRs reflect the 
original spirit of home-sharing platforms and help ensure that tourism-related 
income remains within the community and benefits local families directly. 
At the same time, it may be appropriate to explore safeguards that discourage 
the expansion of multi-property STR ownership by large, out-of-area 
investors. This could help avoid over-concentration, ease pressure on the 
housing market, and maintain fair opportunities for local owners who are 
personally connected to and invested in the community. 
6. Local Economic Contribution 
Even before operating as an STR, my property is already supporting the local 
economy. STRs contribute through: 

• Hiring local cleaners, landscapers, and maintenance workers 
• Supporting contractors, electricians, and tradespeople 
• Purchasing goods from local stores 
• Promoting local restaurants, parks, and attractions to guests 

This creates a ripple effect that supports jobs and small businesses 
throughout the county. 



7. Responsible Operation and Community Protections 
I am committed to operating responsibly and have already have strict 
measures to ensure minimal impact on neighbors, including: 

• Enforced quiet hours 
• No-party and no-event policies 
• Guest screening and rental agreements 
• Noise monitoring systems 
• Local property management with rapid response 

 
These safeguards are designed specifically to address the concerns most 
often raised about STRs. 
8. A Balanced Path Forward 
I fully understand that concerns exist and should be addressed. However, 
broad restrictions may unintentionally impact responsible, small-scale owners 
while failing to target the root causes of those concerns. 
A more balanced approach—focused on enforcement, accountability, and 
standards—would allow the county to preserve the benefits of STRs while 
addressing legitimate issues. 
Conclusion 
Page County is a special place, and my connection to it is personal. I am not a 
distant investor—I am someone who spends time here regularly, invests in the 
community, and is committed to being a good neighbor. 
I respectfully encourage the Board to consider policies that differentiate 
between responsible, small-scale owners and problematic operators, and 
to take into account the broader economic and personal contributions that 
STRs bring to the county. 
Thank you for your time and thoughtful consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Claudia Munoz 
703-992-4320 
120 Wildflower Ln 
Luray, VA 22835 
 
 







Dear Supervisor Kile, 

I am writing to ask you to oppose the proposed changes to Page County's short-term 
rental regulations that were forwarded from the Planning and Zoning Commission to the 
Board of Supervisors. 

I own property on Compton Hollow Road in Rileyville, here in District 4. I currently have 
two short-term rental cabins under construction, with two more planned over the next 
year or two. This is not a case of buying up existing homes and converting them. Every 
one of these units is new construction, built from the ground up on land I own. 

That distinction matters, and I hope the Board will weigh it carefully. Much of the 
concern I hear about short-term rentals nationally has to do with investors purchasing 
existing housing stock and pulling it off the market. What I am doing is the opposite. I 
am adding buildings that did not exist before, and I am paying local people to build 
them. 

Everyone working on this project is from this area. My contractors are local. My 
subcontractors are local. When these cabins open, my cleaners, my maintenance 
people, and my landscapers will be local as well. Every dollar that comes into these 
properties from a visitor gets spent again here in Page County, at the lumber yard, the 
hardware store, the gas station, the restaurants in Luray and Stanley, and the 
businesses that depend on people coming to the Valley. 

The proposals in front of you would put an end to projects like mine. Limiting every 
parcel to a single short-term rental regardless of acreage, and eliminating the by-right 
ADU, would cut a four-unit plan down to one. The two-year ownership requirement 
would stall projects that are already underway and discourage anyone from starting new 
ones. The restrictions on private and gravel roads would affect a great deal of the 
buildable land in this county, since that describes much of where people actually live 
and build out here. Bedroom limits would reduce what each property can support, which 
reduces the work available to everyone downstream of it. 

I understand that reasonable regulation is part of doing business, and I am not opposed 
to rules. I would gladly support standards around septic capacity, parking, noise, fire 
safety, and responsible operation. Those address real concerns without shutting down 
investment. What these proposals do instead is cap growth outright, and the people 
who feel that first are not the property owners. It is the framers, the electricians, the 
plumbers, the housekeepers, and the small businesses that serve the visitors those 
properties bring in. 

I would also ask the Board to consider how this was developed. As far as I can tell, the 
people who work in this industry every day were not consulted in a meaningful way. 
There is a lot of practical knowledge among the owners, contractors, property 
managers, and Realtors in this county, and a process that includes them would produce 
better regulation than one that does not. 



Tourism is one of the few economic engines Page County has. Our proximity to 
Shenandoah National Park and the Skyline Drive is an advantage most counties would 
envy. Restricting the lodging supply that serves those visitors does not protect the 
county. It sends that business and the jobs attached to it somewhere else. 

Thank you for your service to District 4 and for taking the time to consider this. 

Respectfully, 

Peter Pettis 
Compton Hollow Road, Rileyville, VA 

 



� 
Steven W Shelton 
Proprietor 

 

Cabins at Deer Run L.L.C. 
Shenandoah, VA 22849 

(540) 435-6201 
 
 
To whom it may concern, 

 
Thank you for taking the time to represent our concerns regarding the proposed short-term 
rental ordinance. We appreciate your willingness to ensure our comments are heard. 

We are owners and operators of eleven short-term rentals in Page County to include the following: 
Spotted Fawn 2012, Cuddly Cub 20 I 5, Hobbit House 2018, Eagle's Nest 2019, 
Fox Den 2022, Cuckoo's Nest 2023, Granny Squirrel 2024, Rascally Rabbit 2025, Hooty Owl 2025, 
Trestle View 2025, and Red Caboose 2026. We invested in these propertiesto provide aquality 
vacation experience for visitors while supporting our family's financial future and contributing 
to the local economy. We take pride in operating responsibly. maintaining our property, and 
being good neighbors. 

 
Whilewe support reasonable regulations that promote safety and responsible short-term 
rentals, we have several concerns with the current proposal. 

Our primary concern is the proposed two-year ownership requirement. This rule creates an 
unnecessary hardship for buyers and sellers of short-term rental properties. It discourages 
investment, reduces property values, and prevents responsible new owners from operating 
their business for two years despite their willingness to comply with all county regulations. 
This provision could make it significantly more difficult to buy, sell, or even keep a property if 
circumstances change in the future. 

We also request clarification regarding the county's definition of bedrooms and sleeping 
accommodations. Many vacation homes include recreation rooms, lofts, theater rooms, or 
bonus rooms that provide additional sleeping space for families but are not legally designated 
as bedrooms. We ask that the ordinance clearly define how these spaces will be treated so 
property owners understand how occupancy limits will be determined. 

These proposed regulations affect much more than property owners. They directly impact our 
family, our investment, and our plans for the future. They also affect the local people and 
businesses that rely on short-term rentals for their livelihood, including cleaners, contractors, 
landscapers, maintenance workers, suppliers, and other small businesses that provide 
services to our property. Visitors who stay in our rental also support local restaurants, shops. 
attractions, andother businesses throughout the county. Restricting short-term rentals will have 
a ripple effect across the local economy. 

Our goal is not to oppose reasonable oversight. We support regulations that promote safety, 
protect neighboring property owners, and encourage responsible short-term rental operations. 
We respectfully askthat the county reconsider the two-year ownership requirement and provide 
clearer language regarding occupancy, sleeping accommodations, and accessory structures 
before adopting these regulations. 

Thank you for your time, your consideration, and for representing our concerns. 
 
 

Sincerely, 



Page County Board of Supervisors 
103 South Court Street 
Luray, Virginia 22835 
 
 
Dear Page County Board of Supervisors: 
 
Please clarify that an approved nonconforming STR use conveys with the property after a 
sale. My property has operated as an STR since 2006, and I bought it in 2019. Requiring a 
buyer to wait two years (and imposing other new standards) would sharply reduce its value 
and may conflict with Virginia law by changing the land use rights that existed when I 
purchased it. This two-year rule/non conveyance of land rights will put local companies out 
of work who have been employed by this property for 20 years should I sell and STR rights 
not convey 

• Please clarify whether a road maintained by a POA road qualifies as a "public road". 
 

• The two-year ownership rule eYectively functions as a ban on any new STR. STR 
revenue supports local cleaners, plumbers, landscapers, and other contractors 
while generating county taxes. As a remote owner, nearly all revenue goes back into 
the local workforce when I choose not to occupy my vacation home (i.e. plumbers, 
pest control, hvac, appliance repair, handymen, landscapers, cleaners, etc.) as I 
can't do these tasks remotely. Local county owners do not provide the same benefit 
to Page County as they are more able to perform this work themselves. 
 

o One example. On many occasions, I have needed to pay an HVAC person to 
show up, only to find they were using the thermostat incorrectly. This is an 
extra several hundred dollars paid to a Page County worker that wouldn't 
happen with a local owner. Local owners stop by to fix thermostat issues 
without paying the HVAC company. Multiply this by simple toilet fixes or 
appliance fixes that employ our local workforce across all STRs. Based on my 
own numbers alone easily 5 times what we pay in (15.5%) lodging taxes goes 
to employ the local workforce across all STRs. I spend much more on work 
for the STR than I do on my own home. 
 

o After paying local companies for upkeep, STRs rarely turn a profit. It's 
mainly local owners who treat STRs as a passion project. If it were wildly 
profitable, major corporations would buy STRs and I doubt that's the 
case 



• In Residential districts, homes on small lots may justify restrictions. A three-acre 
parcel is diYerent from a small lot. Please consider giving Residential parcels of 
three acres or more the same by-right path as qualifying A-1 and W-C STRs. 
 

Mark Talbot 
mtalbot6@gmail.com 
Short term rental, owner (Rileyville)  
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From: Colton W. Wolf
To: Tracy Clatterbuck; Bucky Thomas; Jeremy Baldwin; Allen Louderback; Ryan Cubbage; Susan Kile; Jeff Vaughan
Subject: Does Your Draft Solve the Problem? Signatures from Your Community in Support of Stronger STR Regulation
Date: Wednesday, July 22, 2026 9:12:13 AM
Attachments: DOES THE DRAFT SOLVE THE PROBLEM_ A Problem-by-Problem Review of the Planning Commission"s Proposed

STR Regulations (1).pdf

Good Morning, Board of Supervisors/Planning Commission Members -- 

Please find attached Does the Draft Solve the Problem? A Problem-by-Problem
Review of the Planning Commission’s Proposed STR Regulations, submitted for your
consideration as you continue reviewing proposed regulations for short-term rentals
in our beautiful Page County community.

This document has been reviewed and signed by 20 community members who
support stronger, more comprehensive regulation of short-term rentals. The
signatories recognize that the current draft contains meaningful operational
standards related to noise, parking, occupancy, safety, lighting, and property
management. However, we remain deeply concerned that the proposal does
not adequately address the broader effects of continued STR growth on
housing affordability, neighborhood stability, rural land conservation,
and the long-term character of Page County.

The attached review identifies several areas where additional safeguards should be
considered, including:

Limits on the number of STR permits held by a single owner or entity;
Density or concentration limits by neighborhood, street, zone, or percentage
of housing stock;
Stronger renewal, inspection, enforcement, and permit-revocation
procedures;
Individual review of new non-owner-occupied STRs in agricultural and
woodland conservation districts;
Larger minimum parcel requirements for new STRs in rural areas; and
A temporary moratorium on new non-owner-occupied STR permits while the
County completes its regulatory review.

We respectfully ask both the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors to
carefully consider these recommendations before advancing or adopting a final
ordinance. Operational rules are important, but they cannot, by themselves, address
the cumulative effects of a rapidly growing commercial lodging industry on our
housing supply, rural landscape, residential neighborhoods, and growing tax burden.

The 20 individuals signing this document represent community members from
various Districts who want to see Page County adopt a fair, enforceable, and forward-
looking regulatory framework for Short Term Rentals. Our intention is not to

mailto:colton.wolf@whitewolfcg.com
mailto:tclatterbuck@pagecounty.virginia.gov
mailto:bthomas@pagecounty.virginia.gov
mailto:jbaldwin@pagecounty.virginia.gov
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https://shield.security/hud/84F2D121-3C0A-4286-B697-0CCEC99B6CFD.1.60863447/open


eliminate short-term rentals, but to ensure that their continued growth is managed
responsibly and does not come at the expense of permanent residents or the qualities
that make Page County a desirable place to live and raise a family.

Thank you for your time, your service to the community, and your thoughtful
consideration of the attached document and its recommendations. We ask that it be
included in the public record associated with the County’s ongoing review of short-
term rental regulations.

Respectfully,

Colton Winchester Wolf - MPS, PMP (District 3), on behalf of the undersigned
Page County community members
colton.wolf@whitewolfcg.com
540.244.9175

###
Colton W. Wolf - MPS, PMP
Founder & Principal
White Wolf Communications Group
Cell: 540-277-0715
Email: colton.wolf@whitewolfcg.com
Website: whitewolfcg.com
P.O. Box 251, Stanley, VA - 22851
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DOES THE DRAFT SOLVE THE PROBLEM? 
A Problem-by-Problem Review of the Planning Commission's Proposed STR Regulations 

BOTTOM LINE 
The draft has real substance on day-to-day operational standards- noise, parking, safety. But it has almost 
nothing addressing the three things residents care most about: growth rate, affordability, and land 
conservation. Density limits, ownership caps, a verified owner-occupied standard, real ongoing 
enforcement, and a temporary moratorium on new non-owner-occupied permits are the additions that 
would close this gap and every one of them has precedent already operating in another Virginia locality. 

  

  
1. Explosive Growth & Outside Investment 

NOT ADDRESSED 

The draft's only tools touching scale are a registry (transparency, not a limit), a two-year ownership rule before 
applying, and a one-STR-per-parcel cap. None of these slow-growth or address the fact that over half of Page 
County's STRs are owned outside the county. 

Why it falls short: 
•     The two-year rule delays an investor, it doesn't stop one.  An LLC can simply hold land for two years, 

then apply as planned. 
•     “One STR per parcel” doesn't stop a single investor or corporation from acquiring many parcels, each 

with its own permit. 
•     There's no restriction on corporate or LLC ownership at all. 

How to improve it: 
Add a permit cap per owner/entity, not just per parcel. Prohibit corporate or LLC ownership of permits outright- 
a mechanism that applies uniformly regardless of where the entity is based. Virginia law already permits 
capping a lessee or sublessee at one STR per locality (§ 15.2-983(D)) showing numeric caps are within the 
state's contemplated authority. 

  
2. Housing Affordability & Tax Burden 

NOT ADDRESSED 

Nothing in the draft engages with housing supply or affordability. It's an operational and safety ordinance, not a 
housing-preservation one.  There is no density cap, no limit on STRs as a share of housing stock, nothing that 
slows the conversion rate driving the tax reassessment spike. 

How to improve it: 
Add a cap on STRs as a percentage of housing stock, by zone or by street. Hampton already does this in 
Virginia: the city is divided into 51 zoned districts, each capped at 1% of properties, with a 300-foot minimum 
separation between STRs. Several Hampton zones have already reached capacity, proving the model works in 
practice. 

  
3. Neighborhood Character 

PARTIALLY ADDRESSED 

This is the strongest part of the draft. It requires a property management plan (noise, parking, trespassing, 
emergency contact), a concept plan, occupancy limits (2 persons/bedroom), fire ring controls, downward-facing 
lighting, and landscaping buffers near property lines- real standards addressing noise, parking, and safety. 
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Where it still falls short: 

•     These rules govern how one STR behaves, not how many can cluster in a neighborhood.  A street could 
be fully “compliant” property-by-property and still lose most of its permanent residents. 

•     Enforcement is a one-time inspection at issuance or transfer, no ongoing audits, no fine schedule, no 
revocation process for repeat violations. 

How to improve it: 
Add density limits per street or neighborhood. Virginia Code § 15.2-983(C) already allows a registry ordinance 
to revoke a property's STR eligibility after more than three violations. Page County's draft doesn't use this 
authority. Pair it with recurring renewal and re-inspection (Fairfax issues two-year permits; Bedford requires 
annual re-registration) instead of a one-time check at issuance. 

  
4. Rural Land & Agricultural/Woodland Zones 

CONFIRMED PROBLEM 

The proposed rules allow STRs with three bedrooms or fewer to be approved by right in our agricultural and 
woodland conservation zones- no SUP, no hearing, no case-by-case review of neighborhood impacts. These 
zones are what make Page County a great place to live. 

The proposal also continues this commercial use on very small parcels of land. This makes conflicts with 
residents likely while carving up our rural community into suburban style plots. 

How to improve it: 
Require individual review for all new non-owner-occupied STRs in agriculture and woodland conservation 
zones. Require larger parcels of land (10+ acres)for all new STRs. 

 

  
5. Should the County Consider a Moratorium? 

WORTH PURSUING 

At 7.3% of housing stock already converted to STRs, roughly six times the national average, and a draft that 
doesn't meaningfully slow new growth, a temporary pause on new permits is a reasonable, well-precedented 
option. 

The precedent: 
Hampton City Council halted new STR permits in August 2023 for the specific purpose of buying time to 
finalize stronger regulations, essentially the same position Page County is in today, mid-review with an 
unfinished draft. 

The limitation: 
Virginia Code § 15.2-983 prohibits requiring a special use permit for STRs that are the owner's 
legally-occupied primary residence, for ordinances enacted after December 31, 2023. A moratorium should 
therefore be scoped specifically to new non-owner-occupied/investment STR permits, which is also the exact 
category driving the growth numbers, rather than freezing all new STR activity across the board. 

 
 
COLTON W WOLF – MPS, PMP 
ON BEHALF OF THE UNDERSIGNED 
RESIDENTS OF PAGE COUNTY, VA. 
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1.​      Alan Alhades District 2 

2.​     Sherry Ford, District 2 

3.​     Caryn Ernst District 2 

4.​     Jennifer Orenic, District 2 

5.​     Josh Silverman, District 2 

6.​     Tom Mack, District 4 

7.​     Lesley Mack, District 4 

8.​     Krista Ernst, District 2 

9.​     Denise Cave, District 5 

10.​  Colton W. Wolf, District 3 

11.​  Rebecca Roesch, District 2 

12.​  Babette Thorpe, Page Valley Rd., District 1 

13.​  John Rice, Page Valley Rd., District 1 

14.​  Stephanie Baker, District 4 

15.​  Del Price, District 4 

16.​  Ralph Riddle, 1132 Jewell Hollow Road 

17.​  Karen Riddle, 1132 Jewell Hollow Road 

18.​  Derek Goebel, Rileyville 

19.​  Samuel Smith 

20.​  Geraldine Smith 
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From: Joshua Anton
To: Amity Moler; Tracy Clatterbuck
Cc: Joshua Hahn; Gage Wilson; Vivian Horng
Subject: Comments on Proposed Short-Term Tourist Rental Amendments
Date: Friday, July 31, 2026 3:34:07 PM

[NOTICE: DO NOT CLICK on links or open attachments unless you are sure the content is
safe. No email should ever ask you for your username or password.]

Dear Amy, Tracy, and Members of the Board,

My name is Joshua Anton, and I am the Co-Founder of Horizon Shenandoah, a locally owned
hospitality company investing in the future of tourism in Page County.

Today, we operate two short-term rentals and have three additional homes under construction
that are expected to open this fall. Looking ahead, we also plan to continue investing in Page
County by developing several additional homes over the coming years. Overall, Horizon
Shenandoah represents a multi-million-dollar investment in Page County, and we are
committed to continuing that investment for years to come. We believe deeply in the long-
term future of Luray and Page County and hope to play a small role in strengthening both its
tourism economy and local community.

First, I want to thank the Board and County staff for the time and effort that has gone into
reviewing the proposed amendments. I recognize the difficult balance the County is trying to
strike between preserving affordable housing for local residents while also supporting one of
Page County's most important economic drivers - tourism.

This topic is also personal to me.

As a senior in high school, I was kicked out of my house. I worked three jobs while attending
school full time to put myself through college. If it had not been for my best friend's mother
opening her home to me and providing an affordable place to live, I would not be where I am
today. Because of that experience, I genuinely can emphasize with why many residents are
concerned about housing affordability and why the County wants to ensure future generations
can continue to live and work in Page County.

At the same time, tourism is one of Page County's greatest economic strengths. Short-term
rentals bring visitors who support local restaurants, shops, attractions, and small businesses
while generating tax revenue that helps fund County services.

At Horizon Shenandoah, we try to contribute in a meaningful way. We hire local construction
crews, cleaners, landscapers, and maintenance professionals. We purchase supplies from local
businesses whenever possible—from Broad Porch Coffee for the coffee we provide our guests
to local markets and retailers throughout the County. Like many responsible operators, we
believe successful tourism should directly benefit the surrounding community.

For those reasons, I support the County's goal of addressing housing concerns. My request is

mailto:thejoshanton@gmail.com
mailto:amoler@pagecounty.virginia.gov
mailto:tclatterbuck@pagecounty.virginia.gov
mailto:jhahn@pagecounty.virginia.gov
mailto:gage@envisionholdingsgroup.com
mailto:vivian.horng@gmail.com
https://shield.security/hud/BF917212-48DC-4A2B-86CC-E874280D0CEC.1.60863447/open


simply that the ordinance take a targeted approach that protects existing investments while
continuing to encourage new housing construction.

I respectfully ask the Board to consider two amendments:

1. Grandfather Existing Properties and Projects Already
Underway

Please consider grandfathering existing lawful short-term rentals and projects already
permitted or under active construction with respect to the proposed two-year ownership
requirement.

Many property owners, including Horizon Shenandoah, made substantial investments based
on the regulations currently in place. We have owned our parcels since November 2025, have
invested significant capital into both our existing rentals and the three homes currently under
construction, and are scheduled to open those homes this fall. Applying a new two-year
ownership requirement immediately, without a transition provision, could significantly impact
projects that were planned, financed, and permitted under the existing rules.

Providing a grandfathering provision for existing lawful STRs and projects already underway
would create a fair transition while still allowing the new policy to apply prospectively.

2. Exempt Newly Constructed Single-Family Homes from
the Two-Year Ownership Requirement

Unlike converting an existing home into a short-term rental, newly constructed homes increase
the County's housing inventory. Encouraging new construction helps create local construction
jobs, expands the County's tax base, and adds to the overall housing supply rather than
competing for the existing housing stock.

Providing an exception to the two-year ownership requirement for newly constructed single-
family homes would continue to encourage responsible private investment while remaining
aligned with the County's objective of increasing housing supply. Every newly constructed
home adds inventory to the County, whether it ultimately becomes a primary residence, long-
term rental, or short-term rental, and helps support the local construction industry in the
process.

I believe these two targeted amendments would preserve the intent of the ordinance while
minimizing unintended consequences for projects already in progress and continuing to
encourage investment that benefits both residents and visitors alike.

Thank you for your consideration and for the thoughtful work you are doing on this issue. I
appreciate the opportunity to share my perspective and hope you will consider these two
modest amendments as the Board continues its discussion.

Respectfully,

Joshua Anton
Co-Founder, Horizon Shenandoah  



Co-Founder, Horizon Shenandoah



From: Ryan Bontempo
To: Tracy Clatterbuck; Amity Moler; Bucky Thomas; Jeremy Baldwin; Allen Louderback; Susan Kile; Jeff Vaughan
Subject: Request to Be Included as a Concerned Property Owner
Date: Thursday, July 30, 2026 10:28:53 AM

[NOTICE: DO NOT CLICK on links or open attachments unless you are sure the content is
safe. No email should ever ask you for your username or password.]

Hello,

I would like to be included as a concerned property owner in the legal notice being submitted
to the Page County Board of Supervisors regarding the proposed Short-Term Rental
Ordinance.

I understand that being listed does not make me a client of the attorney, does not commit me
to taking legal action, and does not create any financial obligation.

Please include my property as follows:

Property Owner: Ryan Bontempo Dennis Bontempo 

Property Address:
0 Hillside Dr
Stanley, VA 22851

For additional context, the property consists of four adjoining lots that were purchased with
the intention of developing three 555-square-foot cabins. These cabins are being designed
and marketed specifically as couples' getaway retreats, with an intended occupancy of two
guests per cabin. The project was planned in reliance on the zoning regulations that permitted
short-term rentals at the time the property was acquired.

Please let me know if you need any additional information from me.

Thank you,

Ryan Bontempo Dennis Bontempo 
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From: Lair D. Haugh
To: Bucky Thomas
Cc: Amity Moler; Tracy Clatterbuck; Jeremy Baldwin; Allen Louderback; Ryan Cubbage; Susan Kile; Jeff Vaughan
Subject: Comments/Opposition to Short-Term Rental amendments as now proposed
Date: Thursday, July 30, 2026 3:33:35 PM
Attachments: Walls Letter Final 7-30-26.pdf

(Letter attached for inclusion in minutes - text of letter here - please Ms. Moler or
Clatterbuck acknowledge receipt. Thanks!)

Re: Objection and Opposition to Proposed Short-Term Rental Restrictions as applied
to Existing Short-Term                 Rentals

Good afternoon,

            I represent Page Valley Estates L23 LLC, Page Valley L49, LLC and Page
Valley L50S1 LLC, and Robert & Melissa Mitchell, which all own short-term rental
properties in Page County.

I also have been contacted by the following owners who I do not formally
represent: Giselle Camacho; Donald Garner (owner of Garnerland); River Pines LLC;
River Burch Retreat LLC; Cullin Tate; Moccasin Investments LLC; Blue Stone
Designs LLC; Mazza Getaways LLC DBA Page Valley Getaways; Ron Rowch and
Laurie Forbes-Stillwater; Ryan Bontempo & Dennis Bontempo; J.D. Cave of
Shenandoah Woods; Claudia Munoz; Moshe Zidele (Shenandoah Vacation LLC);
Helms Mountain Vacation LLC; Christine Sennott; Laura Castro; Lisa Gander, Shari
Rowles, Turtle Rock Cabins LLC, Christian Gomez, and, a part of the community for
50+ years, Shenandoah River Outfitters.

IN SUMMARY: These owners primarily oppose the proposed language of
amendments to Section 125 of the county code that would prohibit continued use of
an existing short-term rental upon sale or transfer (whether owned by individual(s) or
business entity) forcing a two year holding period prior to re-application, which
application may of course be denied.

The proposed restrictions also affect some existing short-term rentals on
smaller lots, or with access that would not meet the new requirements, or other such
issues that are specific to their situation. These owners support and request
grandfathering and exempting all existing short-term rentals from resale and transfer
restrictions, and any other restrictions that would make the continued use or transfer
impossible.

REQUEST:

1. Table the current draft.

2. Schedule a time for a work session with impacted stakeholders and property
owners to allow for problem solving.

3. EXEMPT existing short-term rentals from restrictions that would make continued
use impossible or financially unviable.

mailto:dayton@compuserve.com
mailto:bthomas@pagecounty.virginia.gov
mailto:amoler@pagecounty.virginia.gov
mailto:tclatterbuck@pagecounty.virginia.gov
mailto:jbaldwin@pagecounty.virginia.gov
mailto:alouderback@pagecounty.virginia.gov
mailto:rcubbage@pagecounty.virginia.gov
mailto:skile@pagecounty.virginia.gov
mailto:jvaughan@pagecounty.virginia.gov
https://shield.security/hud/98E74B0B-425A-4877-A85C-E39AC6CCCA87.1.60863447/open


            JUSTIFICATION: My clients vehemently oppose the proposed restriction on
resale of currently operating short-term rentals. My clients acquired and developed
their real estate assets in direct reliance on the then existing zoning framework,
which explicitly permitted short-term leasing. My clients structured substantial,
investment-backed expectations based entirely on the county's active zoning rules,
which explicitly authorized short-term rentals.

Prohibiting the future sale of these existing investment properties strips the
properties of their core market utility and destroys their commercial value. Any future
short-term rentals will know in advance of the restrictions and can consider those
restrictions in deciding whether to invest or not.

            In our view, prohibiting the use of an existing short-term rental property as a
short-term rental after its sale constitutes a regulatory taking and it also strips the
properties of their core market utility and destroys their commercial value. An ‘inverse
condemnation’, if you will.

            I should also mention that Page County residents will suffer along with
everyone else. Any of them that have invested their retirement, or other, funds in a
short-term rental will have a property that is no longer commercially viable. It may
force sales at less than value. It may make borrowing for repairs of the short-term
rental impossible if the value drops.

My clients are not likely to just walk away and let the property go to
foreclosure, but I don’t know about the financial pressures of other owners if they find
the commercial value can’t support the debt. If the market value goes down every
other county property owner that has to get an appraisal for a loan will be negatively
affected by discount sales. This is a real problem as anyone that lives in an area
where a house has been sold in foreclosure can tell you. They cannot sell for what
their house is worth because the comparable sales are low. Maybe they can’t even
sell enough to pay off their current debt.

Another issue is how to address properties that are currently in design, or
under construction. For instance, the Bontempos purchased four adjoining lots that
were purchased with the intention of developing three 555-square-foot cabins.
These are small cabins, almost a “tiny-home”. These cabins are being designed and
marketed specifically as couples' getaway retreats, with an intended occupancy
of two guests per cabin. The project was planned in reliance on the zoning
regulations that permitted short-term rentals at the time the property was acquired.

            As you can see there are a lot of concerns that need to be fully explored prior
to enacting the amendments. The other proposed restrictions in the draft are pretty
strict, and the current owners may have additional concerns with the burden of
compliance not raised herein. But the primary threat to everyone’s financial well being
is subjecting existing short-term rentals to restrictions that damage the value or even
prevent them from following through with their plans (like the Bontempos).

Thanks for considering these issues. Page County is not alone in seeking to
address short-term rentals but this can be a win-win if everyone’s concerns are
addressed before passing the amendments.

                                                                            Very truly yours, 

                                                                            Lair D. Haugh



Lair D. Haugh, J.D.
Haugh & Haugh, PC
435 Park St.
Charlottesville, VA 22902
Voice - 434-296-0185
Fax - 434-296-1146    
 
Email communications are not secure, may not be read every day, and can be lost
prior to delivery. The information contained in this message may be privileged and
confidential and protected from disclosure. If the reader of this message is not the
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or
copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
communication in error, please notify me immediately by replying to the message and
deleting it from your computer. 



July 30, 2026

Clifton Thomas, Chair
Page County Board of Supervisors

Amity Moler, County Administrator
Page County, Virginia

Tracy Clatterbuck, Zoning Administrator
Page County, Virginia

BY EMAIL ONLY

Re: Objection and Opposition to Proposed Short-Term Rental Restrictions as applied
To Existing Short-Term Rentals

Dear all,

I represent Page Valley Estates L23 LLC, Page Valley L49, LLC and Page Valley L50S1 LLC, 
and Robert & Melissa Mitchell, which all own short-term rental properties in Page County. 

I also have been contacted by the following owners who I do not formally represent: Giselle 
Camacho; Donald Garner (owner of Garnerland); River Pines LLC; River Burch Retreat LLC; Cullin 
Tate; Moccasin Investments LLC; Blue Stone Designs LLC; Mazza Getaways LLC DBA Page Valley 
Getaways; Ron Rowch and Laurie Forbes-Stillwater; Ryan Bontempo & Dennis Bontempo; J.D. Cave 
of Shenandoah Woods; Claudia Munoz; Moshe Zidele (Shenandoah Vacation LLC); Helms Mountain 
Vacation LLC; Christine Sennott; Laura Castro; Lisa Gander, Shari Rowles, Turtle Rock Cabins LLC, 
Christian Gomez, and, a part of the community for 50+ years, Shenandoah River Outfitters. 

IN SUMMARY: These owners primarily oppose the proposed language of amendments to 
Section 125 of the county code that would prohibit continued use of an existing short-term rental upon 
sale or transfer (whether owned by individual(s) or business entity) forcing a two year holding period 
prior to re-application, which application may of course be denied. 

The proposed restrictions also affect some existing short-term rentals on smaller lots, or with 
access that would not meet the new requirements, or other such issues that are specific to their 
situation. These owners support and request grandfathering and exempting all existing short-term 
rentals from resale and transfer restrictions, and any other restrictions that would make the continued 
use or transfer impossible.

REQUEST: 

1. Table the current draft.
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2. Schedule a time for a work session with impacted stakeholders and property owners to allow for 
problem solving.

3. EXEMPT existing short-term rentals from restrictions that would make continued use 
impossible or financially unviable.

JUSTIFICATION: My clients vehemently oppose the proposed restriction on resale of 
currently operating short-term rentals. My clients acquired and developed their real estate assets 
in direct reliance on the then existing zoning framework, which explicitly permitted short-term 
leasing. My clients structured substantial, investment-backed expectations based entirely on the 
county's active zoning rules, which explicitly authorized short-term rentals. 

Prohibiting the future sale of these existing investment properties strips the properties of their 
core market utility and destroys their commercial value. Any future short-term rentals will know in 
advance of the restrictions and can consider those restrictions in deciding whether to invest or not.

In our view, prohibiting the use of an existing short-term rental property as a short-term rental 
after its sale constitutes a regulatory taking and it also strips the properties of their core market utility 
and destroys their commercial value. An ‘inverse condemnation’, if you will.

I should also mention that Page County residents will suffer along with everyone else. Any of 
them that have invested their retirement, or other, funds in a short-term rental will have a property that 
is no longer commercially viable. It may force sales at less than value. It may make borrowing for 
repairs of the short-term rental impossible if the value drops. 

My clients are not likely to just walk away and let the property go to foreclosure, but I don’t 
know about the financial pressures of other owners if they find the commercial value can’t support the 
debt. If the market value goes down every other county property owner that has to get an appraisal for a 
loan will be negatively affected by discount sales. This is a real problem as anyone that lives in an area 
where a house has been sold in foreclosure can tell you. They cannot sell for what their house is worth 
because the comparable sales are low. Maybe they can’t even sell enough to pay off their current debt.

Another issue is how to address properties that are currently in design, or under construction. 
For instance, the Bontempos purchased four adjoining lots that were purchased with the intention of 
developing three 555-square-foot cabins. These are small cabins, almost a “tiny-home”. These cabins 
are being designed and marketed specifically as couples' getaway retreats, with an intended 
occupancy of two guests per cabin. The project was planned in reliance on the zoning regulations that 
permitted short-term rentals at the time the property was acquired.

As you can see there are a lot of concerns that need to be fully explored prior to enacting the 
amendments. The other proposed restrictions in the draft are pretty strict, and the current owners may 
have additional concerns with the burden of compliance not raised herein. But the primary threat to 
everyone’s financial well being is subjecting existing short-term rentals to restrictions that damage the 
value or even prevent them from following through with their plans (like the Bontempos). 
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Thanks for considering these issues. Page County is not alone in seeking to address short-term 
rentals but this can be a win-win if everyone’s concerns are addressed before passing the amendments.

Very truly yours,

Lair D. Haugh

LDH:clt

cc:       Jeremy Baldwin, District 1 – jbaldwin@pagecounty.virginia.gov
Allen Louderback, District 2 – alouderback@pagecounty.virginia.gov

      Ryan Cubbage, District 3 – rcubbage@pagecounty.virginia.gov
Susan Kile, District 4 – skile@pagecounty.virginia.gov  
Jeff Vaughan, District 5 –   jvaughan@pagecounty.virginia.gov      
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From: Anne Parnell
To: Tracy Clatterbuck; Amity Moler; Bucky Thomas; Jeremy Baldwin; Allen Louderback; Ryan Cubbage; Susan Kile;

Jeff Vaughan; Nina Fox
Cc: sean@thoughtfullyhosted.com
Subject: Opposition to Proposed Two-Year Prior-Ownership Requirement for Short-Term Rental Licensing
Date: Monday, August 3, 2026 7:46:10 PM

[NOTICE: DO NOT CLICK on links or open attachments unless you are sure the content is
safe. No email should ever ask you for your username or password.]

New sender. Do you want to Trust or Silence them?

  Trust   Silence  

Dear Chairman Thomas and Members of the Board of Supervisors,

My name is Anne Parnell, and my family and I recently purchased a cabin in Shenandoah that we 
operate as a short-term rental as well as place for family getaways. I'm writing to respectfully oppose 
the proposed requirement that a new owner hold title to a property for two years before becoming 
eligible to apply for a short-term rental (STR) license.

For years, my family made the drive down from Northern Virginia to spend time in the Shenandoah 
Valley. Those trips are why we fell in love with this area, and why we ultimately decided to buy here 
ourselves. Our goal was never to flip a property or extract value from the county — it was to give 
other families the same experience that kept bringing us back, while investing in a home here, hiring 
local contractors, and becoming part of the community. Without the ability to operate it 
immediately as an STR however, we would not have been able to buy this property.

I want to be clear that I don't think the county is wrong to want stronger STR regulations. I've 
followed the subcommittee's work and I understand the concerns driving it: absentee corporate 
investors buying up housing stock, properties operated without regard for neighbors, and a licensing 
process that hasn't kept pace with how much the STR market has grown here. Those are legitimate 
problems, and I support the Board taking them seriously. But I'd ask you to consider that a flat two-
year ownership requirement swings the pendulum too far in the other direction, and ends up 
penalizing exactly the kind of owner the county should want to attract.

A few reasons why:

It regulates the wrong variable. A waiting period tied to ownership tenure says nothing about 
whether an owner will operate responsibly. It doesn't screen for absentee management, 
nuisance complaints, safety compliance, or neighborhood impact — the actual harms the 
county is trying to prevent. It simply excludes new owners across the board, regardless of 
their conduct.

It falls hardest on individual, owner-invested families — not the corporate operators it's 
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meant to target. A large investment group buying multiple properties can absorb a two-year 
delay as a cost of doing business. A family that has just closed on a single home, taken out a 
mortgage on the strength of projected rental income, and budgeted for that income to help 
cover the payment does not have that cushion.

It penalizes exactly the investment the county should want. Since closing, we've hired local 
contractors and companies to renovate, maintain, and clean our property and bought 
supplies and materials from the Page Cooperative. The proposed 2-year ownership 
requirement would mean an end to the work and purchases for local contractors and 
companies that new STRs bring to Page County.

We’ve done all the things a responsible owner needs to do including secure short-term-rental 
insurance and work through the county's business license, zoning, health department, and 
VDOT review process. A blanket ownership waiting period doesn't distinguish between an 
owner doing all of that and one who isn't — it simply says none of us can operate yet.

It risks disrupting owners who are already mid-process. Several new owners have already 
begun the county's existing application steps under the current rules. A retroactive ownership 
requirement could strand people who followed the process as it existed when they bought.

Tourism is a core piece of Page County's economy, and new STRs help by expanding not just 
the number of properties that visitors have to choose from but the range of offerings as well. 
The proposed rule would choke off the economic growth that comes from a thriving tourism 
industry.

I'd respectfully ask the Board to consider alternatives that address the underlying concerns without a 
blanket tenure requirement — for example: a special use permit or registration process with real 
screening (safety inspection, local point-of-contact requirement, septic/occupancy verification), 
clear and enforceable nuisance and complaint standards with meaningful penalties for violations, 
and/or additional scrutiny specifically aimed at owners or entities holding multiple STR properties, 
rather than one applied uniformly to every new owner regardless of how many properties they hold.

Thank you for the work the subcommittee has put into this, and for the opportunity to weigh in. I'd 
welcome the chance to speak further or answer any questions, and I hope the Board will consider an 
approach that holds STR owners accountable for how we operate rather than how long we've held 
title.

Sincerely,

Anne Parnell
Thoughtfully Hosted, LLC — "Tuckaway Cabin"
571-289-4438
anne@thoughtfullyhosted.com

Rental Property: 103 Buzzard View Pl, Shenandoah, VA 22849
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From: Stephanie Richards
To: Tracy Clatterbuck; Amity Moler
Subject: Fwd: Deep Concerns Regarding STR Zoning Ordinances, Market Saturation, and the Future of Page County

Families
Date: Sunday, August 2, 2026 1:06:02 PM

New sender. Do you want to Trust or Silence them?

  Trust   Silence  

Dear Ms. Clatterbuck and Ms. Moler,

I hope this message finds you well.

I am forwarding correspondence that I previously submitted to both the Chairman of the Board
of Supervisors and my district supervisor regarding a matter scheduled for consideration by
the Board. While I did not receive a response from either elected official, I also noted that my
correspondence was not included in the agenda materials prepared for tomorrow's meeting.

Upon reviewing the meeting packet, I observed that other correspondence submitted to
members of the Board, including letters and emails submitted during the same general time
frame as my own, was included for review. As a result, I am seeking clarification regarding
the process by which citizen correspondence is collected, reviewed, and incorporated into
Board materials. Specifically, I would appreciate understanding why my correspondence was
not included and whether there are additional steps I should take to ensure that future
communications are properly received and considered.

In addition to my own concerns, I am concerned about the broader implications for public
participation. If correspondence submitted by citizens is not consistently included or
acknowledged, there is a risk that community input may be inadvertently overlooked.
Transparency in this process is important to maintaining public confidence that all viewpoints
are being fairly received and considered, particularly on matters of significant community
interest.

As a citizen, I value the opportunity to participate in local government and to have my
comments considered alongside those of other community members. Therefore, I would be
grateful for any guidance you can provide regarding the appropriate point of contact, the
procedures for submitting correspondence intended for Board review, and any criteria used in
determining which communications are included in meeting materials.

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. I look forward to your response.

Respectfully,

Stephanie Richards

https://shield.security/emails/D4FCE99B-411A-487A-8E81-BF4CE4373F02.1.60863447/trust
https://shield.security/emails/D4FCE99B-411A-487A-8E81-BF4CE4373F02.1.60863447/silence
mailto:scmrichards@gmail.com
mailto:tclatterbuck@pagecounty.virginia.gov
mailto:amoler@pagecounty.virginia.gov
https://shield.security/emails/D4FCE99B-411A-487A-8E81-BF4CE4373F02.1.60863447/trust
https://shield.security/emails/D4FCE99B-411A-487A-8E81-BF4CE4373F02.1.60863447/silence
https://shield.security/hud/D4FCE99B-411A-487A-8E81-BF4CE4373F02.1.60863447/open


---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Stephanie Richards <scmrichards@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Jul 27, 2026 at 9:00 AM
Subject: Deep Concerns Regarding STR Zoning Ordinances, Market Saturation, and the
Future of Page County Families
To: <bthomas@pagecounty.virginia.gov>, <jvaughan@pagecounty.virginia.gov>

Clifton “Bucky” Thomas, Chairman
Jeff Vaughan, District 5 Representative
Page County Board of Supervisors
County Government Center
103 South Court Street, Suite F
Luray, VA 22835

Chairman Thomas and Supervisor Vaughan,

I am writing to you today as a life-long resident of District 5 to express my serious concerns
regarding the future of housing and community stability in Page County. Specifically, I want
to address the recently failed motion by the Page County Planning Commission to advance
necessary updates and amendments to our Zoning Ordinances regarding short-term rentals
(STRs).

Recently, I watched a video online by an out-of-town real estate investor who was fear-
mongering community members. This individual claimed that implementing a proposed two-
year moratorium on new STRs, which would simply prevent new buyers from immediately
flipping residential properties into vacation rentals, would cause the entire economy of Page
County to collapse. Let us be entirely honest about what this policy would actually do: it
would serve as a vital emergency brake. If a moratorium prevents more STRs from flooding
our area, I believe that is exactly the outcome we desperately need.

I recently reviewed local STR listings in the town of Shenandoah alone and was completely
stunned by the volume. I've seen estimates of 140 STRs in Shenandoah alone, I
stopped counting after running 30 of them through the GIS. The market is so saturated that
local, single-family home buyers cannot find a place to live without forcing the county into a
corner where we must develop entirely new properties just to meet basic housing needs. This
crisis should have been anticipated and planned for long before now.

The consequences of this unregulated gold rush are already fracturing our civic infrastructure.
I sat through a recent Page County School Board meeting where the potential closing of
Shenandoah Elementary School was actively discussed. School attendance and facility
consolidation have been painful topics in our neighborhood for months. When reflecting on
how we got here, the answer is clear: we cannot expect young, working families to enroll their
children in our school division if they are completely priced out of the market by real estate
investors. For far too long, these investors have been told that navigating STR regulations in
Shenandoah and the rest of Page County is a total breeze.

Many local families like my own are looking at our children and recognizing a bleak reality.
My husband and I were able to purchase our home here in Shenandoah fifteen years ago on an
electrician’s salary, but under the current market conditions, that will be entirely impossible
for our kids. Investors will defensively argue that housing shortages are a national problem.
Even if they are partially correct, this moratorium gives our community a rare opportunity to
draw a line in the sand. Out-of-town investors are welcome to stay and operate their existing
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STRs, but we should not make it easy for them to treat our community like a liquid asset when
they decide to jump ship. They have purchased our homes, and they must bear the economic
consequences of building their wealth off our landscape and natural resources.

I encourage every single member of the Board to look in the mirror and ask themselves what
their legacy will be. Will you be remembered as leaders who stood up and protected the best
interests of your local community? 

Please let me know if the Board of Supervisors will officially be taking up the short-term
rental ordinance amendments or voting on a potential moratorium at a future meeting. Thank
you for your time, and I look forward to your prompt response.

Sincerely,

Stephanie Richards
213 N. 5th Street
Shenandoah, VA 22849 





From: Joshua Hahn
To: Tracy Clatterbuck
Subject: FW: Proposed STR Ordinance changes
Date: Monday, August 3, 2026 9:40:38 AM

This email is from a trusted sender and .

Tracy,
 
I think this may have been sent to Tracey Turner rather than you.
 
Thanks,

Josh Hahn
Page County Planning Director
103 S. Court St. Suite B.
Luray, VA 22835                                       
540-843-3456

<!--[if !vml]--> <!--[endif]--> 
 
 
 
 
 

 

The e-mail and any attachments with it are privileged and confidential and are intended solely for the use of the individual(s)
to whom they are addressed. If you have received this e-mail in error or are not the addressee, please immediately delete it
and notify the sender.

 

From: Christine Sennott <christine@christinesennott.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 29, 2026 5:12 PM
To: Jeremy Baldwin <jbaldwin@pagecounty.virginia.gov>; Allen Louderback
<alouderback@pagecounty.virginia.gov>; Ryan Cubbage <rcubbage@pagecounty.virginia.gov>;
Susan Kile <skile@pagecounty.virginia.gov>; Jeff Vaughan <jvaughan@pagecounty.virginia.gov>;
Bucky Thomas <bthomas@pagecounty.virginia.gov>
Cc: Joshua Hahn <jhahn@pagecounty.virginia.gov>; Tracey Turner
<Tracey.turner@janneylawplc.com>
Subject: Proposed STR Ordinance changes
 
[NOTICE: DO NOT CLICK on links or open attachments unless you are sure the content is
safe. No email should ever ask you for your username or password.]

Dear Members of the Page County Board of Supervisors,

Thank you for the time and effort you have invested in reviewing and updating the County's
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https://shield.security/hud/734f1619-86af-4ca8-9693-2adb7f641e08/open


proposed Short-Term Rental Ordinance. I recognize this is a difficult issue requiring you to
balance housing needs, neighborhood concerns, tourism, private property rights, and the
economic health of our community. I sincerely appreciate your willingness to take on that
responsibility.

I am writing to respectfully share my perspective as a Page County resident, Realtor,
builder, business owner, Str owner, and member of the Board of Directors for Habitat for
Humanity of Page County.

Housing is an issue I care deeply about. Long before joining the Board of Habitat for
Humanity, I spent years fundraising and supporting New Hope Housing, an organization
dedicated to helping individuals and families experiencing homelessness. Today, I continue
that commitment through my work with Habitat for Humanity, where I support efforts to
create affordable homeownership opportunities here in Page County.

These experiences, combined with my career in real estate, have given me the opportunity
to see housing challenges from multiple perspectives. I understand the importance of
expanding housing opportunities for local families, and I fully support thoughtful, effective
efforts to address those challenges. At the same time, as a business owner and str owner, I
also understand the significant role tourism plays in supporting local jobs, small businesses,
and our local economy.

I want to be clear from the outset: I am not writing to argue against regulating short-term
rentals. I believe thoughtful, reasonable regulation is appropriate and necessary.
Responsible operators benefit from clear standards just as much as our neighbors do. My
concern is not whether the County should regulate short-term rentals—it is whether the
proposed regulations are the most effective tools to accomplish the County's goals.

Those goals, as I understand them, are to slow the growth of short-term rentals, improve
housing opportunities for local residents, and protect the quality of life within our
communities. Those are goals I support. My concern is whether several of the proposed
provisions will actually accomplish those objectives or whether they may create unintended
consequences that outweigh their intended benefits.

The Two-Year Ownership Requirement

Of all the proposed changes, one provision stands out above the rest: the requirement that
a property owner must own a home for two years before it can qualify as a short-term
rental.

If I understand the reasoning behind this proposal correclty. If the objective is simply to
slow the growth of short-term rentals, a two-year ownership requirement will likely
accomplish that by creating a higher barrier to entry.

However, if the broader objective is to improve housing affordability and increase housing
opportunities for local residents, I respectfully ask whether this requirement actually
advances that goal.

I keep coming back to one simple question:

How does requiring someone to own a property for two years before operating a



short-term rental create one additional home for a local family?

The requirement does not build new housing. It does not reduce construction costs. It does
not increase the supply of workforce housing. At the end of the day, the County has the
same number of homes it had before.

If someone purchases a cabin, river property, or second home intending to eventually
operate it as a short-term rental, preventing them from doing so for two years does not
automatically make that property available to a local family. In many cases, it simply delays
the owner's ability to operate a legal business while the property sits vacant, is used only
occasionally, or remains a second home until the waiting period expires. The housing
inventory has not changed—we have simply delayed one permitted use of the property.

In researching this issue, I reviewed studies evaluating the effects of short-term rental
regulations. One recent study published in the International Journal of Housing Markets and
Analysis examined Santa Monica's stringent short-term rental regulations. While the
regulations substantially reduced the number of short-term rentals, the study did not find a
statistically significant reduction in residential rents, suggesting that reducing STR activity
alone may not necessarily improve housing affordability. (Ref)

This proposal also affects far more than outside investors. It impacts local residents,
retirees, entrepreneurs, families relocating to Page County, and individuals who purchase
property with plans to eventually make Page County their permanent home while renting it
during the transition.

I am also concerned that this proposal may unintentionally shift the market in favor of
larger, well-capitalized investors.

A two-year ownership requirement increases the cost of entering the short-term rental
market because buyers must carry the expenses of ownership for an extended period
before they can generate income from that permitted use. Those with substantial financial
resources are generally better positioned to absorb those carrying costs. Local families,
retirees, first-time investors, and small business owners often are not.

If one of the County's goals is to encourage local ownership and responsible investment, I
respectfully question whether this proposal moves us in the opposite direction by creating a
higher barrier for local buyers while giving a relative advantage to those with greater access
to capital.

Ironically, the people most likely to be discouraged by a two-year waiting period may be the
very local residents the County hopes to encourage—those who want to purchase,
improve, and responsibly operate a property as part of building their future in Page County.

There is another consequence I believe deserves careful consideration: the potential
impact on existing property owners.

As a Realtor, I know that a property's value is influenced not only by its physical
characteristics, but also by the range of lawful uses available to future buyers. When a
permitted use is restricted, the pool of potential buyers becomes smaller. For properties
that have historically been purchased and marketed as short-term rentals—such as cabins,
riverfront homes, and mountain retreats—that reduction in demand could place downward



pressure on property values.

If reducing the investment value of these properties is an intended outcome of the proposed
ordinance, I believe that should be openly acknowledged and carefully weighed alongside
the anticipated benefits. If it is not an intended outcome, then it represents another
significant consequence that deserves thoughtful consideration.

Page County will continue to be a destination for visitors seeking Shenandoah National
Park, the Shenandoah River, outdoor recreation, wineries, and the unique experiences our
community offers. If visitor demand remains strong while the supply of short-term rentals is
intentionally restricted, the likely result is not that demand disappears—it is that fewer local
property owners are able to participate in meeting that demand. Existing operators may
benefit from reduced competition, while aspiring local owners face higher barriers to entry
and existing property owners may see the marketability of their properties reduced.

As a Realtor, I have also seen firsthand how private investment transforms neglected
properties. Those renovations create work for local contractors, electricians, plumbers,
landscapers, cleaners, suppliers, and countless other small businesses. Tourism supports
our restaurants, breweries, wineries, retail stores, outfitters, grocery stores, gas stations,
and many local service providers. Short-term rentals are only one part of a much larger
economic ecosystem that benefits many Page County residents.

One Short-Term Rental Per Lot

I also respectfully ask the Board to reconsider the proposed limitation of one short-term
rental per lot.

As with the ownership requirement, I respectfully ask what specific problem this provision is
intended to solve that is not already addressed through permitting, occupancy limits,
parking requirements, septic capacity, local contacts, and enforcement.

I am also concerned this provision could unintentionally encourage subdivision of larger
parcels. Rather than preserving the rural character of Page County, limiting properties to
one short-term rental per lot may incentivize landowners to create additional lots so that
multiple rental units can still be developed. More lots can mean more driveways, more
infrastructure, and additional development—an outcome I do not believe is the County's
intention.

Likewise, many rural properties already contain guest cottages, converted barns, garage
apartments, or accessory dwellings. Preventing those existing structures from being used
responsibly simply because they are located on the same parcel may reduce tourism
opportunities and property investment without meaningfully increasing housing availability.

Existing Regulations

I also respectfully ask the Board to consider whether some of the concerns prompting these
proposed changes could be addressed through more consistent enforcement of the
County's existing regulations.

The current ordinance already requires short-term rental operators to obtain a business
permit and comply with established standards. If there are operators who are not complying



with those requirements, I believe it is important to ask whether additional regulations are
the most effective solution, or whether stronger enforcement of the regulations already in
place would address many of the same concerns.

Responsible operators who obtain permits, comply with County requirements, pay taxes,
and respond to issues should not be placed at a competitive disadvantage because others
choose not to follow the rules. Effective enforcement helps ensure a level playing field while
addressing the operators who create the very problems these regulations are intended to
solve.

A Better Approach

One theme I continue to see throughout the proposed ordinance is that many of the
regulations focus on characteristics of the property or the owner rather than the actual
impacts the property has on the community.

I appreciate that the proposed ordinance already includes thoughtful provisions addressing
many of the concerns most often raised by residents, including permitting, occupancy limits,
parking requirements, septic capacity, local contacts, inspections, and enforcement. Those
regulations directly address the behaviors that can negatively affect neighboring properties
and communities.

Because those concerns are already being addressed, I respectfully ask what additional
objectives are achieved by the two-year ownership requirement and the one-short-term-
rental-per-lot limitation, and what evidence demonstrates that these additional restrictions
are necessary.

In researching this issue, I have found studies evaluating permit requirements, registration
systems, occupancy limits, density limits, and principal residence requirements. I have not
found evidence demonstrating that a two-year ownership requirement meaningfully
improves housing affordability or that limiting properties to one short-term rental per lot
increases housing opportunities in rural tourism communities like Page County. If such
evidence exists, I would sincerely appreciate the opportunity to review it before these
provisions are adopted.

Rather than adopting significant changes immediately, I respectfully encourage the Board
to consider creating a temporary stakeholder working group before finalizing the ordinance.

Bringing together short-term rental owners, neighboring property owners, tourism
representatives, local business owners, planning staff, public safety officials, housing
advocates, and members of the community would allow the County to identify the specific
problems it is trying to solve, review available data, evaluate alternative approaches, and
develop practical, evidence-based recommendations tailored specifically to Page County.

I do not believe we must choose between housing and tourism. I believe we can strengthen
both.

Responsible operators want irresponsible operators held accountable just as much as our
neighbors do. Those of us who operate responsibly are not asking for the absence of
regulation—we are asking for the opportunity to help develop regulations that solve real
problems while minimizing unintended consequences.



I chose to invest in Page County because I believe in this community. I chose to build a
business here because I believe in its future. I chose to serve on the Board of Habitat for
Humanity because I want to be part of the solution to our housing challenges.

My hope is that whatever regulations are ultimately adopted are based on evidence,
measurable outcomes, transparency, and collaboration with the people who will live with
the results.

Questions for Consideration

<!--[if !supportLists]-->1.    <!--[endif]-->What specifically is the problem you are trying
to address with these regulations?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->2.    <!--[endif]-->What data demonstrates that short-term rentals
are a primary driver of Page County's housing affordability challenges?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->3.    <!--[endif]-->What evidence supports the conclusion that
requiring two years of ownership before operating a short-term rental will increase
the supply of affordable housing?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->4.    <!--[endif]-->Have other Virginia localities adopted a similar
two-year ownership requirement, and if so, what measurable housing outcomes
have they experienced?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->5.    <!--[endif]-->How many homes in Page County have been
purchased specifically to operate as short-term rentals over the past five years, and
what percentage of the County's housing stock does that represent?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->6.    <!--[endif]-->Has the County evaluated the potential
economic impact these proposed regulations could have on tourism, local
businesses, contractors, cleaning companies, restaurants, retail shops, and other
businesses supported by visitor spending?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->7.    <!--[endif]-->Since the proposed ordinance already includes
regulations addressing permitting, occupancy limits, parking, septic capacity, local
contacts, and enforcement, what additional objective is the two-year ownership
requirement intended to achieve, and what evidence demonstrates that it is
necessary to accomplish that objective?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->8.    <!--[endif]-->If the County's goal is to improve housing
affordability, what additional housing initiatives are being considered alongside
these regulations to directly increase the supply of homes for local residents?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->9.    <!--[endif]-->If the Board believes the two-year ownership
requirement will improve housing affordability, how will the County measure whether
the policy is successful? What benchmarks or metrics will be used to determine
whether it is achieving its intended purpose?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->10.  <!--[endif]-->If the County determines in the future that the
two-year ownership requirement has not measurably increased housing availability
or affordability, is there a process or timeline for reviewing, modifying, or repealing



that provision based on its results?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->11.  <!--[endif]-->Has the County evaluated whether this policy
disproportionately disadvantages local buyers while favoring investors who can
afford to hold property without income? 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->12.  <!--[endif]-->Has the County evaluated whether more
consistent enforcement of the current short-term rental ordinance could address
many of the concerns identified without the need for additional restrictions?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->13.  <!--[endif]-->How many complaints have been received
regarding permitted short-term rentals versus unpermitted or non-compliant rentals?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->14.  <!--[endif]-->What percentage of permitted short-term
rentals have been found to be in violation of the current ordinances?

<!--[if !supportLists]-->15.  <!--[endif]-->If the existing regulations have not been
consistently enforced, how can the County determine that additional regulations will
produce different results?

 

I believe these are important questions because good public policy should be guided by
facts, measurable outcomes, and collaboration with the people who will be affected by it.

Thank you again for your service to Page County and for taking the time to consider my
comments. I would welcome the opportunity to participate in any future stakeholder
discussions as the County continues evaluating these proposed regulations.

Thank you for your hard work and your consideration to my comments, 

Christine Sennott

Page County Resident
Realtor
Business Owner
Short-Term Rental Owner
Board Member, Habitat for Humanity of Page County

(Ref) Chaves-Fonseca, C. (2024). Short-term rentals and residential rents: Evidence from a
regulation in Santa Monica. International Journal of Housing Markets and Analysis, 18(5),
1169–1203. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJHMA-01-2024-0001 

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJHMA-01-2024-0001


From: Weedon Investments
To: Ryan Cubbage
Cc: Jeremy Baldwin; Allen Louderback; Susan Kile; Jeff Vaughan; Amity Moler; Tracy Clatterbuck; Bucky Thomas
Subject: Opposition to Proposed STR Restrictions Without an Economic Impact Study
Date: Friday, July 31, 2026 9:05:41 AM

New sender. Do you want to Trust or Silence them?

  Trust   Silence  

Dear Mr. Cubbage and Members of the Board of Supervisors,

I respectfully oppose the adoption of the proposed short-term rental restrictions until
Page County completes and publishes a comprehensive economic impact study.

I am the owner of two short-term rentals located at 317 Mills Lane and 231 Cross
Mountain Road. Before adopting sweeping regulations that could significantly affect
one of the County's largest tourism industries and an important source of income for
both the County and its residents, I believe the most prudent course of action is to
understand the full economic consequences.

During the County's previous discussions regarding the Transient Occupancy Tax, I
analyzed active STR permits and found that approximately 46% were owned by
Page County residents and 81% were owned by Virginia residents. I also estimated
that approximately 60% of STR revenue is reinvested into the local economy
through cleaners, contractors, property managers, restaurants, retailers, and other
local businesses, while approximately 20% returns to the municipality through taxes,
fees, and related revenue.

These regulations will affect far more than outside investors. They have the potential
to impact local families, small businesses, tourism, property values, employment, and
County revenue.

If the objective is to improve housing affordability, I encourage the Board to evaluate
both sides of the equation. If regulations reduce tourism spending and investment,
what analysis has been conducted to determine whether local wages and
employment will be maintained? If household incomes decline as a result of reduced
economic activity, residents' purchasing power may also decline, offsetting any
potential benefit from lower property values.

I respectfully ask the Board to pause adoption of these regulations until an economic
impact study has been completed and shared with the public. Decisions of this
magnitude should be supported by Page County-specific data demonstrating both the
expected benefits and the potential economic costs.

Respectfully,

Steve Weedon
317 Mills Lane
231 Cross Mountain Road
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From: Rob Kane
To: Amity Moler; Tracy Clatterbuck; Joshua Hahn
Subject: Follow-Up – Public Comment on Proposed STR Ordinance
Date: Tuesday, September 1, 2026 4:48:24 PM

[NOTICE: DO NOT CLICK on links or open attachments unless you are sure the content is
safe. No email should ever ask you for your username or password.]

New sender. Do you want to Trust or Silence them?

  Trust   Silence  

Amity, Tracy, and Josh,

Good afternoon. I recently submitted the attached public comment to the Board of Supervisors
regarding the proposed amendments to Page County’s short-term rental ordinance. I wanted to
follow up directly with each of you as well, given your respective roles in the County’s
administration, zoning, and planning processes.

My comments focus on three specific areas: transition protection for properties already
permitted and under active construction but not yet able to obtain final STR approval;
clarification of the proposed occupancy standard as it relates to Health Department-approved
capacity and lawful sleeping areas; and a performance-based approach to emergency access
for existing rural roads and recorded historical easements.

I currently have a residential project under active construction in Page County that was
permitted and substantially committed under the existing regulatory framework, so I have a
direct interest in ensuring the final ordinance addresses projects that are already underway but
could not reasonably have completed the STR approval process before construction was
complete.

I support the County’s efforts to establish reasonable STR standards and believe the
recommendations in my letter would preserve the County’s health, safety, and land-use
objectives while addressing several potential unintended consequences of the current draft.

I would appreciate your consideration of the attached comments as the proposed amendments
continue through the review process. If any of these issues are already being addressed in a
subsequent draft, or if I have misunderstood how the proposed provisions would apply, I
would also appreciate any clarification you can provide.

Thank you for your time and consideration!

Best,

Rob K.
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---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: noreply@civicplus.com <noreply@civicplus.com>
Date: Tue, Sep 1, 2026 at 4:44 PM
Subject: Online Form Submittal: STR Public Comment Form
To: <rekane@gmail.com>

STR Public Comment Form

Public Comment Form: Short-Term Tourist Rental Regulation Amendments

Please note:
Comments received after 1 p.m. on Wednesday, September 16, 2026 may not appear in
the agenda packet published in advance of the September 21, 2026 public hearing.

Name Robert Kane

Address 2205 Dry Run Road

City Luray

State Virginia

Zip Code 22835

Phone Number 571-308-9121

Email Address rekane@gmail.com

Please provide your
comments or
statements to the
Board.

To: Page County Board of Supervisors
Re: Public Comment – Proposed Short-Term Rental Ordinance
Amendments

Members of the Board:

I am writing regarding the proposed amendments to Page
County’s short-term rental regulations. I support reasonable
regulations that promote safe and professionally operated short-
term rentals, protect neighboring property owners, and establish
clear and predictable standards for both applicants and County
staff.

I respectfully ask the Board to consider three targeted revisions
before final adoption: (1) transition protection for projects already
permitted and under active construction; (2) an occupancy
standard based upon approved wastewater capacity and lawful
sleeping capacity rather than an inflexible bedroom multiplier;

mailto:noreply@civicplus.com
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mailto:rekane@gmail.com
https://www.google.com/maps/search/2205+Dry+Run+Road?entry=gmail&source=g
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and (3) a performance-based emergency-access standard that
recognizes the realities of rural roads and historical easements
throughout Page County.

1. Transition Protection for Permitted Projects Already Under
Construction

I encourage the County to establish clear transition protection for
properties that received valid building and development
approvals and commenced substantial construction before the
effective date of the new ordinance, but could not reasonably
obtain final STR approval because construction of the dwelling
was incomplete or ongoing.

My property illustrates this issue. I obtained the applicable
County approvals, designed and received approval for the septic
system, established access and parking, planned the property's
improvements and amenities, committed substantial capital, and
commenced construction under Page County's existing
regulatory framework. The project remains under active
construction. Because the dwelling is not yet complete, however,
I have not been in a position to obtain final STR approval.

This creates an unintended gap: a property may be legally
permitted, substantially committed, and actively under
construction before the rules change, yet receive less transition
protection than an already-operating STR simply because
construction had not progressed far enough to obtain final STR
approval.

I am not requesting a project-specific exemption. I recommend
an objective transition rule applicable to all similarly situated
property owners: a property for which a valid residential building
permit was issued and substantial construction commenced
before the ordinance's effective date should remain eligible to
apply for and obtain STR approval under the zoning and land-
use standards in effect immediately before that date, provided
the property otherwise satisfies applicable health, septic,
building, fire, and life-safety requirements.

This would protect reasonable reliance upon previously issued
County approvals without exempting projects from legitimate
health or public-safety requirements.

2. Occupancy Based Upon Approved Capacity and Lawful
Sleeping Accommodations

I also encourage the Board to reconsider and clarify the
proposed limitation of two occupants per bedroom.



The ordinance should clearly establish the relationship among
Virginia Department of Health-approved onsite sewage capacity,
approved bedrooms, other lawful sleeping areas within a
dwelling, and maximum STR occupancy.

A property may have a Health Department-approved septic
system designed and approved to serve a greater number of
occupants than would be permitted under a strict two-person-per-
bedroom calculation. Likewise, residential designs may
intentionally incorporate lawful sleeping areas that are not
conventionally designated as bedrooms, such as purposefully
designed and constructed lofts and similar spaces that comply
with applicable building and life-safety requirements.

These spaces are not necessarily attempts to increase
occupancy beyond what a property can safely accommodate.
They are often intentional architectural features that contribute to
the character and appeal of a home. Lofts, A-frame designs,
cabins, and other distinctive vacation accommodations help
attract visitors seeking unique lodging experiences in Page
County. Those visitors, in turn, support the local economy
through spending at restaurants, shops, attractions, outfitters,
wineries, breweries, and other local businesses.

Occupancy regulations should therefore focus on whether a
property can safely and lawfully accommodate its guests rather
than automatically excluding lawful sleeping areas simply
because they are not labeled as conventional bedrooms.

I respectfully recommend that maximum STR occupancy instead
be limited to the lesser of:

(1) the maximum occupancy supported by the property's Virginia
Department of Health-approved onsite sewage system; or

(2) the lawful sleeping capacity of the dwelling under applicable
building, fire, and life-safety requirements.

This approach would continue to prevent overcrowding while
tying occupancy to objective health and safety standards.

If the County elects to retain a two-person-per-bedroom
standard, I respectfully request that the ordinance at minimum
expressly clarify how Health Department-approved occupancy
exceeding that calculation and other lawful, purpose-built
sleeping areas are treated when determining maximum STR
occupancy.

3. Emergency Access Based Upon Actual Serviceability



Finally, I respectfully recommend reconsideration of an inflexible
20-foot minimum road-width requirement for emergency access.

Page County is a rural community. Many properties throughout
the County are served by private roads, private lanes, and
recorded historical easements approximately 15 feet wide. Many
of these roads and easements have existed for decades and
have, for decades, safely and successfully provided serviceable
access for fire apparatus, EMS, law enforcement, construction
equipment, utility vehicles, delivery vehicles, and other large
equipment.

That history should matter. A longstanding rural road or historical
easement that has safely provided access for emergency and
other large vehicles for decades should not suddenly be deemed
inadequate solely because it does not satisfy a new 20-foot
dimensional requirement.

The legitimate public-safety objective is ensuring that emergency
personnel can safely and reliably reach the property. Width is
relevant, but width alone does not determine whether access is
adequate. A serviceable 15-foot private road with an appropriate
surface, reasonable grade, adequate vertical clearance, suitable
passing opportunities, and sufficient turnaround space may
provide better emergency access than a nominally 20-foot road
with poor surface conditions, excessive grade, inadequate
clearance, or insufficient turnaround capability.

I therefore recommend that the ordinance establish a
performance-based requirement that private access be
"serviceable for emergency vehicles."

Where an existing private road, lane, or recorded historical
easement is less than 20 feet wide, the Director of Emergency
Services, Fire Marshal, or another appropriate County public-
safety official should have express authority to evaluate and
approve the access based upon actual conditions, including
usable width, surface, grade, vertical clearance, turnouts or
passing areas, turnaround capability, historical serviceability, and
the demonstrated ability of emergency apparatus to safely reach
and depart from the dwelling.

Under this approach, 20 feet could remain a preferred design
standard for newly constructed access without becoming an
automatic prohibition against existing rural roads and recorded
historical easements that can demonstrably and safely
accommodate emergency vehicles.

The operative question should be whether the access is
serviceable for emergency vehicles—not whether every rural



road or historical easement in Page County satisfies an arbitrary
dimensional threshold.

Requested Action

I respectfully request that the Board direct staff to consider
incorporating the following principles into the ordinance before
final adoption:

1. Provide objective transition protection for properties with valid
building permits that commenced substantial construction before
the ordinance's effective date but could not reasonably obtain
final STR approval because construction of the dwelling was
incomplete or ongoing.

2. Determine maximum STR occupancy according to approved
wastewater capacity and lawful sleeping capacity—including
lawful, purpose-built sleeping areas—subject to applicable
health, building, fire, and life-safety requirements, rather than
relying exclusively upon an inflexible two-person-per-bedroom
calculation.

3. Require private access to be serviceable for emergency
vehicles and authorize the appropriate County public-safety
official to approve existing roads, lanes, and recorded historical
easements narrower than 20 feet when their actual conditions
and demonstrated serviceability provide safe and adequate
emergency access.

These revisions would not weaken reasonable STR regulation or
public-safety protections. They would make the ordinance more
objective, predictable, and appropriately tailored to the realities of
development and rural property ownership in Page County, while
continuing to require every STR to satisfy appropriate health,
building, fire, life-safety, wastewater, and emergency-access
standards before operating.

Thank you for considering these comments and for the
opportunity to participate in the public process.

Respectfully,

Rob K.



AT A GLANCE 
Tourism Council Recommendations — Proposed Short-Term Tourist Rental Ordinance Amendments 

Bottom line: We recommend the Board not adopt the August 4, 2026 draft as written. The three concerns cited — loss 
of community, market saturation, and STR-driven housing impact — are not supported by the County's own data, and 
several provisions raise open legal questions (Section III) that the County should get answered in writing before voting, 
given what an unresolved conflict could cost the County if challenged. 

Recommended Board Action 
● Reject the August 4 draft. Return it for substantial revision rather than adopt with amendments from the floor. 
● Require a Special Use Permit for STRs only within the County's designated Growth Tiers, in place of the 

countywide by-right/SUP structure in the current draft. 
● Direct staff to monitor STR industry trends (supply, occupancy, growth rate, sales conversion) and maintain 

ongoing engagement with affected subdivisions/HOAs; revisit zoning only if that data shows an actual, 
measurable problem. 

● Draft a revised noise ordinance that addresses the specific nuisance complaint directly, rather than restricting 
STRs broadly by bedroom count, access, or district. 

● Dedicate a portion of unrestricted Transient Occupancy Tax revenue to a workforce-housing incentive program. 
Of the County's FY2026 (unaudited) TOT collections of $4.5M, $1.35M is restricted, leaving $3.15M unrestricted 
for County needs and incentives. 

● Send any revised ordinance back through the Planning Commission for a clear recommendation — the current 
draft reached the Board with neither an approval nor a denial from the Commission. 

The Data at a Glance 
Metric Figure Source 

Active STR listings countywide (Feb. 
2026) 

741 AirDNA / County Housing Plan 

Average occupancy, 2025 ~50% (+1% YoY) AirDNA 

STR listing growth, 2026 YTD +3.9% (down from 20.5% in 2022) AirDNA 

County home sales converted to new 
STR use, 2020–2025 

57 of 777 (7.3%) Bright MLS analysis 

Page County visitor spending, 2025 $109.6M (+4.5% YoY) Virginia Tourism Corp. 

Tourism jobs, 2025 (vs. 983 in 2019) 1,055 (+8% vs. 2019) Virginia Tourism Corp. 

State & local tax revenue from visitors, 
2025 

$9.4M ($6.4M local) Virginia Tourism Corp. 

Open Legal Questions We'd Ask Counsel First (see full report, Section III) 
● Does the owner-occupied definition's continuous-presence requirement narrow the protection Va. Code § 15.2-

983(D) gives an owner's legally occupied primary residence? 
● Do the open-ended SUP conditions and a property-specific violation schedule fit within the uniform civil-

penalty-schedule requirement in § 15.2-2209? 
● Does the C-1 single-family amendment reduce allowed dwelling-unit density, and if so, was the additional 

notice required by § 15.2-2204(B) provided? 
● Do the bedroom-count and shared-lane thresholds rest on a documented impact, as § 15.2-2284 calls for, or 

are they undocumented proxies that would be hard to defend if challenged? 
● § 125-30.21(M)(4) lets the reviewing authority judge private-lane adequacy with no listed criteria — could a 

permit denied on that basis alone be challenged as arbitrary? 
 



MEMORANDUM 
TO:    Page County Board of Supervisors 
FROM:    Page County Tourism Council – Short Term Rental (STR) Subcommittee 
DATE:    September 18, 2026 
RE:    Comprehensive Review of Proposed Short-Term Tourist Rental Ordinance Amendments (STR Draft 
8-4-26, Version 3) — Public Hearing September 21, 2026 

I. Purpose and Recommendation 
This report responds to the draft amendments to Page County's short-term tourist rental (STR) 
provisions scheduled for a Board of Supervisors public hearing on September 21, 2026, at 7:00 p.m., 
Luray High School. The Tourism Council is a citizen body, not a panel of attorneys, and nothing in this 
report is legal advice or a legal opinion. What follows is the market and housing data behind the draft, 
and a set of specific, good-faith questions about how particular provisions square with the Code of 
Virginia, state regulations, and the County's own Code — questions we believe the Board should have 
clear, written answers to from the County Attorney before voting, given what an unresolved conflict or 
an ambiguous, inconsistently enforced standard could cost the County in a challenge. 

Our recommendation: The data does not show a market in crisis, and the draft does not need to be 
adopted as written to move this conversation forward productively. We ask the Board to require a 
Special Use Permit for STRs only within the County's designated Growth Tiers; direct staff to monitor 
market trends and maintain community engagement rather than legislate now; develop a revised noise 
ordinance targeted at the actual nuisance complaint; and dedicate a portion of unrestricted Transient 
Occupancy Tax revenue to a workforce-housing incentive program. This is a constructive, lower-risk path 
that responds to the concerns raised without the open legal questions in Section III — and it puts the 
County's tourism revenue to work on housing directly, rather than risking that revenue on an ordinance 
that may not withstand a challenge. Section V sets out this recommendation in full. 

II. Process and Market Context 
A. Process 
This draft reached the Board without an approval or denial recommendation from the Planning 
Commission — the Commission could not reach agreement among itself on the package as written. That 
is itself a reason for caution: if the body responsible for the first-level technical review could not agree 
the changes are sound, the Board should be cautious about acting on a split record, particularly where 
(as detailed in Section III) the draft has unresolved drafting and cross-reference problems (e.g., the 
registry exemption in the introductory text points to subsection D while the registry itself is subsection 
B; two separate proposed paragraphs on page 18 are each labeled subsection G). 

The amendments also apply only within the unincorporated county. They do not affect STR policy in the 
Towns of Luray, Stanley, or Shenandoah, where public water and sewer infrastructure — and therefore 
the capacity for the higher-density workforce housing this ordinance is ultimately meant to protect — is 
concentrated. Restricting STRs only where that infrastructure does not exist does not reach the housing 
type most relevant to the stated workforce-housing goal. 

B. Market Data: Is the STR Market “Saturated”? 
As of February 2026, the County had 741 active STR listings countywide (AirDNA, cited in the County's 
own 2026 Housing Plan) — well under 1,000, and roughly 7.5% of the County's approximately 9,907 
households. Average occupancy across those listings was 50% for full-year 2025, essentially flat year-
over-year (+1%), and the average daily rate ($283) was flat as well. A saturated market would show 



occupancy and rates under pressure as too many listings chase too little demand; instead the data 
shows steady, moderate performance. 

The growth trend also shows a market stabilizing on its own, without new regulation. Listing growth 
spiked in 2017–2018 off a very small base, then has decelerated every year since 2022: 

Year YoY Growth in Available STR Listings 

2021 15.8% 

2022 20.5% 

2023 19.5% 

2024 14.8% 

2025 7.7% 

2026 (YTD) 3.9% 

This pattern is consistent with a market that boomed for identifiable, temporary reasons — COVID-era 
travel patterns, historically low mortgage rates, the shift to remote work, and expanded rural broadband 
— and has since found its natural level. A market growing at 3.9% year-to-date is not a market in need 
of an emergency brake. 

C. Housing Data: Are STRs “Responsible for” the Housing Shortage? 
An independent analysis of Bright MLS data for county (non-town) residential sales from January 2020 
through November 2025 found: 

Metric Count % of County Sales 

Unique county residential properties sold, Jan. 2020–Nov. 
2025 

777 100% 

Properties already operating as STRs at time of sale 
(existing STR stock) 

97 12.5% 

Properties newly converted to STR use after purchase 
(new STR creation) 

57 7.3% 

Only 57 county homes — 7.3% of sales — were newly converted to STR use over five years, and only 
12.5% of homes sold were operating as STRs at all at the time of sale. The County's own 2026 Housing 
Plan independently arrives at the same figure, describing STR conversion as “a relatively small number 
— only about 7% of the houses sold during this period.” The Housing Plan instead attributes the 
affordability problem primarily to construction cost and supply constraints: new residential building 
permits have declined for three straight years even as average permit value has risen sharply, 
multifamily housing is just 5% of the County's stock with no new apartments in the pipeline, and “due to 
the high cost of construction, new, non-short-term-rental housing development has been difficult for 
the county to attract.” Home price growth in Page County (about 46% since 2021, per the Housing Plan) 
is also broadly in line with national trends over the same period — this is a national affordability story 
driven by construction costs, interest rates, and supply, not a Page County outlier caused by STRs. 

On home values specifically: With STR conversion accounting for only 7.3% of county home sales over 
five years, STRs are not a plausible primary driver of the County's roughly 46% home-value increase 
since 2021. That figure tracks a national trend driven by construction costs, interest rates, and 



constrained supply — the same forces documented in the County's own Housing Plan as the leading 
causes of local unaffordability. 

D. Tourism's Economic Contribution 
The Virginia Tourism Corporation's most recent data (September 2025, reflecting 2025 performance) 
shows tourism as a substantial and still-growing part of the County's economy: 

Category 2025 Visitor Spending Share 

Lodging (incl. STRs and second-home spending) $42.50M 38.8% 

Recreation $21.04M 19.2% 

Retail $19.25M 17.6% 

Food & Beverage $16.57M 15.1% 

Transportation $10.25M 9.4% 

Total $109.61M 100% 

Statewide context: Page County visitor spending reached $109.6 million in 2025 (up 4.5% from 2024, 
and about 22% above pre-pandemic 2019 levels). Tourism employment (1,055 jobs) has fully recovered 
and now exceeds 2019 levels by 8% — faster than the Shenandoah Valley region as a whole and well 
ahead of many Virginia localities that have not yet recovered. Visitors paid $9.4 million in state and local 
taxes in 2025 ($3.1M state, $6.4M local), offsetting an estimated $951 in state and local taxes for the 
average Page County household — Page ranks 25th of Virginia's 133 localities for tax offset per 
household while ranking only 71st in population. Lodging and recreation spending together account for 
nearly 64% of visitor spending in the County, both shares above the state average, underscoring how 
central overnight lodging — including STRs — is to the local visitor economy. This is the revenue base 
any STR restriction puts at risk, and it is the revenue base Section V proposes redirecting toward housing 
directly, rather than constraining the industry that produces it. 

E. Conflict with Adopted Economic Development Policy 
At the June 17, 2024 Board of Supervisors meeting, the County's own Economic Development & Tourism 
Director told the Board that agriculture and tourism are the two major economic drivers for Page 
County, and that both are noted as growth areas in the Comprehensive Plan (adopted 2020) and the 
Cardinal Study (adopted 2016). The Board itself reiterated this direction at a Board retreat in the 
summer of 2022, confirming agriculture and tourism as the Office of Economic Development & 
Tourism's mandated areas of focus. 

As Section II.D documents, lodging — including short-term tourist rentals and second-home spending — 
is the single largest category of visitor spending in the County, at 38.8% ($42.5 million) of the $109.6 
million in 2025 visitor spending. We raise this only as a question, not a conclusion: has staff evaluated 
whether the draft's restrictions on STR lodging are consistent with the County's own adopted economic 
development guidance, which identifies tourism — including its lodging sector — as one of only two 
designated growth drivers for the County? If the draft constrains growth in one of the two sectors the 
County has formally adopted as its economic focus, we believe the Board should have that tension 
addressed directly before voting, rather than treat the ordinance and the adopted economic strategy as 
unrelated questions. 

F. Projected Impact on Tourism Industry Growth 



Section II.B shows a market that is stabilizing on its own: listing growth has decelerated every year since 
2022 (from 20.5% to 3.9% year-to-date), while occupancy (~50%) and average daily rate ($283) have 
both stayed essentially flat. We raise below several mechanisms by which the draft could affect that 
trend — not as a projection or a proven local effect, but as questions the Board may want modeled 
before adoption. 

● Constrained supply during an already-decelerating market. The countywide by-right/SUP 
structure, the four-bedroom and shared-lane SUP triggers, and the added inspection, access and 
screening requirements add cost and permitting time across a large share of existing and 
prospective listings. Applied to a market that is already slowing on its own (Section II.B), added 
friction could suppress net new lodging supply further, with no corresponding growth in other 
lodging types (hotels, motels, inns) to absorb the visitor demand documented in Section II.D. 

● A capped revenue base. Lodging is the largest single category of visitor spending (38.8%, Section 
II.D). Constraining lodging supply directly caps the visitor-nights the County can capture, with 
likely second-order effects on the other spending categories — food & beverage, retail, 
recreation — that depend on overnight visitors rather than day-trippers. 

● Competitive displacement to neighboring counties. Shenandoah, Warren, Rockingham and 
Rappahannock counties compete for the same regional visitor base (Section II.A). If Page adopts 
materially more restrictive STR rules than these neighboring markets, visitor demand — and the 
associated spending and tax revenue — may simply relocate to a neighboring county rather than 
disappear. 

● Tension with the report's own funding recommendation. Section V recommends dedicating a 
share of unrestricted Transient Occupancy Tax revenue to a workforce-housing incentive 
program. That revenue is generated by the same lodging sector the draft restricts. Constraining 
STR growth while relying on its tax revenue to fund a new County program works in two 
directions at once. 

● Investment predictability. SUP timelines of up to 12 months (Section IV) and undefined 
discretionary criteria, such as private-lane adequacy (Section III.B, item M), create uncertainty 
that could discourage the kind of larger, longer-horizon lodging investment — boutique inns, 
agritourism lodging — the County might otherwise want to attract alongside STRs. 

Question for the Board: Has the County modeled the effect of the draft's supply constraints and 
permitting timelines on projected visitor spending and TOT growth over the next three to five years, 
benchmarked against the growth trend documented in Section II.B and against neighboring counties' 
STR policies? 

III. Open Questions for the County Attorney 
The Tourism Council includes no licensed attorneys, and nothing in this section is legal advice or a legal 
conclusion — we are not in a position to say a provision is unlawful, and we don't. What we can do is 
read the draft closely against the statutes and regulations it touches, and flag where the fit looks 
uncertain enough that we believe the Board should get a written answer from the County Attorney 
before voting, not after. An ordinance adopted with an unresolved statutory question, or an undefined 
standard applied inconsistently from one applicant to the next, is the kind of thing that draws a legal 
challenge — and if the County loses that challenge, or has to defend it, that is a real cost to taxpayers 
that a few weeks of legal review now could avoid. Section III.A covers the definitional and district-level 
changes (§§ 125-4, 125-9 through 125-12); Section III.B covers the operational standards on pages 15–
19 of the draft (§ 125-30.21(A)–(M)). 



III.A — Definitional and District Changes (§§ 125-4, 125-9–125-12) 
The table below lists specific provisions of the draft alongside the Virginia Code section, state regulation, 
or Page County Code provision each one touches, and the question we think the Board should ask 
counsel about each. 

Provision What the draft does Statute/Regulation Question for Counsel 

Owner-occupied 
definition (§ 125-4) 

New definition requires the 
owner to reside on the 
property during the rental 
period to qualify as “owner-
occupied.” 

Va. Code § 15.2-
983(D) 

Va. Code § 15.2-983(D) appears to 
protect an owner's legally 
occupied primary residence from 
new special-use requirements, 
without expressly requiring the 
owner's continuous presence 
during the rental. Does the draft's 
continuous-presence requirement 
narrow that protection for 
someone renting their whole 
home during a temporary absence 
— and if County staff apply this 
narrower definition to a resident 
the statute protects, could that 
expose the County to a legal 
challenge? 

Bedroom threshold, by-
right vs. SUP (§§ 125-9, 
125-10) 

By-right status limited to ≤ 3 
bedrooms in W-C and A-1; 4+ 
bedrooms requires an SUP. 

Va. Code § 15.2-
2284 

Va. Code § 15.2-2284 calls for 
zoning decisions to give 
reasonable consideration to 
existing uses, property suitability, 
and the other listed factors 
together. Bedroom count is a 
proxy for capacity rather than a 
measured impact such as noise, 
traffic, septic load, or safe access 
— does the County have a 
documented basis tying this 
specific threshold to an actual 
impact, and if not, is that a 
weaker record to defend if the 
classification is challenged? The 
Board may also want to ask staff 
whether this threshold cuts 
against the County's own 
workforce-housing goals, since 1–
3 bedroom units are the size most 
needed for that purpose. 

Shared-driveway / 
access trigger (§§ 125-
9(B), 125-10(B)) 

By-right access requires public-
road frontage, or a private lane 
serving no more than two 
additional dwellings; more 
than two triggers an SUP. 

Va. Code § 15.2-
2282 

This standard counts neighboring 
dwellings rather than evaluating 
the condition of the road itself 
(width, grade, sight distance, 
emergency access), and a parcel 
with public frontage can still rely 
on a shared lane in practice, so 
the two sub-tests can overlap. If 
an unrelated neighbor's later 



Provision What the draft does Statute/Regulation Question for Counsel 

development changes an existing 
STR's classification with no act by 
the operator, does that create a 
fair-notice problem, and could a 
permit revoked on that basis 
expose the County to an appeal or 
a claim? 

Registry & 
advertisement-number 
penalty (§ 125-30.21) 

Requires annual registration 
and a $500 penalty for a 
registered listing missing its ID 
number in an advertisement. 

Va. Code § 15.2-
983(B); § 15.2-2209 

Va. Code § 15.2-983(B) expressly 
authorizes a $500 penalty for 
offering an unregistered property. 
Does that authority extend to a 
registered listing that simply omits 
its ID number in an 
advertisement, or would that 
instead fall under the ordinary 
zoning-penalty framework in § 
15.2-2209, which caps an initial 
summons at $200 and requires a 
uniform schedule? If the County 
assesses the $500 penalty without 
clear statutory authority, could 
that create refund liability or an 
equal-protection challenge from 
an owner who is penalized more 
heavily than § 15.2-2209 would 
allow? 

Open-ended SUP 
conditions & duration 
(§ 125-30.21(M)) 

Permits site-by-site conditions 
on duration, setbacks, 
screening, traffic, and a 
violation schedule, without 
stated criteria. 

Va. Code § 15.2-
2286(A)(3)–(4); § 
15.2-2209 

Va. Code § 15.2-2286(A)(3)–(4) 
allows conditional zoning and 
permit duration, but a minimum 
three-year term appears to apply 
to qualifying residential projects, 
and § 15.2-2209 requires any local 
penalty schedule to be uniform. 
Does an SUP condition allowed to 
be set case-by-case, with its own 
violation and penalty schedule, fit 
within that framework, or could 
an inconsistent, permit-specific 
fine schedule be challenged as 
exceeding the County's authority 
under § 15.2-2209? 

Commercial (C-1) single-
family limit (§ 125-12) 

Replaces the existing cross-
reference to §§ 125-9E/125-
10E dimensional standards 
with a flat one-single-family-
dwelling-per-lot rule. 

Va. Code § 15.2-
2204(B) 

If this change reduces allowed 
dwelling-unit density on C-1 lots, 
Va. Code § 15.2-2204(B) requires 
additional advertising and owner 
notice beyond the standard 
hearing notice. Has that density 
analysis been done, and if it 
shows a density reduction that 
wasn't accompanied by the 
additional notice, could that 



Provision What the draft does Statute/Regulation Question for Counsel 

expose an adopted ordinance to a 
notice-defect challenge? The 
Board may want that question 
answered, in writing, before this 
provision moves forward with the 
rest of the package. 

Vested rights / existing 
operations (§ 125-30.21 
intro; Art. VII) 

Exempts “approved 
nonconforming” STRs from the 
new supplemental standards 
except registration, but does 
not fully reconcile that 
exemption with transfer-
review and inspection 
requirements elsewhere in the 
draft. 

Va. Code § 15.2-
2307 

Va. Code § 15.2-2307 governs 
vested rights and nonconforming 
uses, though it does not 
automatically protect every 
existing operation from every new 
requirement. Does the draft's 
nonconforming-use exemption 
clearly reconcile with the 
ownership-transfer and inspection 
provisions elsewhere in the draft? 
If an existing operator, buyer, or 
lender cannot determine an STR's 
status from the ordinance's text 
alone, could that uncertainty itself 
become the basis for a dispute 
with the County? 

Why this matters: We want to be careful here: nothing below says a provision is illegal, and Virginia 
gives localities real authority to regulate STRs by zoning. Our concern is that several of these questions 
are still open, and an ordinance adopted while they're open is an ordinance the County may end up 
defending — in time, in legal fees, and potentially in a judgment — rather than one built to withstand a 
challenge from the start. Getting written answers before the vote costs little and meaningfully reduces 
that exposure. 

III.B — Operational Standards and Definitional Changes, § 125-30.21(A)–(M) (Draft pp. 15–19) 
Pages 15 through 19 of the draft restate and expand the supplemental operating standards in § 125-
30.21. Worth noting up front: the introductory paragraph exempts approved nonconforming STRs from 
these standards but says they must still comply with the registry requirement “in subsection D” — the 
registry is actually subsection B, not D. The table below walks through each lettered subsection and the 
question we'd ask about it. 

§ What it requires Authority Question for Counsel 

A Limits STR use to a permitted dwelling only; 
expressly excludes RVs, travel trailers, tents, 
yurts, domes, and vacant land from the STR 
category. 

Fair-notice / 
drafting 

“Incidental” and the categorical 
reference to specific structure types 
(e.g., “domes”) are undefined — 
could that language sweep in a code-
compliant permanent dwelling based 
on its shape rather than its actual use, 
and if an owner challenged that 
outcome, would the County have a 
clear, defensible line to point to? Is 
there a separate, confirmed lawful 
path elsewhere in the Code for 



§ What it requires Authority Question for Counsel 

glamping or campground-style 
accommodations? 

B Creates an annual STR registry under Va. 
Code § 15.2-983; requires a registry ID 
number on every advertisement; imposes a 
$500 civil penalty per violation and prohibits 
continued operation until compliant. 

Va. Code § 15.2-
983(B) 

§ 15.2-983(B) expressly authorizes a 
$500 penalty for offering an 
unregistered property. Does the 
County have separate authority to 
apply that same $500 figure to a 
registered property's advertisement 
that simply omits its ID number, or 
should that instead go through the 
uniform civil-penalty framework in § 
15.2-2209 (capped at $200 for an 
initial summons)? This is the same 
question raised in Section III.A — 
we'd suggest getting one written 
answer that covers both. 

C Requires an approved Community 
Development Review Application (CDRA) 
and Page County business license before 
operating; requires a new CDRA and 
business license upon any transfer of 
ownership. 

Page County 
Code § 125-
54(E)(4); Va. 
Code § 15.2-2307 

Page County Code § 125-54(E)(4) 
states that approved special uses run 
with the land. Does requiring a brand-
new CDRA and business license on 
every ownership transfer — without 
saying whether that review is 
ministerial or fully discretionary — sit 
well with that provision and with the 
vested-rights protections in § 15.2-
2307? If a compliant, unchanged 
operation is denied continuation on a 
technicality at the point of sale, could 
that become a liability the County did 
not intend to take on? 

D Requires a property management plan 
(occupancy-limit monitoring, 
boundary/trespass controls, parking 
management, landscaping/screening, a 24/7 
local point of contact located within the 
County or a 30-mile drive, 
emergency/evacuation information, and 
real-time burn-ban notice) and a seven-part 
concept plan (location, setbacks, 
landscaping, parking dimensions, 
lighting/signs, recreational features). 

Fair-notice / 
proportionality 

Most of this restates existing 
obligations in more detail. Does a 
contact's distance from the county 
line actually measure how quickly 
they can respond, or would a 
response-time standard serve the 
same safety goal with less burden? Is 
engineered-plan-level detail 
necessary for a dwelling where no 
physical change is proposed? And 
what does “real-time” notice of a 
burn ban actually require — a specific 
delivery method, a time window, an 
outage exception — and could an 
owner be penalized under a standard 
that hasn't been defined clearly 
enough to comply with? 

E Layers a flat two-persons-per-bedroom 
occupancy ceiling (excluding the 
owner's/operator's own children age six and 

12VAC5-610-670; 
Fair Housing 
(familial status) 

The Health Department's sewage-
permit occupancy limit is already the 
controlling capacity basis under state 



§ What it requires Authority Question for Counsel 

under) on top of the Health Department's 
sewage-permit-based occupancy 
determination; states the County has no 
authority to authorize occupancy above the 
Health Department limit. 

regulation. Why does the County 
need its own separate, flat ceiling on 
top of that, and can it recognize an 
approved higher capacity where one 
exists? Does the undefined age-six 
cutoff and the “their children” 
language treat a multigenerational or 
blended family fairly, and has this 
provision been reviewed for potential 
familial-status implications before it's 
adopted? 
For context: VDH's own sewage 
design-flow schedule (12VAC5-610-
670, Table 5.1) treats permanent 
dwellings and short-term/transient 
facilities as different categories. A 
dwelling is designed for 75 gallons per 
person per day (150 gpd per 
bedroom, since the table requires 
designing for two persons per 
bedroom) — the same permanent-
household figure the draft's new 
occupancy ceiling borrows. Actual 
short-term-use facilities are assigned 
much lower, distinct flow rates: resort 
camps with limited plumbing at 50 
gpd per campsite, luxury camps with 
flush toilets at 100 gpd per campsite. 
The Board may want to ask why a 
permanent-residential design 
assumption, rather than an 
independent short-term-use 
standard, governs a zoning cap on a 
use the County elsewhere regulates 
as commercial. 

F Requires unobstructed emergency-vehicle 
access: 20 ft. clear width, 13'6" vertical 
clearance, load-bearing capacity, and a 
turnaround for dead ends over 150 ft., 
citing Virginia Fire Prevention Code § 503, 
with an alternative approved by the 
Director of Emergency Services. 

13VAC5-52-170; 
13VAC5-52-20; 
Va. Code § 27-97 

Virginia's fire-code amendments 
already address access alternatives 
for existing buildings, so the County 
likely has authority to set its own 
standard here — the open question is 
process: what published criteria, 
application steps, and timeline apply 
to the “alternative approved by the 
Director of Emergency Services” 
option? If a rural property cannot 
feasibly meet the 20-foot/13'6" 
standard and there is no clear, 
appealable path to an alternative, 
could a denial on this basis be 
challenged as arbitrary? 



§ What it requires Authority Question for Counsel 

G 
(parking) 

Requires a minimum of two off-street 
parking spaces per dwelling in designated 
areas; prohibits blocking roads or rights-of-
way; requires VDOT entrance review where 
the entrance is on a state-maintained road. 

Proportionality Should a flat two-space minimum 
apply the same way to a small hosted 
rental as to a large group house, or 
would tying the requirement to 
approved occupancy fit better with 
the general parking standards 
elsewhere in the Code? Separately, 
does an existing, previously approved 
driveway entrance need to be re-
reviewed under this provision if 
nothing about the use is changing? 

G 
(screening) 
[duplicate 
letter] 

In A-1, W-C, and R districts, requires 
evergreen double-row landscaping and/or a 
six-foot solid fence when the dwelling, deck, 
or connected structure is within 50 feet of a 
side or rear property line. 

Va. Code § 15.2-
2282 

A distance-based screening trigger 
likely satisfies the uniform-treatment 
requirement in § 15.2-2282, but does 
it account for existing vegetation or 
terrain that may already screen a 
property just as effectively as new 
plantings would? Would an 
equivalency route for documented 
existing screening reduce cost 
without weakening the standard's 
purpose? Separately, this subsection 
reuses the letter “G” already assigned 
to parking above — we'd flag that for 
the County Attorney to correct, since 
an ordinance with two different 
“Section G” provisions is itself 
something a challenge could point to. 

H Requires a Building Official life-safety 
inspection upon new application or 
ownership transfer: fire extinguisher (Type 
2A:10B:C) in kitchen/cooking areas, smoke 
detectors per the Uniform Statewide 
Building Code, carbon monoxide detectors 
where fuel-fired appliances exist, and a 
minimum 4-A-rated extinguisher or other 
approved on-site fire-suppression 
equipment. 

Va. Code § 27-97 This largely restates an existing 
requirement; the transfer trigger 
raises the same question as 
subsection C above. Separately, is 
“other approved on-site fire-
extinguishing equipment, such as dirt, 
sand, water barrel, garden hose or 
water truck” meant as a substitute for 
the rated kitchen extinguisher, or only 
as a supplement? An inspector and an 
owner could reasonably read this two 
different ways, which is worth 
resolving before it's enforced. 

I Limits outdoor fires to one enclosed fire ring 
per STR, made of durable nonflammable 
material at least eight inches high. 

Vagueness / 
stated purpose 

Does this provision distinguish a 
wood campfire from a manufactured 
gas fire table, a grill, or an approved 
outdoor fireplace — and is there a 
stated safety basis for the specific 
one-ring-per-property and eight-inch 
figures? Without that distinction, 
could a manufacturer-compliant gas 
appliance be treated the same as an 



§ What it requires Authority Question for Counsel 

open wood fire, and would that hold 
up if questioned? 

J Requires full cut-off, downward-directed 
lighting, with exceptions for 
driveway/internal-road lighting, lighting 
required by the Uniform Statewide Building 
Code, and motion-activated security lighting 
(≤ 10 minutes). 

Va. Code § 15.2-
2307 

The lighting standard itself is a 
common zoning tool, and probably 
not the issue. The question is 
retroactive application: if this requires 
physical changes to existing, lawfully 
installed fixtures with no compliance 
schedule, does that sit well with the 
nonconforming-use protections in § 
15.2-2307? Is there a transition 
period planned for existing fixtures, 
and does the driveway-lighting 
exception risk swallowing the 
adjoining-property protection it's 
meant to work alongside? 

K, L K: noncompliance is a zoning violation. L: 
nonconforming STRs are governed by Article 
VII (Nonconforming Lots, Uses, Structures 
and Buildings), in addition to any 
requirements stated in § 125-30.21. 

Va. Code § 15.2-
2307; § 15.2-
2209 

These two subsections are where 
most of the vested-rights questions 
raised throughout this table 
converge. Would it help — and 
reduce the County's exposure — to 
publish a written guide describing 
exactly which existing operations 
qualify as “approved nonconforming,” 
how that status carries through a 
sale, and which of the requirements 
above apply to them going forward, 
rather than deciding each case at the 
point of enforcement? 

M For SUP-track STRs, authorizes site-by-site 
conditions on: (1) SUP duration; (2) 
fencing/landscaping/screening/setbacks/no-
trespassing signage; (3) traffic impact and 
mitigation; (4) private-lane-usage adequacy 
as determined by the reviewing authority; 
and (5) a violation and penalty schedule. 

Va. Code § 15.2-
2286(A)(3)–(4); § 
15.2-2209 

Does a per-permit violation and 
penalty schedule set under item (5) fit 
within the uniform civil-penalty 
framework of § 15.2-2209, or could 
an incompatible, SUP-specific fine 
schedule be challenged? Item (4) — 
private-lane adequacy “as 
determined appropriate by the 
reviewing authority,” with no listed 
criteria — is, in our view, the single 
broadest grant of unstructured 
discretion anywhere in the draft. If a 
permit were denied on that basis 
alone, with no published standard to 
point to, could that denial be 
challenged as arbitrary, and is that a 
risk the Board is comfortable taking 
on? Published criteria for each of the 
five factors, with written findings tied 
to a documented, site-specific impact, 
would go a long way toward closing 
that question. 



Why this matters: Subsections B, E, F, and M raise the questions we'd want answered first — they touch 
specific statutory or regulatory language most directly. Subsections A, D, G (screening), I, and J read 
more like drafting choices that could use tighter definitions than like statutory conflicts, but a vague 
standard is still a standard an owner can challenge as applied. The duplicate “G” label and the intro's 
reference to a nonexistent “subsection D” aren't just typos — an ordinance with an internal cross-
reference that doesn't resolve to anything is, on its own, something a challenge could point to, separate 
from whatever the underlying standard says. 

III.C — Workforce Housing Effects of Specific Provisions 
The draft is framed partly as a response to housing pressure. The table below sets out, provision by 
provision, why several of the specific mechanisms may not advance — and in some cases may work 
against — that stated goal. As above, these are questions for the Board, not legal or economic 
conclusions. 

Provision What the draft does Effect on workforce housing Question for the Board 

Bedroom threshold, 
by-right vs. SUP (§§ 
125-9, 125-10) 

Limits by-right status to ≤ 3 
bedrooms in W-C and A-1; 4+ 
bedrooms requires an SUP. 

1–3 bedroom units are the 
size most needed for 
workforce housing. A 
threshold set at the STR 
bedroom count, not the 
unit's ultimate residential 
use, does not by itself 
convert a large home into 
workforce housing — it may 
simply move it into the SUP 
queue. 

Has staff modeled whether 
this threshold pushes owners 
toward selling to second-
home or investor buyers 
rather than converting to 
resident use? 

No affordable-unit or 
funding requirement 
attached to the 
restrictions 

The draft adds registration, 
inspection, SUP and access 
requirements with no housing 
set-aside, price restriction, or 
funding mechanism attached. 

A property that exits the STR 
market may become a 
resident home, an expensive 
year-round sale, a second 
home, or sit unused. 
Restricting supply alone 
does not guarantee a 
workforce-housing 
outcome. 

What would the County 
accept as evidence that a 
restriction actually produced 
affordable, occupied 
workforce housing, rather 
than fewer listings? 

SUP, inspection, 
screening and road-
standard compliance 
costs (§ 125-30.21(C), 
(D), (F), (H)) 

New CDRA/business-license 
review on transfer, a life-safety 
inspection, and a 20-ft/13'6" 
emergency-access standard for 
dead ends over 150 feet. 

These costs fall heaviest on 
small, individually owned 
rentals rather than larger 
operators, and are more 
likely to push a small local 
owner to sell to an outside 
or investor buyer than to a 
workforce household. 

Has the County estimated 
the compliance cost per 
operator, and whether it 
scales with the size or value 
of the rental? 

Reduced STR revenue 
with no funding offset 

New restrictions on occupancy, 
access and district eligibility 
reduce the pool of STRs and 
constrain revenue for existing 
ones. 

Section V's own 
recommendation to 
dedicate unrestricted TOT 
revenue to workforce 
housing depends on a 
healthy STR/tourism base. 
Constraining that base while 

Has the County modeled 
how the proposed 
restrictions would affect 
projected TOT collections, 
and therefore the funding 
available for the housing 



Provision What the draft does Effect on workforce housing Question for the Board 

relying on its tax revenue for 
housing works in two 
directions at once. 

incentive program 
recommended in Section V? 

No tracking of actual 
post-restriction 
outcomes 

The draft contains no reporting 
requirement on what happens 
to a property after an STR 
permit is denied, revoked, or 
not renewed. 

Without tracking, there is no 
way to confirm whether a 
restricted property became 
affordable workforce 
housing, an expensive 
resale, or a vacant second 
home — or to know 
whether the ordinance is 
achieving its stated purpose. 

Would the Board consider a 
reporting requirement or a 
monitoring cadence (paired 
with the market-trend 
monitoring already 
recommended in Section V) 
to track this directly? 

 

IV. Additional Process Recommendations 
Two companion process reforms, developed alongside this review, would address legitimate operational 
concerns without expanding the scope of what requires discretionary review: 

● SUP processing timeline reform. Page County Code § 125-54(E) allows up to 180 days for a 
Planning Commission recommendation after staff's findings report, and up to 12 months for 
Board action thereafter. We recommend the Board adopt tiered targets (a 60-day expedited 
track, a 90-day standard track, and a 100-day track for identified issues), concurrent agency 
review, and public reporting of processing times — consistent with Va. Code § 15.2-2204's 
allowance for concurrent notice and joint hearings. 

● Expedited SUP continuation after a sale. Page County Code § 125-54(E)(4) states that approved 
special uses run with the land. We recommend a 5–10-business-day administrative process to 
confirm continuation of an unchanged, compliant STR operation after a sale, available for review 
before closing, so that a change of ownership alone does not interrupt an already-approved use. 

V. Recommendations 
The data doesn't show a market that's broken, and the draft carries open legal questions the Board 
hasn't yet had answered in writing. Given that, we believe the more prudent — and more effective — 
path is the one below: it responds directly to every concern that's been raised, without the exposure the 
current draft carries. 

● Do not approve the proposed amendments as drafted. The data in Section II does not support 
the three concerns cited as justification, and the draft carries the open legal questions identified 
in Section III without a demonstrated housing benefit to offset that risk. 

● Require a Special Use Permit for STRs within the County's designated Growth Tiers, rather 
than the by-right/SUP structure in the current draft. This targets discretionary review where 
growth and infrastructure pressure are actually concentrated, without the countywide bedroom 
and access thresholds that raise open questions in Section III and are in tension with workforce-
housing goals. 

● Direct staff to monitor STR industry trends and maintain ongoing community engagement, 
rather than legislate now. Track supply, occupancy, ADR, and growth rate (Section II.B) 
alongside the sales-conversion rate (Section II.C) on a regular cadence, and engage directly with 
affected subdivisions and HOAs/POAs on the “sense of community” concern, which market data 



cannot answer. Revisit zoning only if that ongoing monitoring shows an actual, measurable 
problem. 

● Develop a revised noise ordinance. A targeted, enforceable noise standard addresses the 
specific, substantiated nuisance complaint directly — with clear standards and consistent 
enforcement — rather than through broad, indirect proxies like bedroom count or shared-lane 
access that do not reliably predict noise impact. 

● Set aside a portion of unrestricted Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) revenue to directly 
incentivize workforce housing construction. The County's FY2026 (unaudited) TOT collections 
total $4.5 million; of that, $1.35 million is restricted, leaving $3.15 million unrestricted for 
County needs and incentives. We recommend the Board consider dedicating a portion of that 
unrestricted balance to a workforce-housing incentive program for developers and real estate 
owners — subject to confirming the applicable funding authority under Va. Code § 58.1-3819 — 
which puts STR-generated revenue to work solving the affordability problem directly. 

● Adopt the SUP process reforms in Section IV. A predictable, time-bound SUP process and an 
expedited continuation-after-sale process reduce cost and uncertainty for compliant operators 
without expanding what requires discretionary review. 

● If the Board nonetheless wishes to pursue broader zoning changes, send the draft back 
through the Planning Commission for a clear recommendation, correct the drafting and cross-
reference errors identified in Section III, have Planning staff model the bedroom and access 
thresholds against the workforce-housing conflicts identified in this report before adoption. 

VI. Supporting Documents 
The following materials, compiled by the Tourism Council's working group and referenced throughout 
this report, are available to the Board on request: 

AirDNA Monthly Report (Luray/Page County submarket, data through mid-2026) 
Provided to the Board. Source for occupancy (~50%), ADR ($283), available listings, YoY supply growth 
deceleration, and length-of-stay data cited in Sections II–III. 

Page County Housing Plan, REV2 (2026 draft) 
The County's own commissioned housing study. Source for the 741-listing STR count, 9,907 households, median 
home value/rent trends, building permit trends, and the study's own finding that STR conversion is “a relatively 
small number — only about 7% of the houses sold.” 

Report – STR Residential Sales (Bright MLS analysis, Jan. 2020–Nov. 2025) 
Independent MLS-based sales analysis. Source for the 777 unique county sales / 97 existing-STR / 57 new-
conversion figures in Section II. 

Tourism & Performance in Page County (Virginia Tourism Corporation, Sept. 2025 data) 
Newly provided. Source for 2025 visitor spending ($109.6M), tourism employment (1,055 jobs), state/local tax 
impact ($9.4M), and Shenandoah Valley regional comparisons in Section II. 

Sources: Page County Housing Plan (2026 draft); AirDNA Monthly Report, Luray Submarket; Bright MLS-based analysis of Page 
County residential sales, Jan. 2020–Nov. 2025; Virginia Tourism Corporation, Tourism & Performance in Page County (Sept. 2025 
data); Code of Virginia §§ 15.2-983, 15.2-2204, 15.2-2209, 15.2-2282, 15.2-2284, 15.2-2286, 15.2-2305.1, 15.2-2307, 15.2-958, 
27-97, 58.1-3819, 58.1-3851; 12VAC5-610-670; 13VAC5-52-170 and 13VAC5-52-20; Virginia Statewide Fire Prevention Code § 
503; Page County Code §§ 125-9 through 125-12, 125-30.21, 125-54; Page County FY2026 (unaudited) Transient Occupancy Tax 
collections data; Tourism Council working-group research materials listed above. 
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VIRGINIA’S VISITOR SPENDING REACHED $36.2 BILLION IN 
2025, UP 3.1% FROM 2024

Year Annual Visitor 
Spending (Billions) Level vs 2019

2019 �29.1 -

2020 �17.5 -40%

2021 �25.2 -13%

2022 �30.3 +4%

2023 �33.3 +14%

2024 �35.1 +21%

2025 �36.2 +25%

Source: Tourism Economics – Annual Impact of Visitors in Virginia Report, Prepared for VTC
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Annual Visitor Spending
Billions of Dollars

• Travelers spent $99 Million per day in 
Virginia in 2025, with experienced-based 
spending driving overall growth.

• Leisure travel remained the primary driver of 
spending growth in 2025 as travelers 
increasingly prioritized value and 
destinations closer to home.



PAGE COUNTY VISITOR SPENDING REACHED NEARLY $110 
MILLION IN 2025, UP 4.5% FROM 2024
VISITOR SPENDING EXCEEDED PRE-PANDEMIC LEVELS BY ABOUT 22%

Year Annual Visitor 
Spending (Millions) Level vs 2019

2019 �90.1 -

2020 �72.9 -19%

2021 �111.1 +23%

2022 �108.1 +20%

2023 �108.7 +21%

2024 �104.9 +17%

2025 �109.6 +22%

Source: Tourism Economics – Annual Impact of Visitors in Virginia Report, Prepared for VTC
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• Page County’s spending growth was 
driven by strong increases in Food & 
Beverages, Lodging, and Retail spending. 



LODGING AND RECREATION SPENDING ACCOUNT FOR 
NEARLY 64% OF VISITOR SPENDING IN PAGE COUNTY

Source: Tourism Economics – Annual Impact of Visitors in Virginia Report, Prepared for VTC

• These shares look different for every locality 
and region in Virginia and reflect the 
economic makeup of every local community. 

• The shares of Lodging, Recreation, and Retail 
are above state averages. 
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TOURISM JOBS IN PAGE COUNTY HAS FULLY RECOVERED 
FROM PRE-PANDEMIC LEVELS
TOURISM JOBS IN MANY VIRGINIA LOCALITIES HAVE NOT YET FULLY RECOVERED 
TO THE 2019 LEVELS

5Source: Tourism Economics – Annual Impact of Visitors in Virginia Report, Prepared for VTC
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Page County – Tourism Employment
• Tourism jobs recovery in Page 

County was faster than the 
Shenandoah Valley Region. 
2025 tourism employment in 
the county exceeded 2019 
levels by 8%.

• Shenandoah Valley region’s 
tourism employment has also 
fully recovered and exceeded 
pre-pandemic levels by 2%.  

• Statewide, the total tourism 
industry employment is 97% 
back to 2019 levels. most of 
those unrecovered jobs are in 
accommodation sector.



VISITORS TO PAGE COUNTY PAID $9.4M IN STATE & LOCAL 
TAXES IN 2025 – HELPING OFFSET TAXES FOR RESIDENTS

6Source: Tourism Economics – Annual Impact of Visitors in Virginia Report, Prepared for VTC

$3.1M 
STATE

$6.4M 
LOCAL

$9.4M IN 
TOURISM 

REVENUES

• Visitors offset approximately �951.4 in annual state & 
local taxes for the average Page County Household

• Page County ranks 25th across Virginia’s 133 localities 
for taxes offset per household – while being ranked 
71st in household population

State Revenue Sources:

• Virginia State Sales Tax

• Personal Income Tax for Tourism Industry Employees

• Corporate Taxes

• State Excise Taxes & Fees (Fuel Tax)

Local Revenue Sources:

• Local Option Sales Tax

• Local Excise Taxes (Meals Tax)

• Property Taxes



SHENANDOAH VALLEY VISITOR SPENDING CONTINUES TO 
GROW - EXCEEDING 2019 LEVELS BY 30%

7

Year Annual Visitor 
Spending (Billions) Level vs 2019

2019 �1.34 -

2020 �1.00 -26%

2021 �1.44 +7%

2022 �1.56 +16%

2023 �1.60 +20%

2024 �1.65 +24%

2025 �1.74 +30%

Source: Tourism Economics – Annual Impact of Visitors in Virginia Report, Prepared for VTC
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Shenandoah Valley Annual Visitor Spending
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• The Shenandoah Valley’s visitor spending 
grew 5.1% over 2024, making it the fourth 
fastest growing region in the state for visitor 
spending in 2025.
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SHENANDOAH VALLEY RANKED THIRD AMONG VIRGINIA 
TOURISM REGIONS FOR HOTEL REVENUE GROWTH IN 2025

Source: CoSTAR REALTY INFORMATION, INC. REPULICATION OR OTHER RE-USE OF THIS DATA WITHOUT THE EXPRESS WRITTEN PERMISSION OF COSTAR IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED
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2025 Hotel Revenue Growth

Shenandoah Valley: +4.5%
Virginia: +2.3%

United States: +0.5% 



HOTEL PERFORMANCE IN THE VALLEY CONTINUES TO 
REMAIN MODERATELY STRONG IN 2026

Source: CoSTAR REALTY INFORMATION, INC. REPULICATION OR OTHER RE-USE OF THIS DATA WITHOUT THE EXPRESS WRITTEN PERMISSION OF COSTAR IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED

Year to Date Hotel Revenue Growth in Virginia Through September 05, 2026

Hotel Revenue Growth
January 01, 2026 – September 05, 2026

Shenandoah Valley: +4.6%
Virginia: +7.4%

United States: +5.7% 



10

STATEWIDE PERFORMANCE CONTINUES TO BE DRIVEN BY 
INCREASED DEMAND IN HIGHER-END HOTELS

Source: CoSTAR REALTY INFORMATION, INC. REPULICATION OR OTHER RE-USE OF THIS DATA WITHOUT THE EXPRESS WRITTEN PERMISSION OF COSTAR IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED
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Narrative: Short-Term Rental Impact on Residential Housing in Page County, Virginia 

To evaluate whether short-term rentals (STRs) are significantly reducing the availability of long-term, 

owner-occupied housing in Page County, I conducted a comprehensive analysis using the Bright MLS—

the primary and most widely used real estate database serving the Page County market. The purpose of 

this analysis was to determine how many residential properties sold in recent years were converted into 

new STRs, as well as how many were already operating as STRs prior to sale. 

Data Source & Scope 

The dataset included all residential sales in Page County between January 1, 2020, and November 18, 

2025, totaling 1,511 MLS-reported transactions. This gross count includes properties that sold more 

than once within the study period. 

To ensure accuracy, I removed duplicate sales so that each property was counted only once: 

• 1,511 transactions 

• 135 properties sold more than once 

• 1,377 unique properties 

Because the purpose of this research is to evaluate the impact on county (non-town) housing stock, town-

located properties were excluded: 

• 640 in-town residential transactions 

• 55 sold more than once 

• 585 unique in-town properties — excluded from the final analysis 

This leaves the core dataset representing the housing supply in Page County proper: 

• 847 county-located transactions 

• 70 of these sold more than once 

• 777 unique county residential properties (final dataset) 

Identification of STRs Through MLS Designation 

Bright MLS allows agents to note whether a property is already operating as a short-term rental at the 

time of listing. 

From the 777 unique county residential properties: 

• 68 were designated as active STRs in the MLS at the time of listing 

• 5 of these 68 sold more than once 

• 63 unique properties were already active STRs at the time of sale 

This represents only 8.1% (63 of 777) of the county residential properties sold. 

Cross-Reference With the County’s Short-Term Rental Registry 



To ensure the analysis captured STRs not clearly designated by listing agents, I cross-referenced the 

county’s official STR list with the MLS dataset. 

This cross-reference identified: 

• 97 total properties that were operating as STRs at the time of their sale 

(including both MLS-disclosed and non-disclosed STRs) 

This means: 

• 97 existing STRs at time of sale 

– 40 more than MLS alone captured 

– representing 12.5% of all county properties sold (97 of 777) 

How Many New Short-Term Rentals Were Created? 

To find the number of new conversions into STR use since January 1, 2020: 

• 97 properties were STRs at time of sale 

• 63 were MLS-designated as already operating STRs 

• The difference: 34 additional non-designated STRs already operating 

• Total new STRs created during the period: 57 

This 57 figure represents: 

• Only 7.3% of all unique county residential properties sold (57 of 777) 

• A conversion rate far too low to materially affect the overall owner-occupied housing supply 

Conclusion: STR Conversions Have a Minimal Impact on Residential Housing Supply 

Based on this five-year dataset of 777 unique county residential property sales: 

• Only 97 properties (12.5%) were operating as STRs at the time of sale 

(existing STR stock) 

• Only 57 properties (7.3%) were newly converted into STRs after being purchased 

(new STR creation since Jan 2020) 

This data clearly demonstrates that short-term rentals represent a small portion of total residential 

home sales in Page County. With only 7.3% of sold homes converting to STR use, there is no 

evidence that STR activity is significantly constraining long-term, year-round residential housing 

availability. 

The data does not support the claim that STR growth is driving a housing shortage or restricting 

homeownership opportunities. Instead, the numbers show that STR conversions are occurring at a modest 

rate and do not meaningfully reduce the broader supply of homes available to Page County residents. 

 



Monthly Trend for All Markets
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Full Historical Data

Available Listings

Metric Type

Timeframe Selector
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Supply & Demand
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Revenue
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Occupancy

Occupancy Rate by Day of the Week
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Nightly Rates

Average Daily Rate by Day of the Week
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Length of Stay & Booking Lead Time
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Governor’s Agriculture and Forestry Industries Development Fund – 
Infrastructure Grant Program 

(AFID Infrastructure Program) 
Grant Application 

I. Overview

Project Title: 

Applicant Locality (lead applicant for 
multilocality applications): 

Other Localities (for multilocality applications 
only): 

Project Start Date: Anticipated End Date: 

Requested Amount: 

Primary Locality Contact Information 
***Application must be submitted by the locality*** 

Name: 

Title: 

Organization: 

Telephone: 

Email Address: 

Mailing Address: 

City, State, Zip: 



  
  

  

 

  
 

 
            

 
            

 

 
 
 

  

  

II. Project Description

Please provide a narrative demonstrating a clear need, a proposed solution, and an explanation of how grant 
funding will support agriculture and/or forestry industries. 

III. Eligibility

Please briefly describe how your project meets one or more of the following eligible project types: 

• Processing facilities that are primarily locally owned, including commercial kitchens, packaging and
labeling facilities, animal slaughtering facilities, or other facilities, and that are primarily utilized for
the processing of meats, dairy products, produce, or other products

• Farmers’ markets
• Food hubs and other agricultural aggregation facilities
• Projects with an emphasis on rural economic development or rural workforce development

IV. Match Requirement

Please indicate if your project qualifies for a reduced match requirement as described in the Program 
Guidelines: 

1. Is the project located in an economically distressed locality?
Yes: ☐ No: ☐
2. Is the project a shared-use facility serving multiple small-scale agricultural producers?
Yes: ☐ No: ☐



 

   
  

  

    
 

   

    

V. Budget and Budget Narrative

Please use the attached budget form to show total project costs. Provide a budget narrative below; outline 
specifics on the proposed use of funding and explain the details about the personnel and expenses that are 
itemized in the budget. 

VI. Work Plan

Please describe the activities, who will be completing them, and the estimated completion date of each project 
outcome described in your project narrative. 

Project Activity Who Timeline (Month / Year) 

VII. Metrics and Outcomes

Please describe what success would mean for the project and how that success will be measured. 



  

 
  

  

 

 

 
   

 

  
 

  
 

 
 

 

 

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

VIII. Jobs and Workforce Development 

Will this project create jobs or provide workforce development opportunities?  Is so, please describe. 

IX. Letters of Support/Attachments 
Please attach the following documentation: 

• Letter from the chief administrative officer of applicant political subdivision(s) expressing 
support and how they will assist 

• Letters of support from the agricultural industry, forestry industry, and/or other affected 
constituents 

• Estimates or quotes as applicable 

Email the completed application to: 

Joyce Blankenship 
Office of Agriculture and Forestry Development 
Joyce.Blankenship@vdacs.virginia.gov 

Or submit by mail to: 
Joyce Blankenship 
Office of Agriculture and Forestry Development 
Virginia Department of Agriculture & Consumer Services 
102 Governor Street 
Richmond, VA 23219 

mailto:Joyce.Blankenship@vdacs.virginia.gov
mailto:Joyce.Blankenship@vdacs.virginia.gov
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	Project Title: Page Valley Food & Visitor Hub 
	Locality: County of Page 
	Other Locality: 
	Project Start Date: 7/1/2027
	Anticipated End Date: 6/30/2036
	Requested Amount up to $50,000: 
	00: $50,000

	First and Last Name: Nina A. Long Fox
	Title: Director of Economic Development and Tourism 
	Organization: County of Page 
	Telephone: 540-743-1216
	Email Address: nfox@pagecounty.virginia.gov
	Mailing Address: 103 S Court St
	City, State and Zip: Luray VA 22835
	Enter narrative: Page County, Virginia faces a documented and urgent gap in agricultural and food entrepreneurship infrastructure. Despite a growing tourism economy anchored by Shenandoah National Park and the Luray Caverns, the county lacks a single licensed, shared-use commercial kitchen — leaving aspiring food entrepreneurs, small-scale agricultural producers, and food truck operators without access to the compliant production space they need to enter or grow in the market. Local farmers producing value-added goods such as jams, preserves, baked goods, and prepared foods are forced to either forgo commercial production entirely or commute to facilities in Harrisonburg or Charlottesville — taking jobs, tax revenue, and economic activity out of the county. This infrastructure gap is not incidental; it is a structural barrier that limits the growth of Page Valley's agricultural food economy.

Page County proposes to address this need directly through the Page Valley Food & Visitor Hub: a multi-use community infrastructure facility at 42 East Main Street in Luray that will house a fully licensed shared-use commercial kitchen, a food truck commissary, and a restaurant incubator program. The commercial kitchen will offer hourly, half-day, and monthly membership access to startup food entrepreneurs, small-scale agricultural producers, caterers, and value-added goods producers — dramatically lowering the capital barrier to entry for new food businesses. The commissary will bring food truck operators back into the county by providing compliant cold storage, wash bays, and staging access. The incubator program will pair kitchen access with structured business mentoring, health department compliance coaching, and test-market pop-up opportunities — building a pipeline of viable, locally owned food enterprises. The building at 42 East Main Street already contains existing kitchen infrastructure, including a commercial hood and range, reducing renovation costs and accelerating the path to an operational facility.

AFID Infrastructure Grant funding of $50,000 will be applied directly to the capital costs of bringing the commercial kitchen into full Virginia Department of Health compliance — covering code-required mechanical work including hood inspection and repair, grease interceptor hookup, three-bay sink installation, electrical upgrades for commercial appliances, and food-grade flooring. These are precisely the capital expenditures that transform an existing shell into a lawful, operational production facility accessible to the small-scale agricultural producers and food entrepreneurs the AFID Infrastructure Program is designed to serve. The County will provide a required local match through Transient Occupancy Tax reserves, with no impact on the general fund or property taxes. Upon completion, the Page Valley Food & Visitor Hub will serve as a durable piece of community infrastructure — lowering barriers to food entrepreneurship, strengthening the local agricultural food economy, and generating new local jobs and businesses for years to come.
	Describe eligibility: The Page Valley Food & Visitor Hub will establish a fully licensed, shared-use commercial kitchen that is county-owned and locally operated. The kitchen is designed primarily to serve food entrepreneurs and small-scale agricultural producers engaged in the processing of value-added products — including jams, preserves, baked goods, prepared foods, and specialty produce items. By providing compliant, affordable production space, the facility directly enables local agricultural producers to process and bring their goods to market without the cost of building or leasing a dedicated facility. The kitchen will be available on hourly, half-day, and monthly membership terms, ensuring accessibility to the smallest and newest producers.

The project functions as a food hub in the fullest sense: a centralized, multi-use facility that aggregates the production, processing, staging, and market-entry needs of multiple local food producers and entrepreneurs under one roof. In addition to the shared kitchen, the facility will operate a food truck commissary providing cold storage, wash bays, and staging access — consolidating services currently unavailable in Page County and drawing operators back from facilities in neighboring localities. The incubator program further positions the hub as an aggregation point for emerging food businesses, connecting producers with mentoring, permitting guidance, and test-market retail opportunities in a single coordinated location.

Page County is a rural locality in the Shenandoah Valley with limited existing infrastructure for food business formation and agricultural value-added production. The Page Valley Food & Visitor Hub directly addresses this gap by lowering the capital barriers that prevent rural food entrepreneurs — including immigrant entrepreneurs, first-generation business owners, and agricultural producers seeking to diversify income — from entering the market. The structured incubator program provides workforce development through business coaching, food handler certification, health department compliance training, and hands-on operational experience. The project targets the graduation of five to ten new food businesses per year at scale, each generating two to five local jobs — building a durable, locally rooted food economy in a rural community that currently lacks the infrastructure to support one.
	Yes or No: Yes
	Itemized in the budget: OVERVIEW OF TOTAL PROJECT BUDGET

The total project budget for the Page Valley Food & Visitor Hub — Commercial Kitchen & Food Hub Infrastructure is $93,750. Of this amount, $50,000 is requested from the AFID Infrastructure Grant Program and will be applied exclusively to the purchase of NSF/ANSI-certified commercial kitchen equipment required for Virginia Department of Health (VDH) shared-use kitchen licensure. The remaining $43,750 is provided through local match: $37,500 in cash from Page County's Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) capital reserve, covering all construction, renovation, and personnel costs, and $6,250 in in-kind contributions representing County staff time devoted to project activities. No AFID funds will be applied to construction, renovation, or personnel costs. This budget structure reflects the direct guidance of VDACS program staff and ensures that every AFID dollar is traceable to a discrete, capital equipment purchase supporting the operation of a licensed shared-use commercial kitchen serving multiple small-scale agricultural producers and food entrepreneurs.

PERSONNEL — $6,250 (100% LOCAL CASH MATCH)

Personnel costs of $6,250 represent the proportional salary allocation for the Page County staff member serving as project liaison throughout the grant period. This individual is responsible for coordinating licensed contractors, managing the VDH plan review and pre-occupancy inspection process, overseeing equipment procurement and delivery, maintaining grant documentation, and preparing interim and final reimbursement requests. The time allocation reflects the estimated hours devoted exclusively to grant project activities, consistent with Page County's formally established payroll policies. No AFID funds are requested for personnel; this cost is funded entirely from the County's TOT capital reserve and is included in the budget to demonstrate full transparency of total project costs.

CONSTRUCTION AND/OR RENOVATION — $37,500 (100% LOCAL MATCH: $31,250 CASH | $6,250 IN-KIND)

Construction and renovation costs of $37,500 cover all physical build-out work required to prepare the facility at 42 East Main Street, Luray, Virginia for VDH plan review approval and Certificate of Occupancy. This scope includes: Phase 0 deep cleaning and removal of non-compliant materials; commercial exhaust hood and duct inspection, repair, and NFPA 96 re-certification; grease interceptor installation and sewer tie-in; electrical panel upgrade and dedicated circuit installation for commercial cooking and refrigeration equipment; food-grade epoxy floor coating in the production area; and wall patching and repainting to VDH-compliant smooth and cleanable standards. Per guidance from VDACS program staff, all construction and renovation costs are funded entirely through local match — $31,250 in TOT cash and $6,250 in-kind, reflecting the value of County staff coordination time and facility access provided at no cost during the renovation period. Zero AFID funds are applied to this budget category.

SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS — $50,000 (100% AFID GRANT FUNDS)

The full $50,000 AFID grant request is allocated to the Supplies and Materials category for the purchase of NSF/ANSI-certified commercial kitchen equipment. Each item on the equipment list is required either by VDH regulation for shared-use kitchen licensure or by the operational demands of a commercial food production facility serving multiple producers. All equipment will be used solely to meet the purpose of the AFID Infrastructure Program and the objectives of this agreement. Equipment will be procured through competitive purchasing consistent with Page County's procurement policies, and manufacturer specification sheets will be provided to VDACS as part of the grant documentation. The proposed equipment list is as follows:

Equipment Item VDH/Operational Basis Est. Cost
Walk-in cooler (NSF/ANSI certified) Required cold holding ≤41°F with numerically scaled thermometer; mandatory for shared-use licensure $12,000
Walk-in freezer (NSF/ANSI certified) Required frozen storage ≤0°F; NSF/ANSI and ANSI/UL certified per VDH plan review standards $10,000
Reach-in cooler (2-door, NSF certified) Additional cold holding for concurrent shared-use operators $4,500
Three-compartment sink with drainboards Explicitly required by VDH; must submerge largest pot or pan; NSF-certified with coved corners $3,500
Dedicated hand sinks (qty. 2) Required at all food prep and warewash areas per Virginia Food Regulations 12 VAC 5-421 $1,200
Mop sink Explicitly required by VDH plan review guidelines; must be conveniently located $800
NSF-certified stainless steel prep tables (qty. 3) Required food-contact surfaces; must be NSF-certified, mounted on 4-inch legs for cleanability $3,600
NSF wire shelving units (qty. 6) Required dry and cold storage shelving; must be impervious, easily cleanable, 6 inches off floor $1,800
Commercial floor mixer (20 qt.) Special-purpose processing equipment for value-added agricultural products (baked goods, produce) $4,500
Commercial food processor Special-purpose equipment for produce processing, value-added goods production $2,500
Probe thermometers, sanitizer test strips & dispensers Required for VDH pre-occupancy inspection approval; mandatory ongoing food safety compliance $600
Fire extinguishers (Class K + ABC, qty. 2) Required by Virginia fire code and VDH pre-occupancy inspection checklist $500
Contingency / equipment overage reserve Price variability buffer on refrigeration and sink procurement $4,900
Total AFID Equipment Request $50,000

MATCH SUMMARY

The total local match is $25,000 — a 2:1 ratio against the $50,000 AFID grant award, consistent with the reduced match rate applicable to projects benefiting multiple small-scale agricultural producers. Of the total match, $18,750 is local cash from Page County's TOT capital reserve and $6,250 is in-kind, representing 25% of the total match — well within the 50% in-kind ceiling permitted under AFID program guidelines. All match funds are committed and available; no reliance on the County's general fund or property tax revenue is required. The TOT reserve has been designated by the Page County Board of Supervisors specifically to support the infrastructure development of the Page Valley Food & Visitor Hub.
	Please describe what success would mean for the project and how that success will be measured: DEFINITION OF SUCCESS

Success for the Page Valley Food & Visitor Hub means two things: first, that the facility is fully operational and licensed as a shared-use commercial kitchen under a Virginia Department of Health Permit to Operate — permanently removing the single greatest structural barrier currently preventing small-scale agricultural producers and food entrepreneurs in Page County from bringing locally grown and produced goods to market. Second, that the facility is demonstrably and consistently utilized — that real producers, real food businesses, and real food truck operators are using the space, generating economic activity, and building sustainable enterprises rooted in Page Valley's agricultural economy. A licensed but empty kitchen is not success. Success is a facility that is regularly booked, on a path to financial self-sustainability through membership and rental revenue, and measurably expanding the number of local food businesses and agricultural value-added products available in Page County within the first year of operation.

MEASUREMENT OF SUCCESS

Page County will track and report the following outcomes at both the AFID interim grant report (due June 2027, at 12 months post-award) and the final grant report (due June 2028). Each metric is directly tied to the AFID Infrastructure Program's core purpose of supporting local food production, benefiting small-scale agricultural producers, and driving rural economic development in Page County.

Success Metric How It Will Be Measured Target Outcome
VDH Permit to Operate obtained Copy of issued VDH shared-use food establishment permit submitted with interim grant report Permit issued on or before July 2027
Number of agricultural producers and food entrepreneurs served Signed kitchen user agreements on file; tracked by membership and hourly booking records maintained by facility manager Minimum 10 unique producers/entrepreneurs served by June 2028
Kitchen utilization hours Facility scheduling log maintained monthly; reported in aggregate at interim and final grant reports Minimum 200 booked hours within first 6 months of operation; 500+ hours annually at steady state
Food truck and commissary operators served Signed commissary agreements on file; tracked by facility manager Minimum 5 food truck operators with active commissary agreements by June 2028
New food businesses launched Business license applications or VDACS food manufacturer permits obtained by kitchen users; tracked by facility manager and reported in final grant deliverables Minimum 3 new food businesses formally licensed and operating by June 2028
Incubator program enrollment Signed incubator participant agreements; attendance records for business coaching and food safety compliance training sessions First cohort of 5–8 participants enrolled within 90 days of facility opening (by October 2027)
Jobs created or retained Self-reported employment data collected from kitchen users at 6-month intervals via structured survey Minimum 5 full- or part-time jobs created or retained across kitchen user businesses by June 2028
Facility financial self-sustainability Annual operating revenue vs. operating cost comparison prepared by County Finance Department; reported in final grant deliverables Kitchen rental and membership revenue covers at least 75% of annual operating costs by June 2028

REPORTING & DOCUMENTATION

Page County is committed to full transparency and accountability in the use of AFID grant funds. The County Project Liaison will maintain a dedicated grant file containing all receipts, invoices, user agreements, booking logs, and survey results throughout the grant period. An interim grant report will be submitted in June 2027 documenting procurement and construction completion, equipment installation, VDH licensure status, and early facility utilization data. A final grant report will be submitted in June 2028 documenting all deliverables, final expenditures, and the complete outcome dataset. Page County views this project not as a one-time capital investment but as the foundation of a durable local food economy — and is committed to operating, maintaining, and growing the Page Valley Food & Visitor Hub well beyond the conclusion of the grant period.
	Project Activity 1: Grant Administration & Planning
	Who 1: Page County - Admin 
	Timeline (Month / Year) 1: July 2026
	Project Activity 2: Equipment Specification & Vendor Procurement
	Who 2: County Project Liaison; Page County Procurement Officer; County Finance Department
	Timeline (Month / Year) 2: 8/1/2026-9/30/2026
	Project Activity 3:  Construction & Renovation
	Who 3: Licensed General Contractor (County-procured)
	Timeline (Month / Year) 3: 10/1/2026-2/28/2027
	Project Activity 4:  Equipment Delivery, Installation
	Who 4: Equipment Vendor; Licensed Electrical & Plumbing Contractors
	Timeline (Month / Year) 4: 3/1/2027-5/31/2027
	Project Activity 5: Facility Launch
	Who 5: Page County; Certified Food Safety Manager
	Timeline (Month / Year) 5: 6/1/2027-7/31/2027
	Project Activity 6: Interim & Final Reporting
	Who 6: County Project Liaison; County Administrator's Office
	Timeline (Month / Year) 6: 8/1/2027-6/30/2028
	Describe development opportunities: Yes. The Page Valley Food & Visitor Hub is expected to directly and indirectly create jobs in Page County across three distinct pathways. First, the facility itself will require a part-time to full-time Food Hub Facility Manager responsible for day-to-day kitchen scheduling, user onboarding, health department compliance oversight, equipment maintenance coordination, and incubator program administration. This position will be a newly created, locally employed role funded through kitchen rental and membership revenue as the facility reaches operational self-sustainability. Second, food entrepreneurs and small-scale agricultural producers who gain access to the shared-use kitchen will be able to formalize and grow their businesses — converting what are currently informal or home-based operations into licensed, revenue-generating enterprises that hire local employees. Page County conservatively estimates that kitchen users will create a minimum of 5 full- or part-time jobs across user businesses within the first year of operation, growing to 10 or more jobs by the end of Year 2 as the incubator program matures and businesses scale. Third, food truck operators utilizing the commissary will be able to expand their hours and operating radius — retaining existing jobs and in many cases adding staff to support increased volume.


